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Bradley West Transfer Station/Materials Recycling Facility: Construction and operation of a new enclosed Transfer 
Station/Materials Recycling Facility, that will receive, sort, consolidate and prepare municipal solid waste and 
commercial/ residential recyclable materials for transport to other regional landfills and recycled materials processing 
facilities. A Transfar Station building of 104,960 square-feet and a 2-story office building of 3,600 square-feet, 
approximately 26.2 feet in height, are proposed. The Transfer Facility will accept up to 4,000 tons per day and the 
Materials Recycling Facility will accept 1,000 tons per day. The facility will utilize the existing scale facility and existing 
driveway from Tujunga Avenue that previously served the closed landfill. The project encompasses approximately 11.86 
acres, with an additional 2.14 acres for entrance road and scale facilities, for a project total of 14 acres within a parcel of 
land totaling 99.36 acres. 

Bradley East Green and Wood Waste Processing Station: Operation of an unenclosed green and wood waste 
processing station (variance expired April 14, 2007) to include an increase from 1,260 tons per day to 2,500 tons per 
day. The facility will utilize the existing scale facility and existing driveway from Tujunga Avenue that previously served 
the closed landfill. The project encompasses approximately 13.25 acres, with an additional 1.25 acres for the entrance 
road, for a project total of 14.5 acres within a parcel of land totaling 148.36 acres. 
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'MASTER APPEAL 'FoRM 

City of Los Angeles- Department of City Planning 

APPEALTOTHE: ~C~i~~Co~u~n~ci~I--~~~~~~~~~~~--------------­
{DtREcroR, AREA PLANNING COMMISSION, CITY PLANNING COMMISSION, CllY COUNCIL) 

REGARDING CASE#: CPC 2007-3888-CU-ZV-SPR, ENV-2001-3267-EIR 

PROJECT ADDRESS: 9227 N. Tujunga Avenue 

FINAL DATE TO APPEAL: ,:.:M:::a::.:rc::.:h...:.1..:.6•c:2:::0.:.:1 0=-------------------------------

TYPE OF APPEAL: 1. 0 Appeal by Applicant 

2. D Appeal by a person, other than the applicant, claiming to be aggrieved 

3. D Appeal by applicant or aggrieved person from a determination made by the Department 
of Building and Safety 

APPELLANT INFORMATION- Please print clearly 

Name: Doug Corcoran 

• Are you filing for yourself. or on behalf of another party, organization or company? 

[J Self 0 Other: Waste Management Recycling & Disposal 

Services of Califorina, Inc. 

Address: 9081 Tujunga Avenue, 2nd Floor 

Sun Valley, CA Zip: 91352 

Telephone: -'---'--7_6_7_-6_1_8_0 _____ _ E-mail: dcorcora@wm.com 

• Are you filing to support the original applicant's position? 

Ill Yes 0 No 

REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 

Name: Dale Goldsmith, Armbruster Goldsmith and Delvac LLP 

Address: 10940 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 2100 

Los Angeles, CA Zip: 90024 

Telephone: -'--'--2_09_-__ 8_80_0:...._ ____ _ E-mail: dale@ag-landuse.com 

This application is to be used for any appeals authorized by the los Angeles Municipal Code for discretionary actions administered by 
the Department of City Planning. 

CP-7769 (11/09/09) 
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JUSTIFICATION/REASON FOR APPEALING- Please provide on separate sheet. 

Are you appealing the entire decision or parts of it? 

IZI Entire D Part 

Your justification/reason must state: 

• The reasons for the appeal • How you are aggrieved by the decision 

• Specifically the points at issue • Why you believe the decision-maker erred or abused their discretion 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION/REQUIREMENTS 

• Eight (8) copies of the following documents are required (1 original and 7 duplicates): 

• Master Appeal Form 
• Justification/Reason for Appealing document 
• Original Determination letter 

• Original applicants must provide the original receipt required to calculate 85% filing fee. 

• Original applicants must pay mailing fees to BTC and submit copy of receipt. 

• Applicants filing per 12.26 K "Appeals from Building Department Determinations" are considered original applicants 
and must provide notice per 12.26 K 7. 

• Appeals to the City Council from a determination on a Tentative Tract (TI or VTI) by the City (Area) Planning 
Commission must be filed within 10 days of the written determination of the Commission. 

• A CEQA document can only be appealed if a non-elected decision-making body (i.e. 2A, APC, CPC, etc ... ) makes a 
determination for a project that is not further appealable. 

"If a nonelected decision-making body of a local lead agency certifies an environmental impact report approves a 
negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration, or determines that a project is not subject to this division, that 
certification, approval, or determination may be appealed to the agency's elected decision~making body, if any." 
-~CA Public Resources Code§ 21151 (c) 

I certify that the st 

Date: 

Amount 

~ec~ipt 

~ Determination Authority Notified D Original Receipt and BTC Receipt(if original applicant) 

CP-7769 (11/09/09) 



I. SUMMARY 

Justification for Appeal 

CPC 2007-3888-CU-ZV-SPR 
ENV-2001-3267 -EIR 

Substantial evidence supports the October 22, 2009 City Planning Staff 
recommendation to approve the above-referenced project, certify the Environmental 
Impact Report ("EIR"), and adopt the Statement of Overriding Considerations (the "Staff 
Report''). Planning staff recommended approving the project after an exhaustive EIR 
review process, unprecedented community involvement and dialogue, unprecedented 
5+ years of review by the Community Advisory Committee, support from the local 
Council representative, and numerous public hearings. By contrast, no substantial 
evidence supports the conclusions of the City Planning Commission ("CPC"). The CPC 
erred in concluding the Project would not benefit the community. The CPC also erred 
by denying the project based on a "concern" that impacts from the proposed project 
"might not be fully addressed" and that environmental impacts from non-controlled 
vendor trucks "cannot be controlled by [project] conditions." No substantial evidence 
supports the CPC's conclusions. 

The CPC erred in denying a proposal by Waste Management to establish the 
Bradley West Transfer Station/Material Recovery Facility ("MRF") and continue 
operation of the Bradley East Green Waste and Wood Waste Processing Station 
("GWS") on the site of the closed Bradley Landfill (collectively, the "Project"). The CPC 
also erred in not certifying the comprehensive Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") and 
refusing to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

Therefore, the City Council should reject the decision of the CPC and certify the EIR, 
adopt the Statement of Overriding Considerations, and approve the Project. In addition, 
we respectfully requestthat the City Council: 

• Approve the Conditional Use to permit a Recycling Materials Sorting Facility 
in the M and MR Zones; 

• Approve a Variance to permit operation of a solid waste transfer station in the 
M Zone within 500 feet of a more restrictive zone; 

• Approve a Variance to permit the operation of a wood/green material chipping 
and grinding facility in an unenclosed facility within the M Zone; and 

• Approve Site Plan Review. 
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II. ANALYSIS 

A. The CPC Determination Lacks Substantial Evidence to Support Its 
Findings in Denvinq a Conditional Use Permit for the Project 

In denying a conditional use permit for the Project, the February 24, 2010 CPC 
Determination ("CPC Determination") includes the following findings: 

• The location of the project will not be desirable to the public convenience and 
welfare; 

• The proposed project will not be proper in relation to adjacent uses or the 
development of the community; and 

• The proposed project will be materially detrimental to the character of 
development in the immediate neighborhood and will be in harmony with the 
various elements and objectives of the General Plan. 

The CPC Determination recites the following conclusions to justify each of the above 
findings: 

• "[l]mpacts from the proposed project might not be fully addressed" 

• "The Commission did not feel that it [the Project] would be beneficial to the 
community; and 

• "There are environmental impacts that include the impact of emission from non 
controlled vendor trucks that will frequently use the facility, unregulated by 
entitlement conditions ... cannot be by these conditions as to their compliance 
with the California Air Quality Board (GARB) standards for waste collection 
trucks ... these impacts will affect the neighboring residential population of Sun 
Valley .... " 

Neither the CPC Determination nor the administrative record contains any substantial 
evidence to support these conclusions. Furthermore, the conclusions are speculative 
and inaccurate. 

2 



1. The CPC's Environmental Conclusions are Incorrect 

To say that impacts from the Project might not be fully addressed is speculation. Other 
than air quality impacts resulting from vendor trucks, the CPC Determination fails to 
identify any specific impact that is not fully addressed. And with regard to air quality 
emissions from vendor trucks, the CPC Determination identifies no defect in the EIR air 
quality analysis. 

Contrary to the CPC's justifications, air quality emissions from vendor trucks are 
regulated-just not by the City. All vehicles operating on public roadways are required 
to meet air quality emissions standards. Furthermore, all waste trucks operating on 
public roadways are required to meet GARB emissions standards. California's solid 
waste collection vehicle rule was passed in September 2003 to reduce the harmful 
health impacts of exhaust from diesel-fueled waste collection trucks. The solid waste 
collection vehicle regulation (SWCV) will reduce cancer-causing particulate matter and 
smog-forming nitrogen oxide emissions from these trucks by requiring owners to use 
GARB verified control technology that best reduces emissions, following a phased-in 
schedule from 2004 through 2010. And although transfer trucks are not subject to the 
same regulation as waste trucks, transfer trucks are subject to other diesel emission 
regulations, including the GARB On-Road Heavy Duty Diesel Vehicle Regulation 
adopted in December 2008. Thus, State regulation of waste truck emissions will be in 
full effect by the time the Project becomes operational and State regulation of transfer 
truck emissions will phase in over the life of the Project. Proposed Project conditions 
include incentives for accelerated compliance with the On-Road Heavy Duty Diesel 
Vehicle Regulation by transfer trucks that would be serving the facility." 

2. The CPC Did Not Properly Recognize the Pro;ect's Numerous Public 
Benefits. 

The CPC incorrectly concluded that the Project would not result in public benefits. In 
fact, the Staff Report identified the following 19 direct public benefits of the Project: 

1. The Project would ensure that the BLRC remains among the largest and longest­
term employers in Sun Valley and the northeast San Fernando Valley. The 
Project would allow Sun Valley to retain the over 240 jobs (many held for 15 
years or longer) and the $13 million annual payroll realized to employees, many 
of whom live in Sun Valley. The Project would also allow Sun Valley to retain the 
$30 million in direct economic benefit the project applicant provides to the local 
area. (FEIR, pp. 4-609, 4-612, 4-614, 4-626, 4-628, 4-639.) 

2. Many of the businesses in Sun Valley, some of which are small businesses 
owned by minority business owners, depend on the Project applicant as a 
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consumer. The Project would allow these businesses, such as truck repair 
shops, parts suppliers and restaurants, to retain BLRC and its employees as 
consumers, which is a key to the survival of many of these businesses. This is 
especially important today given the current fiscal crisis. (FEIR, pp. 4-639, 4-
697.) 

3. The Project provides an orderly transition of the BLRC from a landfill operation to 
a TS/MRF operation, including closure of the landfill. Future waste disposal and 
recycling needs are expected to increase within the City due to population 
growth, economic growth, and closures of other large landfills over the next ten 
years. The Project will greatly assist in accommodating the anticipated need for 
recycling at a centralized location within the City. (DSEIR, p. 2-14.) 

4. The Project would provide a state-of-the-art facility, cost-effective disposal, and 
TS/MRF services that will assist the City in achieving local and state mandated 
waste diversion goals, including those set forth in the California Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989 and the City of Los Angeles' waste diversion goals of 
70% by 2015 and 90% by 2025, respectively. (DSEIR, p. 6-25.) 

5. The Project provides expanded capacity to process green and wood waste 
generated in the City of Los Angeles to promote increased recycling of such 
materials, consistent with City and State goals. 

6. The Project avoids the possibility that more trips to outlying area landfills by 
waste disposal trucks will be required in the event that sufficient transfer capacity 
is not available for consolidation of loads elsewhere in Los Angeles or the region. 
(DSEIR, p. 6-20.) 

7. The Project implements a TS/MRF that reduces environmental impacts and 
provides environmental benefits to traffic, air quality, including greenhouse gas 
emissions, by facilitating recycling and the consolidation of loads and transfer to 
other regional landfill sites. The TS/MRF, for example, would facilitate reuse and 
recycling of materials, such as aluminum and metals that would otherwise need 
to be produced from nonrenewable resources. (DEIR, p. 5-3.) 

8. The Project includes a program to establish a "Community Improvement Fund" 
funded by the project applicant for any tonnage received at the MRF/Transfer 
station or green waste facility. The Fund would be based on an established per 
ton fee on all trucks utilizing the facility, with reduced fees to incentivize the use 
of clean trucks and recycling. The Fund could potentially amount to hundreds of 
thousands of dollars per year for a minimum of 10 years/life of the project and be 
used for local education, youth, health and environmental programs and 
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services. The fund would be administered by an advisory committee made up of 
local community leaders and residents. (FEIR, pp. 4-614, 4-638, 4-658, 4-665.) 

The chart below shows the agreed upon Clean Air Incentive/Host Fee schedule. 
It takes into account the types of material transported and the types of trucks 
accessing the facility. The Clean Air Incentive/Host Fee will be adjusted annually 
using the Los Angeles/Long Beach/Riverside Metropolitan Statistical Area [MSA] 
Consumer Price Index (CPI). 

sorted 
Recy-cra~fes 

S()J1ed Gre~ll 
.&Wood 
W~sie···.······ 

WasteM~Ilagem!1ntSI.In.\falle}'Recyclillg Park 

. Clean Airfncentive)~~~f ~ee S~h~d~f~($/ton);···i· .. 

$0.25 $0.25 

$0.25 $0.25 

$0.50 

$0.25 

·cost of J-iving 
Adjustment 

CPI tied to MSA of LA, Long 
Beach, Riverside 

CPI tied to MSA of LA, Long 
Beach, Riverside 

CPI tied to MSA of LA, Long 
Beach, Riverside 

9. The Project would allow Waste Management to remain in Sun Valley and 
continue its financial and societal support of the local community: 

a. Waste Management currently funds citizenship and anti-gang programs for 
youth, like Communities in Schools, which encourage youth to stay in school 
and out of gangs. (FEIR, pp. 4-458, 4-638.) 

b. Waste Management currently supports local environmental beautification 
programs such as Sun Valley Beautiful, Earth Day Expo, and Neat 
Neighborhood Grants. These programs benefit the local residents by 
providing funds to help residents clean-up and beautify their homes and 
neighborhoods with trees, new fences, etc. Waste Management has also 
donated substantial time and money to Sun Valley beautification projects; 
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most recently establishing two marble gateway monuments featuring Sun 
Valley artwork (see www.sunvalleybeautiful.org). (FEIR, pp. 4-168,4-176, 4-
482, 4-626, 4-628, 4-638, 4-658, 4-721.) 

c. Waste Management's employees currently volunteer their time to schools and 
many community and business organizations. (FEIR, pp. 4-207, 4-638.) 

d. Waste Management provides educational opportunities for students by 
introducing them to environmental sciences and teaching them about the 
importance of recycling. The Project would allow such programs to continue 
and future programs to be implemented such as mentoring programs and job 
shadowing programs. (FEIR, pp. 4-195, 4-198.) 

e. Waste Management donates funds to local schools to support programs the 
schools could not otherwise afford, including the Colfax Elementary School, 
while educating children in the community about waste management and the 
benefits of recycling to the environment. (FEIR, pp. 4-330, 4-332, 4-338.) 

f. Waste Management offers its Sun Valley facilities for use by the Los Angeles 
County Sheriff's Department and the Montebello Fire Department as a 
training site for its Urban Search and Rescue programs. The facilities have 
been invaluable in providing quality, realistic training and testing sites for 
dozens of search dog teams from across the country, which have recently 
been utilized during the aftermath of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita and the La 
Conchita mudslide. (FEIR, pp. 4-89, 4-115) 

g. Waste Management provides ongoing interest and support for the arts 
through assisting organizations such as Women in Theatre. (FEIR, p. 4-616.) 

h. Waste Management heavily contributes to a variety of other community 
programs such as Tip-a-Cop, street lighting along San Fernando Road, Parks 
and Recreation Programs, the Green Energy Conservation Program, Habitat 
for Humanity International and a myriad of Chamber of Commerce activities. 
(FEIR, pp. 4-618, 4-346, 4-496.) 

i. Waste Management provides support to other various local educational, 
athletic and after school programs and groups (e.g., Boys & Girls Club of San 
Fernando, Crescenta-Canada Family YMCA, Go for Broke Educational 
Foundation, Vena Avenue Elementary Healthy Start Program, Andres y Maria 
Cardenas Family Foundation, among many others). 
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10. Closure activities of the landfill under the Project would include planting of 
vegetation and landscaping that is consistent with the goals of the Sun Valley 
Renaissance Concept Plan. This Plan, prepared by the Urban Design 
Assistance Team of the American Institute of Architects, San Fernando Valley 
chapter, envisions the revitalization and redevelopment of Sun Valley. 

The CPC Determination contains no discussion or analysis of these substantial public 
benefits. The facts are indisputable that the Project provides substantial public benefits. 

B. The CPC Determination Lacks Substantial Evidence to Support Its 
Findings in Denying a Variance for the Project 

In denying a variance for the Project, the CPC found that "[t]he granting of the variance 
will be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to the property or 
improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located." The CPC 
relied on the identical conclusions set forth in Section II.A above to support this finding. 
For the same reasons stated in Sections II.A.1 and II.A.2 above the CPC's justification 
for this finding is unsupported by substantial evidence. Therefore, the CPC erred in 
rejecting the variance. 

C. The CPC Determination Lacks Substantial Evidence to Support Its 
Findings in Denying Site Plan Review for the Project 

In denying Site Plan Review for the Project, the CPC found that "[t]he project will not 
comply with the municipal code divisions due to the denial of the above conditional use 
and variance entitlements." Thus, denying Site Plan Review depends upon the 
propriety of denying of the conditional use and variance. As shown in Sections II.A and 
II.B, above, the CPC erred in not approving the conditional use and the variance. Thus, 
for the same reasons, the CPC erred in not approving Site Plan Review. 

D. The CPC Erred in Not Certifying the EIR and Adopting the Statement 
of Overriding Considerations 

In failing to certify the EIR, the CPC relied on the identical conclusions set forth in 
Section II.A, above. For the same reasons stated in Sections II.A.1 and II.A.2, above, 
the CPC erred in failing to certify the EIR and adopt the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. 

With regard to the EIR, the Staff Report and the CPC Determination contain substantial 
evidence showing that a full and comprehensive analysis of air quality impacts had 
been completed. Direct evidence contradicts the CPC's speculation regarding air 
quality impacts to neighborhoods from vendor trucks. The greatest air quality impact to 
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neighborhoods is the localized impacts of CO hotspots. The EIR concluded that air 
quality emissions from vehicles travelling to the GWS and MRF would not result in 
significant CO hotspots. Neither the CPC Determination nor the administrative record 
contains any substantial evidence contradicting the analysis in the EIR. Therefore, no 
substantial evidence supports the CPC's basis for refusing to certify the EIR. 

Similarly, no substantial evidence supports the CPC's failure to adopt a statement of 
overriding considerations. As set forth in Section II.A.2, above, the Staff Report and the 
administrative record contain substantial evidence that the Project will provide verifiable 
and important public benefits. The CPC provided no analysis refuting this fact, but 
merely concluded that it does "feel that it [the Project] would be beneficial to the 
community" (emphasis added). This conclusion is not supported by the facts. 
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. ·.·.' :-.- .. ·. :.'" ~--:··· _. :: .. ;,· . 

Office: 

Downtown c:::=J 
VanNuys~ 

Date 1/- b ~ 07 
Department of City Planning 

los Angeles 

City Planning Request 

270105 

NOTICE: The staff of the Planning Department will analyze your request and accord the same full and impartial consideration to your application, 
regardless of whether or not you obtain the services of anyone to represent you. · 

This filing fee is required by Chapter 1, Article 9, l.A.M.C. 

Expediting Fee 

Bad Check Fee 
Miscellaneous/Photocopy 

()~ 
(vfCheck# 00/> 4C. 77791 
( ) MoneyOrder# _____ _ 

TOTAL FEES PAID 

Council District---"~"'--;--,--­
Plan Area 5 oJ \4L.t-£ ,Y 

) 

PLMJ. t .. LAND UfiE 
ONE STOF' CITY PL 
DEVELOPi•!T BUHCHG 
OPERATING HUfKHG 

White- Applicant Canary· Reium to Planning Pink- Building & Safety Golden Rod- Master Copy 
Toi~al D1je;: 
f1"'.ckr 

Form CP 7107 {Rev. 5/05) 

$6~:::8~5=00 
$:l3~~- DO 



Lee, Lil 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Frank Quon [Frank.Quon@lacity.org] 
Friday, February 19,2010 1:32PM 
Lee, Lily 

Cc: Herminigildo Agustin 
Subject: RE: Appeal Fee/CPC20073888 

Lily, 

I just reviewed my numbers with Hermy at the Counter. He says it looks fine. Please 
bring a copy of this email with you when you file the appeal application. Let me know if 
you have any other questions. 

Frank 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Franklin N. Quon, City Planner 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Room 430 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
Mail Stop 366 

Voice: ( 818 I 37 4-5036 
FAX: (818) 374-9955 
Email: Frank.Quon@lacity.org 

>>> "Lee, Lily" <llee@wm.com> 2/19/2010 10:51 AM>>> 
This helps a lot. I need to prepare a request for 
the check ASAP to have it in time to bring with the appeal request. 
Don Jefferson confirmed that our file reached his office. 

I will fill in the amount for the check as soon as you confirm 
with Public Counter staff on the amount. 

Thank you! ! 

-----Original Message-----
From: Frank Quon (mailto:Frank.Quon@lacity.org] 
Sent: Friday, February 19, 2010 10:49 AM 
To: Lee, Lily 
Subject: Re: Appeal Fee/CPC20073888 

Lily, 

Think nothing of it. I do, however, have some more info for you. The two receipts in the 
case file identify there is a larger fee. The appeal fee is calculated from the base fee 
of the application. (see below further breakdown) I'll try to verify these figures 
with the Public Counter Staff this morning and get back to you. 

$5812 
+ $6585 

CUP 
ZVs & SPR 

$12397 Base Fee of Original Application (no surcharges) 
X 0. 85 

$10537 
$210 
$632 
$737 

Appeal Fee (85% of Original Base Fee) 
OSS Surcharge (2%1 
Development Surcharge (6%) 
Operating Surcharge (7%) 

1 



$12116 Total Appeal Fee 

Frank 

>>> "Lee, Lily" <llee@wm.com> 2/18/2010 10:34 PM>>> 
Frank, 

Sorry that the call to Jaime Lopez came back to YOU. 
I called him after our conversation. 

We paid $7573. And I found the receipt and a copy of our check (attached.) 

I knew about the 85%, but not the 15% surcharge. 
Could you help us figure out how much we need to bring in for the appeal? 
Thanks! 

Lily 
<<CPC20073888FileFeeNov07.pdf>> 

Waste Management recycles enough paper every year to save 41 million trees. By not 
printing this email, you can help save even more. 
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los Angeles CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 272, Los Angeles, California, 90012-4801, (213) 978-1300 

www.lacity.org/PLN/index.htm 

Determination Mailing Date: ....:_...:f':...:E:.:B:.-.::.2..;;4...:2:..:0...:.:10:...__ 

CITY COUNCIL 
Room 395, City Hall 

CASE NO. CPC 2007-3888-CU..ZV-SPR 
Location: 9227 N. Tujunga Avenue 
Council District: No. 6 
Plan Area: Sun Valley-La Tuna Canyon 

Applicant: Doug Corcoran, Waste Management Recycling 
& Disposal Services of California, Inc. 
Representative: Dale Goldsmith, Armbruster, 

Goldsmith and Delvac 

Request(s): Conditional Use, Variance, Site Plan Review 

At Its meeting on December 17, 2009, 1he following action was taken by the City Planning Commission: 

1. Disapproved the Conditional Use to permit a Recycling Materials Sorting Facility in theM and MR Zones when the facility is not 
in compliance with the following conditions setforth in Section 12.21 A 18 (e): 
a. Locate a recycling materials sorting facility within 1 ,000 feet of a more restrictive zone; 
b. Operate a recycling materials sorting facility beyond the hours of 7 A.M. to 8 P.M.; 

2. Disapproved the Variance to permit the operation of a solid waste transfer station in the M Zone within 500 feet of a more 
restrictive zone; 

3. Disapproved the Variance to permit the operation of a wood/green material chipping and grinding facility in an unenclosed facility 
within the M Zone; 

4. Disapproved the Site Plan Review for a project having more than 50,000 square feet of non-residential floor area; 
5. Disapproved Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2001-3267-EIR and Disapproved of the proposed Mitigation Monitoring 

Program, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the required findings for the adoption ofthe EIR, for the above referenced 
project involving the construction and operation of a new enclosed Transfer Station/Materials Recycling Facility, that will receive, 
sort, consolidate and prepare municipal solid waste and commercial/ residential recyclable materials for transport to other regional 
landfills and recycled materials processing facilities that will accept up to 4,000 tons per day and 1 ,000 tons per day, respectively 
and the expansion of an unenclosed green and wood waste processing station to include an increase from 1 ,260 tons per day to 
2,500 tons per day; 

6. Adopted the attached Findings; and 
7. Advised the applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City shall monHor orrequire 

evidence that mHigation conditions are implemented and maintained throughout the life of the project and the City may require any 
necessary fees to cover the cost of such monitoring. 

Fiscal Impact Statement: There is no General Fund Impact as administrative costs are recovered through fees. 

This action was taken by the following vote: 

Moved Seconded City Planning Commission Yll! No Absent 

0 X William Roschen, President 0 0 0 

X 0 Regina M. Freer, Vice President 0 0 0 

0 0 Diego Cardoso, Commissioner X 0 0 

0 0 Sean 0. Burton. Commissioner X 0 0 

0 0 Robin R. Hughes, Commissioner 0 0 X 
0 0 Barbara Romero, Commissioner 0 0 X 
0 0 Fr. Spencer T. Kezios, Commissioner X 0 0 

0 0 Yolanda Orozco, Commissioner 0 0 X 
0 0 Michael K. Woo. Commissioner 0 0 X 

Vote: 5-0 



' 

Appeals: If the Commission has disapproved the (e.g., zone change) request, In whole or in part, the applicant may appeal that 
disapproval to the Council within 20 days after the mailing date of this determination. Any appeal not filed within the 20-day 
period shall not be considered by the Council. All appeals shall be filed on forms provided at the Planning Department's Public 
Counters at 201 N. Figueroa Street, Fourth Floor, Los Angeles, or at 6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, Suite 251, Van Nuys. 

MAR 1 6 2010 
Final Appeal Date 

If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, the petition for 
writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than the 90th day following the date on which the City's decision 
became final pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your 
ability to seek judicial review. 

The time In which a party may seek judicial review of this determination is governed by California Code of Civil Procedure Sectlon 1094.6. Under that provision, a petitioner may seek 
judicial review of any dedsion of the City pursuant to CalifOrnia Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.5, only if the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section Is filed no later 
than the 9oth day following the date on which the City's decision becomes final. 

Attachments: Findings 
Frank Quon, Hearing Officer 
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FINDINGS 

A. General Plan/Charter Findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. The subject property is located within the area 
covered by the Sun Valley-La Tuna Canyon Community Plan, updated and adopted by the 
City Council on August 13, 1999. The existing Plandesignates the subject property as Light 
Industrial and HE!avy Industrial with corresponding zones of MR2 and M2, and M3, 
respectively. The existing M2-1-G, (T][Q]M2-1-G, (T][Q]M2-1, M3-1-G, and (T][Q]M3-1-G 
zones are consistent with the existing land use designations. The proposed use with the 
requested entitlements is not in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and 
provisions of the General Plan as reflected in the adopted community plan. 

2. General Plan Text. The Sun Valley-La Tuna Canyon Community Plan text identifies that, 
"Exhausted mining operations include CaiMat's Trout/Schweitzer Pond and Peoria Street 
Site, LosAngeiE!S By-Products Company's Strathem Street Site and the Bradley Landfill. 
Both the Peoria Street Site and the Strathem Street Site are being filled with inert landfill 
material. It is projected that the Bradley Laridfi/1 will be filled by the year 2003. Once filled, 
the site will be converted into a state-of-the-art recycling center- the "Sun Valley Recycling 
Park of Los Angeles". Further the text includes the following relevant land use goals, 
objectives, policies and programs: 

Goal6 SUFFICIENT LAND FOR A VARIETY OF INDUSTRIAL .USES WITH IIIIAXIMUM 
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE COMMUNITY'S WORK FORCE 
FORTHEENWRONMENTANDw.HICHHAVEMINI~LADVERSEIMPACTON 
ADJACENT USES. 

Objective 3-1 To provide for the 1'9tention of existing industrial uses and promote futu/'9 
industrial development which contributes to job opportunities and minimizes 
environmental and visual impacts. 

Policy 3-1.1 The City should utilize land use, zoning, and financial incentives to 
pl'9serve the economic viability of the Plan's existing industries. 
Progf9m: The Community Plan provides for the 1'9tention of existing industrial 
development. 
Program: A portion of Sun Val/ey-La Tuna Canyon is included within the federal 
empowerment zone. Businesses within the zone a/'9 eligible for a $3,000 per 
employee tax c/'9dit 
Program: The City has pT9pa1'9d a Preliminary Plan for the proposed Northeast San 
Fernando Valley Projec/ Redevelopment Plan. The proposed project boundaries 
include Glenoaks Boulevard, San Fernando Road, Lau/'91 Canyon Boulevard, 
Lankershim Boulevard, and Tuxford Street. 

Policy 3-1.2: Requi/'9 that projects be designed and developed to achieve a high 
level of quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with existing uses in 
accordance with design standards. 
Program: The Plan includes an Urban Design component which establishes Design 
Standards for industrial development to implement this policy. 

Policy 3-1.3: Adequate mitigation should be achieved through design treatments 
and compliance with environmental protection standards, for industrial uses where 
they adjoin residential neighborhoods and commercial uses. 
Program: The Plan establishes design standards for industrial development, 
including industriaVresidential interface af9as. The decision-maker for specific 
projects should condition any approval within these guidelines. Environmental 
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protection standards and health and safety requirements are enforced by other 
public agencies. 

Objective 3-2 To encourage the conseNation and strengthening of viable industrial 
development throughout the plan area. 

Polley 3-2.1: Industrially planned parcels located in predominantly industrial areas 
should be protected from development by other uses which do not support the 
industrial economic base of the City and the community. 
Program: The Community Plan and City's PlannihgandZoning Code administered 
by the Department of City Planning ahd the Department of Building and Safety 
contain provisions to maintain industrially designated areas fOr industrial uses. 

Objective 3-3 To assure mitigation of potential negative impacts generated by industrial 
uses when they are located in proximity to residential neighborhoods, the Plan proposes 
design guidelines fOr new industrial uses when so located. 

Policy 3-3.1: Encourage new industrial uses adjacent to residential neighborhoods 
to mitigate their impact on the residential neighborhoods to the extent feasible. 
Program: New development of industrial uses located adjacent to residential 
neighborhOO(/s shall comply with the Industrial/ Residential design guidelines fOund 
in the Urban Design Chapter (Chapter V. Section I. B. 1) of this Plan. 

The project will meet the above policies and programs of the Sun Valley-La Tuna Canyon 
Community Plan by providing direction for the subject property, Bradley Landfill to transition 
into a state of the art recycling facility for which is requested by the applicant. The 
opportunity for implementing the community plan will become realized with the subject 
application. 

The proposed project is located adjacent to other heavy industrial uses that perform waste 
management services. The project furthers the general plan policies of retaining the existing 
business and transitioning the site to a recycling facility. Commerce in the Sun Valley 
neighborhood is salvaged with the implementation of the project. Program incentives for 
industrial uses offered by the Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone is available for the subject 
proposal. The latest city records indicate no currently active redevelopment overlay zone for 
the subject property. 

The project also is consistent with industrial uses that dominant the area and the land use 
plan of the Sun Valley - La Tuna Canyon Community Plan, . Retention of the land use 
designation provides preservation of the industrial nature of the immediate area as intended 
by the plan. Implementation of as much of the design guidelines for new industry will be 
achieved by required conditions of approval. 

3. Housing Element 

Phase I and n would not conflict with any applicable policies. of the City of Los Angeles 
Housing Element and would implement a number of those policies. A new landfill would not 
be created as a result of the Project. The uses immedilately surrounding the landfill are other 
industrial and commercial uses. While two residences are located within 500 feet of the 
landfill expansion operations, they are considered legal non-conforming uses. A residential 
zone is however, located approximately 350 feet from the boundary of the property line and 
1,400 feet from the expansion operations. The placement of the new TSIMRF 
approximately 700 feet from the nearest residential use provides an adequate health-based 
buffer zone. (Policy 2.3.5) 
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Section 5.4 of the EIR discusses potential adverse impacts to groups of individuals based on 
their race and/or income level. In general, the preparation ofthe EIR has been completed in 
a manner that attempts to disclose all the potentially significant impacts of the Project and 
thereby treats all residents fairly. Individuals living within three miles of the Bradley Landfill 
were notified by mail of the Project and a Community Advis()ry Group was formed to provide 
input to Waste Management regarding the concerns and opinions of the community. The 
Notice of Availability ofthe Draft EIR to the public for comment was provided in accordance 
with Section 15087 ofthe State CEQA Guidelines. (Policy 3.1.7) 

4. Noise Element 

Phase I would not conflict with any applicable policies of the City of Los Angeles Noise 
Element. Noise monitoring is performed at the gas plant and recycling facilities.1 Phase 1 
activities would include constructing the new TSIMRF and expansion of the existing MRF 
and green and wood waste operations. Phase I would also include the continued 
conversion of the trash trucks to low emission al.tematives. Increased. noise levels may be 
generated during construction activities; however, due to compliance with the City Noise 
Ordinance and the distance between the location of the construction activities and the 
nearest sensitive receptors, any potential noise increase would be less than significant (see 
Section 4.5, Noise). Conversion of the trash trucks to a low emission alternative would not 
generate additional noise impacts. 

Under Phase II of the Project, noise impacts would be generated by the trash trucks 
entering/exiting the Project site, the operation of the flares, generators, and any construction 
equipment required to establish the final contours of the landfill. Mitigation measures have 
been identified in Section 4.5, Noise, for any noise impacts which may be potentially 
significant. (Policy 2,2) 

5. Air Qualitv Element 

Phase I and II of the Project would not conflict with any applicable policies of the City of Los 
Angeles Air Quality Element. During activities associated with the construction of the 
TSIMRF, particulate emissions may be generated (e.g., dust from grading). Construction­
type activities associated with the closure of the existing landfill, including installation of final 
cover; planting of vegetation on all slopes; and constructing surface water control features, 
would also have the potential to generate particulate emissions. During these operations, 
mitigation measures would be implemented and Tier Ill engines will be used by the 
contractor to reduce the amount of particulate emissions generated. These measures are 
listed in Section 4.4, Air Quality, under the Mitigation Measures headings. (Policy 1.3.1) 

Fugitive dust would be generated by trucks driving on the landfill and on the streets 
surrounding the landfill. Measures to control particulate emissions from these activities (e.g., 
watering truck routes on the landfill and street sweeping) are in place and will be continued 
under the Project. These procedures would not change and no new particulate emission 
impacts are anticipated. See Section 4.4, Air QualitY, for a detailed discussion of air quality 
impacts associated with Phase I ofthe Project. (Policy 1.3.2) 

Waste Management has been using ultra low sulfur diesel fuel in all of the collection and 
transfer trucks since November 2005. As part of Phase I the current refuse collection trucks 
will continue to either be converted to or replaced by a low emission alternative. This would 
reduce the amount of energy consumed and would shift the type of fuel consumed to a less 

1/ Waste Management, Bradley landfill & Recycling Center's Report of Disposal Site Information, 
August 2002. 
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polluting and renewable energy source. The Sun Valley Hauling fleet collection and transfer 
trucks will also utilize 85 biodiesel (or an equivalent CARS-approved low emission 
alternative fuel). The use of biodiesel reduces petroleum dependence. (Policy 5.1.2) 

During Phase I, construction of a new TSIMRF and expansion of the existing green waste 
facility would occur. These facilities would be utilized upon completion of existing landfill 
operations (2007) and would allow for increased amounts of recycling and reuse to occur. 
(Policy 5.1.4) Under Phase II of the Project, the new MRF and the expanded greenwaste 
facility would be fully operational and the landfill would be closed. All loads entering the new 
MRF would be sorted and the residual trash sent to other area landfills. The new MRF 
would accept up to 1,000 tpd and the green and wood waste area would accept 2,500 tons 
tpd. (Policy 5.1.4) 

Waste Management has been using ultra low sulfur diesel fuel in all of the collection and 
transfer trucks since· November 2005. During Phase II of the Project, the current refuse 
collection trucks would continue to be converted to or replaced by low emission alternatives 
and/or would be modified with devices such as dieseiPM1o traps to reduce the amount of 
emissions generated (see Mitigation Measure 4.4-7 in Section 4.4, Air Quality). The Sun 
Valley Hauling fleet collection and transfer trucks will also utilize 85 biodiesel (or an 
equivalent CARS.:approved low emission alternative fuel). The use of 85 biodiesel will 
further reduce the amount of air emissions (e.g., particulate matter and C02) generated 
under the Project. Therefore, emissions generated by the operation of the trash trucks would 
be reduced during Phase II. (Policy 5.2.1) 

6. Transportation Element 

Phase I of the Project would not conflict with any applicable policies of the City of Los 
Angeles Transportation Element. While telecommuting and teleconferencing are not viable 
options for a majority of employees at the Bradley Landfill due to the nature of the work, 
employees do work a variety of shifts in order to satisfy the needs of the BLRC. This allows 
the employee trips to be spread out over the course of the day instead of lumped into one or 
two time periods. No change in the existing procedures regarding work hours is anticipated 
as a result of construction activities associated with the new TSIMRF, or the expansion of 
the existing MRF, and green and wood waste operations. (Policy 2. 7) During Phase II of the 
Project, some activities would be occurring 24 hours, six days a week. Since activities would 
be occurring throughout a 24-hour time period, employee arrival and departures would be 
staggered throughout the day reducing the number of employee trips during peak traffic 
hours. (Policy 2. 7) 

A traffic analysis was completed in order to address potential impacts associated with 
implementation of Phase I of the Project. The recommendations of the traffic analysis have 
been included in the EIR as mitigation measures in order to reduce potentially significant 
traffic impacts. Further discussion of traffic impacts can be found in Section 4.3, 
Transportation/Circulation. A copy of the traffic report can be found in Appendix E. (Policies 
2.8 and 3.1) 

As identified in the traffic report, the Applicant would be required to contribute towards 
funding the City of Los Angeles' expanded signal system improvement where traffic signals 
are interconnected and known as the Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control 
(ATSAC)/Automated Traffic Control System (ATCS) at San Fernando Road and Sheldon 
street. This contribution would help the City actively support intelligent traffic systems. 
Funding of this system would reduce the potential traffic impacts associated with Phase II of 
the Project to the maximum extent feasible. (Policy 2.35) 
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Waste Management has been using ultra low sulfur diesel fuel in all of the collection and 
transfer trucks since November 2005. As part of the Phase I operations and continued into 
Phase II the fleet of refuse collection trucks owned by Waste Management will continue to 
either be converted to a low emission alternative and/or modified with devices such as diesel 
PM1 0 traps to reduce the amount of emissions generated. The Sun Valley Hauling fleet 
collection and transfer trucks will also utilize 85 biodiesel (or an equivalent CARS-approved 
low emission alternative fuel). The use of 85 biodiesel will further reduce the amount of air 
emissions (e.g., particulate matter and C02) generated under the Project. (Policies 2.36 and 
2.37) 

The criteria for significance used in the EIR are the standard ones utilized by the City of Los 
Angeles to determine traffic impacts. While traffic impacts associated with Phase I and II of 
the Project were identified, none of these direct impacts would remain significant with 
incorporation of the identified mitigation measures. In order to determine the future traffic 
levels for 2007, 2008, and 2012 (Project phases), traffic from known related projects was 
added, In order to account for general increases in traffic, a 2% growth factor per year was 
included .. Theref?re,thediscussioh of traffic impacts includes cumulative traffic impacts. 
With the implementation of the Project"specific traffic mitigation measures, cumulative traffic 
impacts would also be less than significant. Additionally, none ofthe impacted intersections 
are located within residential neighborhoods. (Policy 3.2) 

The Project's consistency with the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) was analyzed as 
part of the traffic analysis. The Project's impacts on the freeway segments utilized by the 
BLRC's trucks were analyzed and it was determined that the Project would not significantly 
impact any CMP facilities. A detailed description of the CMP analysis performed for Phase I 
and II of the Project can be found in Section 4.3. (Policy 3.3) 

Mitigation measures were identified which reduce significant traffic impacts at the three 
specified intersections. In some instances, the resulting conditions at these intersections, 
after implementation of the mitigation measures, would be better because of the Project. 
(Policy 3.11) 

Section 5.4 of the EIR discusses the potential for disproportionate adverse impacts to 
groups of individuals based on their race and/or income level. Individuals living within three 
miles of the Bradley Landfill were notified by mail of the Project and a community advisory 
group was formed to provide input to Waste Management regarding the concerns and 
opinions of the community. The Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR to the public for 
comment was provided in accordance with Section 15087 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 
(Policy 7.3) 

7. Conservation Element 

Phase I and II of the Project would not conflict with any applicable policies ofthe City of Los 
Angeles Conservation Element and would implement a number of those policies as 
discussed in the EIR. (See DEIR, p. 4.2-25.) 

8. Safety Element 

Phase I and II of the Project would not conflict with any applicable policies of the City of Los 
Angeles Safety Element. The Bradley Landfill is a Class Ill landfill and does not accept 
hazardous materials. The landfill has procedures in place which ensure that hazardous 
materials are not disposed of at the landfill. These procedures would remain the same. 
During construction of the new TSIMRF, all applicable federal,· State, and local laws and 
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regulations would be adhered to with respect to the use and disposal of hazardous materials 
and wastes (e.g., paints, solvents, etc). (Policy 1.1.4) 

9. Framework Element Findings: 

Land Use 

GOAL 3J • INDUSTRIAL GROWTH THAT PROVIDES JOB OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
THE CITY'S RESIDENTS AND MAINTAINS THE CITY'S FISCAL 
VIABILITY. 

Objective 3.14 Provide land and supporting seNices for the retention of existing 
and attraction of new industries. 

Wastewater 

Policy 3.14.8 Encourage the development in areas designated as 
"Industrial-Heavy" of critical public facilities that are necessary to support the 
needs of residents and busine$f$eS but normally are incompatible with 
residential neighborhoods and commercial districts, such as corporate yards. 

Policy 3.14.9 Initiate. programs for lot consolidation and implement 
improvements to assist in the retention/expansion of existing and attraction 
of new industrial uses, where feasible. 

Approval of the BLRC project will retain employment in the region once held 
by the same employer prior to expiration of the previous Landfill entitlement. 
Growth of a cleaner, high tech waste and materials sorting and processing 
facility is within the community plan policies and consistent with retention of 
the subject project. The TSIMRF and GWWWRF will be consistent with the 
heavy industrial use that is critical of the public needs, yet are controversial in 
terms of its use within a distam::e of residential uses. This is a typical 
reaction from the public where a waste handling facility is proposed. The 
BLRC has undergone extensive scrutiny within the public process. Programs 
()ffered to the industrial and commerce via the Community Development 
Department who oversees the State Enterprise Zone/ Employment and 
Economic Incentive Program Area. Such overlay Zone will provide programs 
for consolidation and retention of these uses. 

GOAL 9A- ADEQUATE WASTEWATER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT 
CAPACITY FOR THE CITY AND IN BASINS TRIBUTARY TO CITY· 
OWNED WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES. 

Objective .9.2 Maintain the wastewater collection and treatment system, 
upgrade it to mitigate current deficiencies, and improve it to keep pace with 
growth as measured by the City's monitoring and forecasting efforts. 

Policy 9.2.1 Collect and treat wastewater as required by Jaw and Federal, 
state, and regional regulatory agencies. 

Wastewater generated by BLRC and stormwater runoff from the Project site 
are collected and treated as required by local, State, and federal agencies. 
Under Phase II of the Project, wastewater from the closed. landfill would 
continue to be collected and treated as prescribed in the Industrial 
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POWER 

Wastewater Permit Stormwater and irrigation runoff would be retained on 
site. 

Objective 9.3 Increase the utilization of Demand Side Management (DSM) 
strategies to reduce system demand and increase recycling and reclamation. 

Policy 9.3.1 Reduce the amount of hazardous substances and the total 
amount off/ow entering the wastewater system. 

BLRC does not accept hazardous wastes for disposal. Trucks entering the 
landfill are screened to ensure the loads do not contain hazards 
materials/waste. Water runoff from irrigation anqlor storm events is primarily 
conjained on-site and handled in accordance with all applicable laws and 
regulations. Wastewater (leachate) and landfill gas condensate generated 
by the landfill is collected and treated as necessary prior to disposal into the 
sewer system. 

Objective 9.9 Manage and expand the City's water resources, storage facilities, 
and water lines to accommodate projected population increases and new or 
expanded industries and businesses. 

Policy 9.9.7 Incorporate water conseNation practices in the design of new 
projects so as not to impede the City's ability to supply water to its other 
users or overdraft its groundwater basins. 

BLRC utilizes water conservation principles in its day-to-day operations. 
These principles and practices would not change with implementation. The 
vegetative cover that is installed is drought resistant and requires less water 
than other plant species. During construction of the new TSIMRF, any 
watering of dirt exposed during grading would be accomplished as required 
by the mitigation measures. Water conservation is employed in these 
activities to the maximum extent feasible. 

GOAL 9M • A SUPPLY OF ELECTRICITY THAT IS ADEQUATE TO MEET THE 
NEEDS OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 
ELECTRIC CUSTOMERS LOCATED WITHIN LOS ANGELES. 

Objective 9.29 Provide electricity in a manner that demonstrates a commitment to 
environmental principals, ensures maximum customer value, and is consistent with 
industry standards. 

Policy 9.29.2 Promote the responsible use of natural resources, consistent 
with City environmental policies. 

Byproducts produced from the decomposition of landfilled refuse primarily 
include carbon dioxide (C02) and methane (CH4) gas which is either flared 
through controlled combustion or used to generate electricity. Waste 
Management has been using ultra low sulfur diesel fuel in all of the collection 
and transfer trucks since November 2005. As part of Phase I activities, the 
current refuse collection trucks will continue to be converted to or replaced by 
low emission alternatives. The Sun Valley Hauling fleet collection and 
transfer trucks will also utilize BS biodiesel (or an equivalent GARB-approved 
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low emission alternative fuel). The use of biodiesel reduces petroleum 
dependence. 

Policy 9.29.3 Promote conservation and energy efficiency to the maximum 
extent that is cost effective and practical, including potential retrofitting when 
considering significant expansion of existing structures. 

The current refuse collection trucks will continue to be converted to or 
replaced by low emission alternatives. This would conserve existing energy 
sources (fossil fuels) and utilize a fuel that is renewable and more easily 
obtained than other fossil fuels. 

Policy 9.29.7 Encourage additional marlr.ets for electrical energy, such as 
environmentally friendly alternative fuel for transportation in electric buses 
and light-duty vehicles. 

AHhough Phase I would not utilize buses or light duty vehicles, it would utilize 
refuse collection trucks. Waste Management has been using ultra low sulfur 
diesel fuel in all of the collection and transfer trucks. During Phase I, the 
current refuse collection trucks will continue to be converted to or replaced by 
low emission alternatives. The Sun Valley Hauling fleet collection and 
transfer trucks will also utilize 85 biodiesel (or an equivalent CARS-approved 
low emission alternative fuel). The use of biodiesel reduces petroleum 
dependence and will further reduce the amount of air emissions (e.g., 
particulate matter and C02) generated under the Project. 

The Project would include the construction of a new TSIMRF and the expansion of the 
existing green waste operation that would allow continued solid waste processing services to 
the City of Los Angeles, thereby helping the City attain its recycling and diversion goals. 
This facility would also allow for solid waste to be consolidated in one location before being 
shipped to other landfills outside of the Sun Valley area. This would allow for the BLRC to 
continue providing solid waste processing services, at a slightly reduced daily tonnage 
capacity, without operating an active landfill on the Project site. 

10. Charter Findings: Pursuant to Section 556 of the city Charter, the subject Conditional Use 
is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan. 
The Los Angeles Municipal Code permits the filing, review, and determination of conditional 
use applications as outlined in Section12.24. Provided findings offact are made herein for 
the subject case action, the decision maker may act appropriately. 

B. Conditional Use Findings 

1. The location of the project will not be desirable to the public convenience or welfare. 

Despite the following recitals. the Commission disapproved the requested entitlements and 
found that the conditional use will have impacts from the proposed project that might not be 
fully addressed. The Commission did not feel that it would be beneficial to the communitv 
and those specific findings prepared in the revised staff report for the Conditional use and 
that the recommended conditions would address those impacts. 

That there are environmental impacts that include the impact of emissions from non 
controlled vender trucks that will frequent the facilitv. which cannot be regulated by 
entitlement conditions to the extent of the clean air status. Such air gualitv impacts from the 
creation of this facility cannot be controlled by these conditions as to their compliance with 
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the California Air Quality Board <CARBl standards for waste collection trucks. These air 
quality impacts will affect neighboring residential population of Sun Valley. Therefore. 
without proper mitigation. there will not be developed in a location desirable to the public 
convenience and welfare. 

The project will provide a public service to handle municipal solid waste generated .from the 
city's residents. Closure of the landfill has spawned a new direction in the. refuse industry 
that the applicant has elected to pursue. Provision of these services includes the 
transference of municipal solid waste after sorting activities occur. Both refuse and 
recyclable materials that have been sorted will be shipped to remote landfills or recycling 
centers for processing. Such service will provide the latest solution in MSW handling in the 
most efficient and recent technology to service the community. Providing this opportunity for 
a much needed .service withi11 the City, Vlfaste Management can help relieve waste handling 
in the City of Los Angeles. Other venues in the vicinity of the north San Fernando Valley to 
the project site provide similar services that are converting or upgrading to similar MSW 
handling techniques. 

The new TSIMRF will replace and be located adjacent to the closed Bradley Landfill in a 
heavily industrialized zone. Because of this, future users of the new facility area already 
familiar with the site as a destination for disposal and recycling of solid waste, making 
continuati.on of these services very convenience for local residents and businesses. The 
TSIMRF will be a fully enclosed state of the art facility. The building, site, and landscaping 
design will be aesthetically pleasing and an improvement over current aesthetic features of 
the area. It will also move material recycling activity that has been outside and potentially 
dusty to an indoor location. Additionally, the applicant has a solid waste collection facility 
adjacent to the new facility which will minimize collection vehicle travel distances and 
associated impacts on public streets. Air quality and noise. Therefore, the location of the 
new facility will be desirable to the public welfare. 

Extended hours of operation will be equally desirable to the public convenience. Intake of 
materials will begin at 6:00 am and end at 8:00 pm while being respectful to neighboring 
sensitive uses to the south. These uses are over 300 feet from the proposed project 
activities. Other hours of operation and activities will extend into the evening and close all 
day on Sundays. The subject TSIMRF is proposed to have general operating hours from 
5:30a.m. to midnight Monday through Saturday, including preparing to accept waste for the 
day (which begins at 6 a.m. and ends at 8 p.m. Monday through Saturday), conducting 
cleaning, and performing maintenance (e.g. on the MRF equipment, the transfer station 
building, scales, front loaders, lift trucks, etc.). Waste sorting at the MRF, as well as 
outbound waste and recyclables, are proposed for 24 hours per day Monday through 
Saturday, and closing on Sunday. Design of the facility will lessen the noise and dust 
impacts. No earthmoving for landfill closure will be performed during late night or earty 
morning hours and no intake of refuse or recyclables will be accepted as well during these 
hours. 

2. The proposed project will not be proper in relation to adjacent uses or the development of 
the community. 

The subject property is an irregular shaped parcel and has 148.36 acres. The site is 
occupied with a landfill (in process of closure), an inactive materials recycling facility with 
appurtenant equipment, and a green and wood waste recycling facility. Accessory activities 
on the property include environmental monitoring to meet Local, State and Federal operating 
requirements. Landfill gases are also collected and sold, utilized for electrical generation or 
combusted with flaring equipment. The property is zoned M2-1-G, [T][Q]M2-1-G, [T][Q]M2-
1, M3-1-G, and [T][Q]M3-1-G, and is designated Light Manufacturing and Heavy 
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Manufacturing by the Community Plan. A "Refuse Collection Yard• symbol and boundary 
denotes the property. Further, the property is within a Los Angeles state Enterprise Zone 
and an Environmental Justice Improvement Area. These two designations identify that there 
is potentially economic incentive programs available or discretionary policy to consider. 

"The first known economic use of the subject property consisted of excavation and mining 
activities for sand and gravel production. Landfill operations at the subject property began in, 
and have been ongoing since 1959. Case No. ZA 92-0002(ZV), and modifications thereof 
contained in Case No. ZA 94-0792(ZV), permit the development and use of the property as 
a non-hazardous solid waste landfill. These approvals authorized 184 of the 209 acres 
contained within the ownership for use as a landfill, with an average grade of 10% for the 
slopes and a maximum elevation of 1,010 feet Under Case No. ZA 94-0792(ZV)(PAD), 
dated May 30, 1997, a review of operations was conducted and an updated, comprehensive 
list of applicable conditions from the two previous Zoning Administrator determinations was 
established. The variance applications were filed to obtain authorization for landfill 
operations in the M2 Zone portion of the site. These terms and conditions as well as the 
landfill authorization terminate April14, 2007. •2 

Adjacent to the northwest is a City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
transmission line right-of-way (zoned PF-1XL, designated Public Facilities), with 
Manufacturing uses beyond. Across Glenoaks Boulevard to the northeast is a landfill use 
zoned A1-1XL-G, designated by the Plan as Open Space with a Surface Mining icon. 
Across Tujunga Avenue, Peoria Street and Bradley Avenue on the east is an automobile 
wrecking yard and a recycled rock materials business, zoned M3-1-G and designated Heavy 
Manufacturing. To the south is a concrete manufacturing facility zoned M3-1-G, and the 
Southern Pacific Railroad/Metrolink rail line on the west zoned PF-1XL and designated 
Public F acUities. San Fernando Road with various commercial uses are established beyond. 
On the west, single family homes and a trucking company are situated on properties zoned 

[TJ(Q]M2-1 and designated Heavy Manufacturing. 

The TSIMRF will be 57 feet tall at its highest measurement; however, its predominant height 
is 41 feet throughout the majority of the building. An office portion will be 2 stories and 26 
feet high. The loading dock at the north and west elevations show the full height of this 
building. The building will be approximately 53 feet by 220feet, with appendages that house 
the administration/employee facilities and extended warehouse on its south and north 
elevations, respectively. 

Vehicles arriving from to the TSIMRF facility will be directed into an access road loop around 
the proposed facility. The facility will provide 2 parking lots with a total of 63 passenger 
vehicle parking spaces adjacent to the building's southwest side. Trucks delivering waste 
will enter the building on the west side and unload refuse in the unloading area (tipping 
floor). Waste will be sorted for export to disposal sites from recyclable materials. Incoming 
recyclables will be sorted and readied for export as well. All loading and unloading and 
processing activities will be within the building. Once materials are sorted, recyclables and 
refuse will be packed and loaded onto trucks waiting at a loading dock to the east for 
transference to appropriate destinations. Exiting trucks will leave the building on the east 
side. As processing occurs, the interior of the building is maintained with a negative air 
pressure to contain and treat odors prior to air cleaning and release into the atmosphere. 
Up to 6 times the volume of air within the building is treated during each hour. The 
application notes that the air cleaning process includes filtration and deodorization within the 
misting system to be employed on the rooftop. 

2 Reference: Case No. ZA 94-0792(ZV\(PA 1 ), Determination Letter June 2. 1998, Discussion, page 8. 
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The proposed capacity of the new WTIMRF facility will be 4,000 tons per day for the Waste 
Transfer Station and 1,000 tons per day for the Materials Recycling Facility. This is 
substantially reduced to one half from the previous allowed volume of up to 1 0,000 tons per 
day under the Varianca previously granted. 

The subject TSIMRF is proposed to have general operating hours from 5:30a.m. to midnight 
Monday through Saturday, including preparing to accept waste for the day (which begins at 6 
a.m. and ends at 8 p.m. Monday through Saturday), conducting cleaning, and performing 
maintenance (e.g. on the MRF equipment, the transfer station building, scales, front loaders, 
lift trucks, etc.). Waste sorting at the MRF, as well as outbound waste and recyclables, are 
proposed for 24 hours per day Monday through Saturday, and closing on Sunday. Because 
the general operations are enclosed within the building, little impacts. would occur. 
Outbound waste and recyclables will be transported 24 hours a day except for Sunday. 
Loading of outbound materials occur using a hopper system that drops materials into the 
waiting trucks one level below the tipping floor level. This activity would also occur 24 hours 
each day and will contribute noise during evenings. There is noise buffering from the 
proposed TSIMRF building and earthberms. Loading of refuse, operation of this equipment, 
and idling of waiting trucks will likely produce noise. The same EIR also noted that during 
late hours when lower ambient noise levels exist, minor increases in noise levels are 
noticeable. 

With the expansive land surrounding the site intended for the proposed transfer facility and 
adjacent masonry materials processing plant, it is appropriate to position the use at this 
location. Adequate area surrounding the proposed building will permit additional landscape 
and screening to adjacent areas - especially residential zones to the south. Additionally, 
there is an existing berm created by the adjacent railroad right-of-way that is approximately 
8-10 feet high as measured from the adjacent grade. The building and facilities will be well­
buffered from the adjacent neighborhood. 

The requested conditional use for a Recycling Materials Sorting Facility in theM Zone when 
the facility is not in compliance with two requirements: 1 ). Locating a recycling materials 
sorting facility within 1 ,000 feet of a more restrictive zone; and 2). Operating a recycling 
materials sorting facility beyond the hours of 7 A.M. to 8 P.M. 

The new TSIMRF is located in an M3 zone and is consistent with the predominantly M2 and 
M3 zoning classification of the adjacent areas. The land uses surrounding the newTSIMRF 
consist primarily of industrial activities including the following: 

• Both active and closed landfills 
• Auto salvage yards 
• Manufacturing and assembly activities 
• Warehouses and distribution facilities 
• Inactive sand and gravel pits 
• Aggregate processing plants 

The nearest area zoned for residential use is located approximately 300 feet to the 
southwest ofthe transfer station and recycling building, with commercial development, San 
Fernando Road and the rail right of way in between. (Approximately four existing non­
conforming residential uses on property zoned [TJ[Q]M2-1 are within 30 feet of the subject 
site; however, these uses will be more than 70 feet ofthe proposed TS/MRF building.3) The 
TSIMRF building will be partially below grade from a line of site perspective looking from the 
southwest which reduces potential environmental impacts to the commercial and residential 

3 Radius Map, CPC-2007 -3888-CU-ZV-SPR, dated August 18, 2008. 
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uses in that area. A draft environmental report has been prepared which addressed all 
potential impacts to surrounding land uses. 

The property is within 250 feet of an RA-1 zone and must be reviewed under the Conditional 
use procedure. The applicant wishes to also extend the duration oUheir hours of operation 
to 24 hours each day from Monday thru Sunday, beyond the hours permitted by right under 
the LAM. C. The analysis of the hours indicates that the substantial expansion of hours is 
needed to operate at a capacity that continues to move refuse and recyclables so that 
minimal time for storage of these materials is permitted. Overnight storage of refuse and 
recyclables is needed for non-delivery on Sundays when the facility will be closed. 

The Commission disapproved the requested entitlements and found that the conditional use 
will ha\le impacts from the proposed project that might not be fully addreSsed. The 
Commission did not feel that it would be beneficial to the community and those specific 
findings prepared · in the revised staff report for the COnditional use and that the 
recommended conditions would address those impactS .. 

That there are environmental impacts that include the impact of emissions from non 
controlled vender trucl<s that will frequent the facilitv. unregulated by entitlement conditions · 
to the extent of the clean air status. Such air quality impacts from the creation of this facility 
cannot be controlled by these conditions as to their compliance with the California Air Quality 
Board CCARBl standards for waste collection trucks. These air quality impacts will affect 
neighboring residential population of Sun Valley. Therefore. without proper mitigation. there 
will not be proper in relation to adjacent uses or the development of the community. 

3. The proposed project will be materially detrimental to the character of development in the 
immediate neighborflood and will be in harmony with the various elements and objectives of 
the General Plan. 

That there are environmental impacts that include the impact of emissions from non 
controlled vender trUcks that win frequent the facility. unregulated by entitlement conditions 
to the extent ofthe clean air status. Such airquality impacts from the creation of this facility 
cannot be controlled by these C()nditions as to their compliance with the California Air Quality 
Board CCARBl standards for waste collection trucks. These air quality impacts will affect 
neighboring residential population of Sun Valley. Therefore. without proper mitigation. the 
project would be materially detrimental to the character of the development in the immediate 
community. . . . .. . . . 

As described above, the new TSJMRF is located in an M3 zone and is adjacent to 
predominantly M2 and M3 zoning classifications. Therefore any future development in those 
zones would inherently be industrial in nature and would be compatible with the proposed 
TSIMRF. Section 4.2 of the DEIR mentioned above comprehensively addresses 
compatibility of the proposed TSIMRF with the various elements and objectives of the City of 
Los Angeles, General Plan. In general, it concludes that the closure of the Bradley Landfill 
and constrUction and operation of the TSIMRF would not conflict with any applicable policies 
of the various elements and would work to implement a number of these policies as 
discussed in the EIR. In particular, the Sun Valley - La Tuna Canyon Community Plan 
specifically states the following: "It is projected that the Bradley Landfill will be filled by the 
year 2003. Once filled, the site will be converted into a state-of-the-art recycling center- the 
"Sun Valley Recycling Park of Los Angeles·. The project is the conversion of that the 
General Plan describes. 

The Sun Valley - La Tuna Canyon Community Plan identifies the transition of use on the 
subject Bradley Landfill site to a "state-of-the-art" recycling center. The waste 
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transfer/materials recycling use proposed will realize the vision of the community plan. The 
propose design of the latest technology and the proposed project will be in hannony with the 
various elements and objectives of the general plan. 

C. Variance L.A.M.C. Sec. 12.21: Findings for 1). The operation of a solid waste transfer 
station within 500 teet of a more restrictive zone, and 2). The operation of a wood/green 
material chipping and grinding facility in an unenclosed facility within the M zone. 

1. The strict application of the provisions of the zoning ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purposes and intent of the 
zoning regulations. 

Practical difficulties occur due to the.subject property's slope and location of the landfill 
which limits the placement of the proposed Transfer Station/Materials Recycling building. 
Moreover, the building cannot be placed on top of an existing municipal s~lid waste landfill 
due to the differential of regular subsidence and Jack of stability. The landfill will settle over 
time, as much as 3 feet each year with compaction of gravity and static weight of earth and 
buried refuse. The landfill also contains inert fill in the area between. the proposed location 
and the existing MSW landfill to the north which has been .identified as having insufficient 
strength to support the proposed building foundation which. precludes. the TSJMRF from 
being placed closer to the existing landfill. These factors represent practical difficulties that 
prevent location of the TSIMRF further away from the more restrictive commercial and 
residential zones across from San Fernando Road. 

The Bradley East Green and Wood Waste Processing Station (GWWPS) is an existing 
operation located on tip of a municipal solid waste (MSW) landfill. The underlying landfill 
undergoes continuous differential settlement due to the decomposition of the waste in the 
landfill. This makes it virtually impossible from a practical perspective to design and 
construct a building that will meet building code requirements for safety and stability. The 
subject variance request is no longer necessary due to the latest interpretation of the City 
Council records. This is due to a recently discovered interpretation letter by the Chief Zoning 
Administrator to the City Council during the adoption of a code amendment in 1994. The 
letter and attached documents provides research which indicates that the 1994 code 
amendment requiring the enclosure of green waste facilities had been intended for the M2 
zone only. Other such uses that were already in operation at the time are not subject to this 
requirement and can continue based . on non-confonning rights. Further, green waste 
facilities within the M3 zones are not intended to be subject to the enclosure requirement. 
Because there were already 6 such uses in operation (with the subject property/use as one 
of the uses) the Bradley green waste facility is not required to be enclosed as the report to 
council (dated August 24, 1994) indicates. The letter brings compelling clarity to the code 
amendment and provides staff with a better understanding of its original intent. 

2. Thera are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as size, shape, 
topography, location or surroundings that. do not apply generally to other property in the 
same zone and vicinity. 

As noted in the above finding, practical difficulties create special circumstances to the 
subject property in tenns of the available subsurface conditions and topography. The 
existing landfill that has created a non-buildable slope over the subject property will place a 
limitation as to locating the floorplate of the TSIMRF building. Such a space is between 300 
feet and 700 feet along the southwest portion of the site, adjacent to San Fernando Road. 

The special circumstance applicable to this site is that it consists primarily of land fill which 
prohibits the development of any structures over this portion of the subject property as noted 
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in the above finding. Enclosing the use of the green waste facility is prohibitive due to the 
subsurface conditions. The subject variance· request. is no longer necessary due to the 
latest interpretation of the City Council records as noted in the finding above. 

3. The variance is necessary for the preseNation and enjoyment of a substantial property right 
or use generally possessed by other property in the same zone and vicinity but which, 
because of the special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary hardships, is 
denied to the property in question. 

Special circumstances and practical difficulties exist with the noted topographical and 
subsurface characteristics of the property. These existing conditions prevent the property 
from enjoying substantial property rights of other neighboring sites with the same zoning 
regulations having no landfill characteristics and flat topographies. Other conventional sites 
allow latitude for aceess, fire lanes, and spaee for floorplates to be consolidated over the 
property without physical restrictions of the subject property's topography or subsurface 
conditions. 

The applicant has requested a variance from Section 12.20 A 37 (i) in order to operate a 
solid waste transfer station in the M Zone within 500 feet of a more restrictive zone - RA-1 
Zone 250 feet to the south, across the railroad right-of-way and San Fernando Road. The 
actual distance from the property line of the overall site to the closest residential zone is 250 
feet, as measured per the Municipal Code. Other nonconforming residential units are closer 
. The EIR notes that there are, "Additional sensitive receptors located in the immediate 
vicinity of the Bradley Landfill include the residences located south of San Fernando Road to 
the southwest of the landfill (approximately 350 feet from the site boundary) , an apartment 
complex on Sheldon Street south of San Fernando Road (approximately 1 ,500 feet from the 
site boundary), Femangeles Elementary School (approximately 1 ,800 feet), and the 
residences adjacent to the Stonehurst Recreation Center (approximately 1 , 750 feet from the 
site boundary)." 

The transfer station building will be sited in a location where the building will be a distance of 
415 feet to the closest residential zone. Staff notes that the perimeter of the proposed 
transfer station will be set back 115 feet from the southern property line. The intent of the 
Municipal Code is to protect sensitive uses from impacts of sold waste transfer stations. To 
mitigate any associated impacts, the proposal includes an enclosed building that will house 
all the transference and sorting activities of the use. Further, a variable 8 to 10 high existing 
earth beim and a proposed landscape buffer will shield the transfer station from residents. 
With a substantial amount of mature landscaping, earthberm, enclosed building and an 
empirical distance of 415 feet, Staff feels that the proposed project will be sufficiently 
buffered, Functionally speaking, noise, dust, and visual impacts would be screened from 
residents. Moreover, the planned facility is situated on a portion of land owned by the 
property owner that is not formerly landfill refuse. This would provide sufficient ground 
stability for a conventional industrial building. Practical difficulties exists because this portion 
of site is a limited level plot with the toe of the landfill slope directly adjacentto the north, the 
applicant is restriCted to developing the building here. Other portions of the site where 
landfill refuse are settling provide limited development because of the unstable subsurface 
conditions. 

Operation of a green and wood waste processing station is a by-right use in this zone (M3) 
as long as it is fully enclosed but it is not feasible to be enclosed and therefore needs a Zone 
Variance for reasons stated in #1 above. 

A variance from Section 12.19A 15 to operate a wood/green material chipping and grinding 
facility in an unenclosed facility within the M Zone is requested. The applicant asserts that it 
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is not possible to construct a building to enclose the facility due to the underlying landfill that 
continues to settle and provides no ground stability to lay a building foundation for such a 
building. Therefore, enclosing the facility with a building would not be possible to approve 
through the standards ofthe Department of Building and Safety. A building would unsafe for 
its occupants. As such, the applicant has requested a variance to conduct an 
open/unenclosed recycling facility that is in conflict with the LAMC. There are obvious 
limitations to the development of a conventional industrial structure for the enclosure of this 
facility. Soil stability is not possible over a closed landfill with continued subsidence 
occurring as subsurface refuse decomposes and compresses. Fundamentally, it is a special 
circumstance to develop a code compliant structure over a landfill that is continually settling. 
Further, with the weight and vibration of heavy equipment utilized in the operation of the 

facility, highly reinforced concrete and steel will be required in the construction. 

According an inquiry with Department of Building and Safety officials, excavation (down to 
stable soil) and recompaction of the soil would likely be required to achieve a suitable 
foundation in order to construct a building. Due to the extensive grading needed, feasibility 
of constructing a conventional building is questionable. Therefore, an enclosed building for 
the Green Waste recycling activity would present an unnecessary hardship for the applicant. 
Consideration of other alternative locations on the site for the green waste recycling was 

taken; however, these portions are occupied by equipment or easements. A majority ofthis 
site is utilized by landfill with the exception of the existing administrative offices and the 
proposed area for construction of the TSIMRF (See Exhibit A-4). Moreover, the present 
location is a significant 3,000 feet from any residential zone surrounding the property -
making the present site the optimal location for such use, in terms of distance from sensitive 
uses. 

The operation of green waste primarily creates objectionable odors and dust along with 
equipment emissions. Odors and dust have been adequately mitigated with the 
implementation of the court ordered improvements and will be mitigated via similar means 
for the expansion. Conditions were included requiring plans for modification/expansion of 
the existing odor mitigation and dust control misting system. Further, annual monitoring 
reports be submitted to the Planning Department to ensure that adequate effectiveness of 
the conditions is maintained. Should there be a need to enhance the existing dust/odor 
control measures; the Plan Approval monitoring process will afford an opportunity to require 
additional conditions to address such issues. 

As such, the variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial 
property rights of other properties in the same zone and vicinity. The subject variance 
request is no longer necessary due to the latest interpretation of the City Council records as 
noted in the finding above. 

4. The granting of the variance will be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or injurious to 
the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the property is located. 

The City Planning Commission disapproved the requested entitlements and found that the 
variance will have impacts from the proposed project that might not be fully addressed. The 
Commission did not feel that it would be beneficial to the community and those specific 
findings prepared in the revised staff report for the variance and that the recommended 
conditions would address those impacts. 

That there are environmental impacts that include the impact of emissions from non 
controlled vender trucks that will frequent the facility, unregulated bv entitlement conditions 
to the extent of the clean air status. Such air quality impacts from the creation of this facility 
cannot be controlled by these conditions as to their compliance with the California Air Qualitv 
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Board CCARBl standards for waste collection trucks. Such air quality impacts will impacts 
will affect neighboring residential population of· Sun Valley. Therefore. without proper 
mitigation. granting the variance will be materially detrimental to the public welfare. or 
injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinitv in which the property is 
located. 

The existing GWWPS has earthen berms, fencing, screening, and odor neutralizing misting 
systems in order to adequately control potential environmental impacts to the surrounding 
community. In addition, the site is large enough in size to provide a buffer zone of 
approximately 370 feet between the GWWPS and the closest adjacent property on the other 
side of Peoria Street which is an auto parts salvage yard. It is approximately 1,850 feet to 
the closest commercial areas along Sheldon Street to the northwest over 2100 feet to the 
closest residence to the north and 2, 700 feet to the closest residence to the southwest. 
These buffer zones provide additional protection to the surrounding properties from potential 
environmental impacts. 

In addition to the above, a complete host of existing project features and proposed 
enhancements for the GWWPS are found in the final environmental impact report (FEIR} 
which has been prepared to address all potential impacts to the project's surroundings. 

5. The granting ofthe variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 

The variance will not adversely affectany element of the General Plan. The request is within 
the spirit and intent of the MuniCipal Code in that there are exceptional circumstances 
present that make this portion of the property cumbersome to develop. Moreover, relocation 
of the facility is not feasible due to subsurface and topographic characteristics. Such 
variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan or the policies of the Sun 
Valley- La Tuna Canyon Community Plan. 

The both the TSIMRF and GWWPS are located in an M3 zone and is adjacent to 
predominantly M2 and M3 zoning classifications. Therefore any Mure development in those 
zones would inherently be industrial in nature and would be compatible with the GWWPS. 
Section 4.2 of the DEIR comprehensively addresses compatibility of the project with the 
various elements and objectives of the city of Los Angeles General Plan. In general, it 
concludes that the implementation of the transition master plan, of which the GWWPS is a 
part, would not conflict with any applicable policies of the various elements and would work 
to implement a number of those policies as discussion in the EIR. In particular, the Sun 
Valley..- La Tuna Carlyon Community Plan specifically states the following: "It is projected 
that the Bradley Landfill will be filled by the year 2003. Once filled, the site will be converted 
into a state-of-the-art recycling center- the "Sun Valley Recycling Park of Los Angeles". 
The overall project that the TSIMRF and GWWPS is a part of is the conversion of that the 
General Plan describes. The TSIMRF and GWWPS will continue to be available to serve 
the surrounding community and provide increased capabilities for the procession of 
recyclable materials. The subject variance request is no longer necessary due to the latest 
interpretation of the City Council records as noted in the finding above. 

D. Site Plan Review LA.M.C. Sec.16.05: 

1. The subject development as proposed by the applicant complies with all applicable 
provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and with any applicable Specific Plan, except 
as permitted herein. 
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The project will not comply with the municipal code provisions due to the denial of the above 
conditional use and variance entitlements that are necessarv to the establishment and 
operation of the proposed project. 

The Planning Commission disapproved the requested entitlements and found that the 
conditional use and variance will have impacts from the proposed project that might not be 
fully addressed. The Commission did not feel.that it would be beneficial to the community 
and those specific findings prepared .in the revised staff report for the Conditional use and 
the variance and thaUhe recommended conditions would address those impacts. 

That there are environmental impacts that include the impact of emissions from non 
controlled vender trucks that will frequent the. facility, unregulated by entitlement conditions 
to the extent of the clean air Status. Such air quality impacts from the creation of this facility 
cannot be controlled by these conditions as to their compliance with the California Air Quality 
Board {CARB) standards for waste collection trucks .. Such air quality impacts will impacts 
will affect neighboiing residential. population of Sun Valley. Therefore. full compliance with 
the municipal code is not achieved without approval of appurtenant entitlements. 

The Transfer StationiMaterials Recycling Facility and the Green Waste and Wood Waste 
Facility will comply with the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Both sites will be adequately set 
back from their closest respective property lines. 

Heights and floor area comply with the prescribed limitations of the L.A.M.C. in that the 
proposed floor area of 108,290 square feet is within the 1.5:1 FAR permitted. Further the 
height of the building is 57 feet that is permitted by t he unlimited height limit of the Height 
District No. 1. 

The applicant proposes a total of 63 spaces based upon the industrial and office uses. The 
floor area of industrial warehouse is 104,960 square feet which will require 39 spaces in 
accordance with the warehouse parking standard. Combined with the floor area for the 
office area of 3,600 square feet to be calculated at a minimum of 1 space per 500 square 
foot standard, 7 spaces will be required for a total of 46 parking spaces. According to the 
applicant's calculations, 63 parking spaces will be adequate to meet the requirement of the 
Municipal Code for the combination of uses. The Department of Building and Safety will 
confirm this during the time of plan check. Moreover, a condition of approval has been 
crafted to require the LAMC standards for parking, with a minimum of 63 spaces. 
Landscaping and other municipal code requirements will be confirmed during the plan check 
process. 

2. The subject development, as requested by the applicant, is consistent with the adopted 
General Plan. 

As described above, the new TSIMRF isolated in an M3 zone and is adjacent to 
predominantly M2 and M3 zoning classifications. The instant zone is consistent with the 
Heavy Manufacturing designation of the Sun Valley - La Tuna Canyon Community Plan. 
Section 4.2 of the DEIR mentioned above comprehensively addresses compatibility of the 
proposed TSIMRF with the various elements and objectives of the City of Los Angeles, 
General Plan. In general, it concludes that the closure of the Bradley Landfill and 
construction and operation of the TSIMRF would not conflict with any applicable policies of 
the various elements and would work to implement a number of these policies as discussed 
in the EIR. In particular, the Sun Valley - La Tuna Canyon Community Plan specifically 
states the following: "It is projected that the Bradley Landfill will be fdled by the year 2003. 
Once filled, the site will be converted into a state-of-the-art recycling center -the ·sun Valley 
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Recycling Park of Los Angeles'. The project is the conversion of that the General Plan 
describes. 

3. The subject development is not within the boundaries of a Redevelopment Plan. 

The property is not located within the boundaries of a Redevelopment Plan Area. 

4. The subject development consist of an arrangement of buildings and structures, including 
height, bulk and setbacks, off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, 
trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements which are compatible with existing 
and/or fut11re development on neighboring properties. 

The Transfer stationtrv'l.aterials Recycling building will be approximately 115 feet from the 
southwester property line which is adjacent to the railroad right of way with San Fernando 
Road beyond. The height of the proposed waste transfer station building will be 57 feet 
high. This will complY with the LAMC height regulation ofunlimited height for Height District 
No. 1. This is within the parameters of equipment height on the adjacent parcel of land 
owned and operated by Vulcan Industries. Because the adjacent grade is lower than the 
grade at San Fernando Road, the building will appear 8 to 10 feet lower. Moreover, the 
landscape plans indicate a buffering. row of trees that will further screen the building from 
view along the southerly property line. 

In the case of the Wood and Green Waste Recycling Facility, the existing perimeter fencing 
is already screened from view by an existing lands~pe buffer fence along Peoria Street. 
The facility is approximately 17feettall to.the top of the existing fence andmisting system. 
The facility is not in conflict with the height or scale of other adjacent Structures or equipment 
in the immediate neighborhood. 

The project is in gener;;~l compliance with the "Walkability Checklisr. The Commission's 
policies generally address a building that is adjacent or within visual contact of the public 
street. This involves interface with the pedestrians requires ouilding, parking, and 
landscaping treatment. The. existing administration building is the only building that is close 
enough to the entranc~ of the site to be considered to be oriented to the ·public street. 
Becaur:;e the site is wen over 200acres and the proposed development project is not within 
the proximity ofthe public right-of-w;;tY, many of these policieswould not apply to a property 
of this size. The buildings or facilities are and will be substantially setback from property 
lines and required to be screened from view. These are requirements generated from 
former entitlements of multiple agencies and a lawsuit settlement. The TSIMRF is sited over 
115 feet north of San Fernando Road, to be screened from vision with an earthberm and a 
tree-lined landscape buffer. Further, the green and wood recycling area is already screened 
from view from Tujunga Avenue. However, some of the Walkability criteria that may be 
applied included the following: 

• To reduce massiveness and scale, the building should have a variety of facades by 
employing plane variation, varied roof/parapet line or height, windows, color, different 
textures or construction material or other architectural elements. 

• Off-Street Parking and Driveways - All surface parking adjoining the street should be 
screened by a durable barrier (i.e., a solid wall, fence, berm, hedge) and landscaping 
that is tall enough to at least screen car headlights. 

• Easily identifiable pedestrian walkways should be provided from the parking to the 
sidewalk and to the entrance of the building. Techniques, such as landscaped lightwells 
and surface treatments, could be used. 
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• All parking areas and integrated pedestrian walkways should be illuminated with 
adequate, uniform and glare-free lighting such that there is even light distribution and 
there are no harsh shadows. 

• Other Pedestrian scale criteria (i.e. Building Signage, walkways etc.) generally do not 
apply in this case due to the truck transportation aspect of the use activity. At best, the 
entrance may be upgrade to reflect an attractively landscaped driveway with 
identification and directional signs to the appropriate transfer station/recycling venues. 

• Utilities should be placed underground. 

ldentificatioll Signage was not described for the subject application and will be subject to 
Plan Approval Review by the Planning Department as identified by the conditions of 
approval. 

No trees will be removed on the site as a result of the proposal. Development of the project 
will require a landscape buffer in strategic locations with approximately 203 trees to be 
installed per the landscape condition recommended. A variety of shrubs and ground cover 
are also proposed to compliment the buffer around the TSIMRF. Most of the installation will 
occur on the landscape buffer with some landscape treatment within and around the 
proposed parking lots and the building's periphery. The number of trees proposed around 
the parking area will meet the minimum code requirement of 1 tree for every 4 parking stalls. 

5. The subject development incorporates feasible mitigation measures, monitoring measures 
when necessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental review which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of the project, and/or additional 
findings as may be required by CEQA 

See below CEQA Findings. 

6. That the project containing residential uses does provide its residents with appropriate type 
and placement of recreational facilities and seNices in order to improve habitability for the 
resident and minimize impacts on neighboring properties where appropriate 

The project is not applicable to residential use requirements of the Municipal Code. 

E. CEQA Findings 

A Final Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2001-3267-EIR has been completed on July 24, 
2008 for the Bradley West Transfer Station/Materials Recycling Facility and Bradley East Green 
and Wood Waste Processing Station. The City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning is 
the Lead Agency for the project. This EIR has been prepared at the direction and under the 
supervision of the City of Los Angeles Department of Planning in accordance with CEQA and 
the CEQA Guidelines, as amended. An Environmental Assessment Form and Initial Study were 
prepared by the Lead Agency, which made the determination that an EIR would be required. 
The NOP requesting comments to be considered in a Draft EIR was circulated from November 
27, 2002 to December 31, 2002. A public informational meeting was held on December 12, 
2002. Subsequently, a Public Seeping Meeting was held on April24, 2003 and public testimony 
was taken on the environmental impacts of the proposed Project. The timeframe for providing 
written comments on the NOP was extended to May 23, 2003. At the request of the City Council 
members for District 6 and District 7, notice of the seeping meeting was translated into Spanish 
and mailed, in both English and Spanish, to all owners and occupants located within an 
approximately 3-mile radius of BLRC. The mailing for the seeping meeting included more than 
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30,000 addresses. On January 5, 2006, the City released the Draft EIR for review and comment 
by the public and all responsible and trustee agencies. The 90-day comment period ended on 
AprilS, 2006, and was twice as long, than the 45-day minimum comment period required under 
CEQA. The Draft EIR evaluated in detail the potential effects of the proposed Project. It also 
analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of four alternatives to the proposed Project, including 
potential effects of a "No Project" alternative. A fifth alternative was added during the 
preparation of the Final EIR with the expiration of existing entitlements and discovery of further 
reduction of environmental impacts to the rTIC>dified project alternative. The Draft EIR for the 
Project (State Clearinghouse No: 2002121027) was prepared pui'Suant to CEQA and State, 
Agency, and City of Los Angeles (City) CEQA guidelines. 

Pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles, as lead agency, 
reviewed all comments received during the review period for the Draft EIR and responded to 
each comment in the Final EIR. The Final EIR also reflects further refinements to the Project 
proposal made in response to public comments and community concerns, including the 
omission of the vertical landfill expansion of alternative D2, and the addition of Green House 
Gas analysis, including Corrections and Additions ofthe Final EIR. 

1. Significant Irreversible Environmental Effects 

The State CEQA Guidelines mandate that an EIR address any significant irreversible 
environmental changes which would be involved if the Project is implemented. An impact 
would fall into this category if: 

• The Project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources; 
• The primary and secondary impacts of a Project would generally commit future 

generations to similar uses (e.g. a highway provides access to a previously remote 
area); 

• The Project involves uses in which irreversible damage could result from any 
potential environmental accidents associated with the Project; or 

• The phasing of the proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the 
Project involves a wasteful use of energy). 

Although irreversible environmental changes may occur,. as discussed below, with 
implementation of the Project, or Alternative D2, it is important to consider the nature of the 
TSIMRF project. Specifically, if Alternative D2 is not approved, long-term traffic and air 
quality impacts could be greater as a result ofthe ongoing need for disposal and recycling, 
and the need to transport waste to outlying landfills without the value of a TSIMRF service. 

The Project would consume limited, slowly renewable, and non-renewable resources. 
During the Project the following types of resources would be consumed: aggregate materials 
used in concrete and asphalt including sand, gravel, and. stone, metals such as steel; 
petrochemical construction materials such as plastics; and water; Fossil fuels such as 
gasoline and oil would also be consumed in the use of construction vehicles and equipment 
and operation of trash and transfer trucks. However, this consumption would not be 
excessive or out of line with other industrial activities in the City of Los Angeles or Southern 
California. Neither the expanded green l:1nd wood waste operation nor construction of the 
new TSIMRF represents a large commitment of such resources. (DEIR, p. 5-3.) 

Subsequent use and maintenance of the Project site (Phase II) would also require the use of 
nonrenewable resources such as electricity, water, and petroleum based fuel. The Project 
would add traffic to local roads. However, the operation of. the new TSIMRF does not 
involve consumption or resources beyond those normally associated with industrial activities 
nor would it represent a large commitment of such resources. Moreover, the proposed new 
MRF facility would facilitate reuse and recycling of materials, such as aluminum and metals 
that would otherwise need to produce from nonrenewable resources. (DEIR, p. 5-3.) 
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Potential irreversible damage from environmental accidents associated with the Project are 
unlikely and would be avoided by compliance with existing conditions on the landfill, 
mitigation measures proposed in the EIR, and existing City, County, State, and federal safety 
regulations. (DEIR, p. 5-3.) The Project would not commit the site to permanent use as a 
TSIMRF and green and wood waste processing facility. Future use of the landfilled portion 
of the site would be restricted in use because construction of buildings is not permitted over 
landfilled areas. However, this commitment was made at the lime the site was first used as 
a landfill nearly 50 years ago and does not result from the proposed Project. (DEIR, p. 5-3.) 

2. lmoacts Found Not To Be Significant Prior To Mitigation The City of Los Angeles 
Planning Department prepared an Initial Study/NOPs for the Project, that determined that 
the proposed Project would not have the potential to . caiJse signifiClilnt impacts in the 
following areas: Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Mineral 
Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Utilities/Water, Solid 
Waste, and Land Use. These impacted categories are summarized in the following: 

a. Agricultural Resources 

The project site has been used for landfill operations since 1958 and does not include 
any State-designated agricultural lands. According to the Los Angeles County Important 
Farmland Map, the project site is not included in the Important Farmland category. The 
project site is not zoned for agricultural use, nor is it subject to a Williamson Act 
Contract. 

b. Biological Resources 

The project site is already disturbed and has. been used for landfill operations since 
1958. No removal or modification of habitat would occur as a result of activities 
associated with either Phase I or Phase II of the Proposed Project. No sensitive species 
are located on the project site. No riparian habitat, wetlands, or other sensitive habitat 
areas are located on the project site. The project site does not possess any 
charactelistics of wetlands as defined in Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The 
project site does not serve as a wildlife corridor and is not directly linked to areas with 
undisturbed habitat. 

All trees presently located on the project site have been planted as part of the site 
landscaping. No trees would be removed as part of the Proposed Project and no trees 
subject to the provisions of the Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance would be affected by 
the Proposed Project. No approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans 
are applicable to the project site. 

c. Cultural Resources 

A records search was conducted for the project site by the South Central Coastal 
Information Center (SCCIC) on March 6, 2002. According to this records search, there 
are no properties listed in the National Register of Historic Places, the California State 
Histone Resource Inventory, the California Histolical Landmarks or the California Points 
of Historic Interest on the project site. 

All movement of soils required in order to bury refuse would occur in already disturbed 
areas within the existing landfill cap, which is located above the surrounding natural 
grade of the area. All soil used for cover operations is imported. No new subsurface 
excavations would be required in undisturbed areas under eitiher Phase I or Phase II. As 
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such, the potential for recovering any unique paleontological resources is extremely 
limited. A records search was conducted for the project site by the SCCIC on March 6, 
2002. According to the rec:Ords search, no prehistoric or historic archaeological sites or 
isolates have been identified within· one-half mile of the project site. The Proposed 
Project would not have the potential to encounter human remains. 

d. Mineral Resources 

The project site is located in a Mineral Resource Zone 2 Area (MRZ-2} and a Surface 
Mining District (G). No oil extraction activities have historically occurred or are presentiy 
conducted on the project site. Mineral extraction activities that are presently ongoing in 
the area of the landfill would not be affected by activities under Phase I or Phase II of the 
Proposed Project. ACtivities associated with the Proposed Project would not represent 
conversion of existing or potential mineral extraction uses to another use. 

e. Population and Housing 

Neither Phase I nor Phase II of the Proposed Project includes any residential units and 
therefore would not result in a direct increase in permanent population growth in Los 
Angeles. Neither phase involves demolishing existing housing. Under Phase II of the 
Proposed Project, on-site employrl1entwould increase by approximately 28 permanent, 
non-construction jobs in 2007 and 115 jobs by 2012. SCAG projections for the 
approximate three (3} mile radius from the project site estimate job growth of 11,401 
between 2005 and 2010 and 9,350 jobs between 2010 and 2015 in this area. The 
projected job growth at the BLRC would be within this forecast. Moreover, the BLRC site 
is adjacent to the City of Los Angeles Northeast Valley Enterprise Zone. Although not 
within the Enterprise Zone, the projected job growth at the BLRC would enhance 
economic activity in the area and would be consistent with the intent of the Enterprise 
Zone. This employment growth would not induce substantial housing growth in the area. 

f. Public Services 
The Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD} services to the project area. The nearest fire 
station is located at 8943 Glenoaks Boulevard (approximately 1.5 miles north of the 
project site}. Under Phase I of the Proposed Project, existing landfill operations would 
continue and no increase in demand for fire protection services would occur. Under 
Phase II of the Proposed Project, the existing landfill operation would be converted to a 
TSIMRF operation and demand for LAFD's services would be similar to the existing 
demand. Therefore, impacts related to fire protection services would be less than 
significant. 

The City of Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD} provides police protection services in 
the project area. The project site has fences, walls, and gates to control unauthorized 
access to the site. A camera monitors and records gate and scale transactions 24 hours 
per day. Under Phase I of the Proposed Project, existing landfill operations would 
continue. No new demand for LAPD services would be associated with Phase I of the 
Proposed Project. Under Phase II . of the Proposed Project, the existing landfill 
operations would be converted to a TSIMRF operation, which would not generate new 
demand of LAPD services. Therefore, impacts related to police protection services 
would be less than significant. 

Neither Phase I nor Phase II of the Proposed Project would generate permanent 
population growth in Los Angeles. Further, the project would not generate substantial 
new employment on the site. The Proposed Project would not generate any additional 
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demand for school facilities, . parks or other public facilities such as libraries and 
therefore, no impact on school services. 

g. Recreation 

Neither Phase I nor Phase.ll of the Proposed Project would result in substantial new 
employment or population growth. Thus the Proposed Project would not create any 
additional demand for public park facilities. No construction or expansion of park 
facilities would occur as a result of the Proposed Project. Therefore, no impact to 
recreational facilities would occur. 

h. Utilities/Water 
Under Phase I of the Proposed Project, existing landfil.l operations would continue and 
construction of the TSIMRF. would occur. The amount of water required for the 
operation of the landfill would not change. Some water may be required for wetting 
down of grading surfaces during the construction of the TSIMRF., but this amount would 
be minimal. Under Phase II of the Proposed Project, overall water consumption would 
decrease because of reduced water usage for wetting down areas undergoing 
movement of soils. Therefore, impacts on water consumption would be less than 
significant. 

i. Solid Waste 
The project site is an existing and operational landfill. Under Phase I of the Proposed 
Project, existing landfill operations would continue and the landfill would remain available 
to serve the need for regional disposal capacity. Under Phase II of the Proposed 
Proje~ thli) facility would remain available to serve regional disposal needs by providing 
for the efficient transfer of solid waste as well as providing increased capabilities for the 
processing of recyclable materials. Solid waste would be transferred from the proposed 
TS to .other Waste Management-owned landfills that have already been permitted, 
including Lancaster, Antelope Valley and E.l Sobrante. 

j. Land Use: NOTE: References to the Transitional Vertical Expansion are no longer 
applicable, as discussed above. 

The Bradley Landfill is surrounded primarily I:>Y industrial uses (e.g., other landfills/gravel 
mines/industrial uses, and LADWP) and commercial uses. The nearest area zoned for 
residential uses is loceted approximately 350 feet away from the property boundary. The 
two closest resi.dences to the property boundary are approximately 75 and 225 feet away 
in an area that is zoned for Industrial. The increase in the maximum height of the landfill 
would not change the operations and procedures of the existing landfill. Since no 
changes would occur in the procedures governing the operation of the landfill, the landfill 
would continue to be compatible with the immediately surrounding land uses. 

The greentwood waste operation and the existing MRF. operation would be expanded to 
accommodate additional quantities of material. The expansion of these operations 
would occur in the existing locations; however, no changes would occur in the way that 
they are operated. Therefore, no land use compatibility impacts are anticipated as a 
result of proposed activities on Bradley East under Phase I. 

3. Impacts Found Not To Be Significant Prior To Mitigation, Where Mitigation 
Nonetheless Provided To Further Reduce Impacts 

a. Hvdrologv And Water Quality 
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i. Description of Environmental Effects: (NOTE: References to the Transitional 
Vertical Expansion are no longer applicable, as discussed above.) 

Impact 4.8-1: The proposed vertical landfill expansion (no longer proposed) would 
maintain the current amount of pervious surfaces subject to runoff and would not 
increase the amount of impervious surface area or the volume of surface water 
run?ff or degra~e S\Jrfacewaterquality. (le~ Than Significant) Current landfilling 
operationstake p111ce only. on the topdt;~ck ofthe fill area and this is the only portion 
of the landfill where relatively pervious daily cover surfaces exist The side slopes all 
have somewhat less pervious intermediate cover. The vertical expansion would 
continue this method of filling and the relative ratio of daily to intermediate cover 
would not change. 

Impact 4.8-2: The defunct proposed vertica.l expansion of the landfill could impact 
groundwater qiJality if the Leachate Collectionand Recovery System (LCRS) would 
be unable to handle increased leachate generation or if the increased weight of 
landfilled material would affect the landfill liner, LCRS, or lamlfill gas collection and 
control systems. (less Than Significant) Under the proposed transitional vertical 
expansion, no change in existing operatio~s would occur. The project will continue 
to be designed ·and operated in compliance with LARWQCB's WDR Order#94-059 
dated June 13, 1994 (or revised WDR issued by the LARWQCB); MRP #6434 dated 
November 1, 1996 (or revised MRP); Corrective Action Program dated June 1, 1994 
as amended by LARWQCB lt;~tter dated July 12, 1994; and Title 27 Code of 
California Regulations (CCR) regulations for water quality protection related to 
disposal to land. 

Groundwater quality could .be impacted ~y the proposed transitional height increase 
in the landfill in four possible ways: (1) ifthe additional waste that WOIJid be disposed 
at the landfill if the vertical expansion was approved would generate leachate volume 
that would exceed the capacity of the LCRS; (2) if the increased weight of the 
additional waste would undermine the integrity of the landfill liner system; (3) if the 
increased weight of the additional waste would undt;~rmine the integrity of the LCRS; 
or (4) if the increased weight of addi.tional waste INOUid affect the integrity or 
operation of the landfill gas collection and recovery system. 

Based on the HELP analysis, it was concluded that the proposed vertical expansion 
would not increase the leachate production rate for the facility. Since the leachate 
generation rate is not expected to increase due to the vertical. expansion and 
therefore would not exceed the capacity of the existing LCRS, the project will not 
increase the risk of groundwater quality degradation from this source. 

The results of the static and seismic stability evaluations indicate that the proposed 
vertical expansion oftheBLRCto ail elevation of 1 ,053 feet above MSL will meet the 
regulatory mandated stability criteria. Therefore, the increased weight of solid waste 
that would be permitted under the proposed transitional vertical expansion would not 
undermine the integrity of the landfill liner systems. 

The LCRS is constructed of schedule 80 PVC pipe with an outside diameter of four 
inches. Pipe wall buckling and pipewall crushing calculations were performed for 
the loading conditions that would result from the proposed transitional landfill height 
increase. The analysis concluded that the existing LCRS system can withstand the 
effect of the overburden pressure impose<:! by the proposed vertical expansion to an 
elevation of 1,053 feet above MSL. Therefore, the proposed transitional vertical 
expansion would not undermine the integrity of the LCRS. 
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SCS Engineers prepared an analysis addressing the potential for the increased 
weight of the additional waste under the Proposed Project. This analysis concludes 

· that "the additional depth of refuse contemplated by the (proposed transitional 
vertical expansion) will not impact the ability of the gas collection and control system 
to prevent the migration of landfill gas•. The landfill gas management system is 
continuously monitored and maintained and upgraded to meet gas control needs. 
Continued operation of this system through the active life of the landfill and through 
the post-closure period will assure that groundwater quality is protected from impacts 
by landfill gas migration. 

There are no drinking water production wells within one mile of the project site. The 
nearest water production well, located approximately 1,000 feet south of the landfill, 
is that used by Calma! for processing mined sand and gravel. In summary, because 
leachate production will not incre!lse, the landfill liner and LCRS will not be 
compromised by the increased waste mass, the landfill gas collection system will be 
able to collect and control the increased landfill gas produced, and groundwater will 
continue to be monitored, the Proposed Project would not have a significant impact 
on groundwater quality and would not create pollution, contamination or nuisance. 
The Proposed Project would not violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade the water quality. 
Therefore, impacts to groundwater quality from the proposed transitional vertical 
expansion would be less than significant. Nevertheless, mitigation measures are 
recommended. 

Impact 4.8-3: The proposed vertical expansion of the existing landfill would not 
expose people to significant impacts related to flooding. (Less Than Significant) 
Under the proposed transitional expansion, no change in existing landfill operations 
would oci:ur. The proposed transitional height increase would increase only the 
vertical height of the project site and would not increas.e the amount of impervious 
surface subject to precipitation, resulting in no increase in the volume of surface 
water runoff. As noted above, drainage facilities are more than sufficient to handle 
runoff from the 50-year, 96-hour storm. All runoff from the landfill is retained on-site 
in the storm water basin. Therefore, this component of the Proposed Project would 
not result in or expose people to significant impacts related to flooding and impacts 
related to flooding at the project site would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.84: Construction of the TSIMRF could impact the ability of the facility to 
handle surface water flows. (Less Than Significant) The construction of the new 
TSIMRF would increase the amount of paved impervious surfaces at the TSIMRF 
site. The proposed construction comprises approximately 9.0 acres (4.3%) of the 
project site. Although the volume of runoff would increase as a result of constructing 
the new TSIMRF, design of the proposed TSIMRF would Include provisions for 
handling increased runoff in conjunction with the existing drainage facilities located 
within the BLRC site and implementation of BMPs. The drainage from the TSIMRF 
would continue to be directed to the adjacent on-site retention basin which has 
sufficient capacity to accommodate all flows from the 50-year return frequency, 96-
hour duration storm, including the additional flows that would result from construction · 
of the new TSIMRF. 

Construction of the new TSIMRF would not have a significant impact on the ability of 
the facility to handle surface water flows or cause regulatory standards to be 
violated, as defined in the applicable NPDES stormwater permit. The construction of 
the new TSIMRF would not create or contribute to runoff water which would exceed 
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the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. Additionally, the 
construction of the new TSIMRF would not contribute to flooding in the area because 
all stormwater is contained on-site. Therefore, impacts on surface water drainage 
from the canstruction of the TSIMRF would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.8-5: Construction of the TSJMRF could impact surface and groundwater 
quality. (less Than Significant) Three general sources of short-term construction­
related storm water pollution associated With the construction of the TSIMRF are 1) 
the handling, storage, anddisiJOsalof conStruction materials containing pollutants; 2) 
earth moving activities which, whim not controlled, may generate soil erosion and 
transportation via storm runoff or mechanical equipment; and 3) the maintenance 
and operation of construction equipment. 

The project construction site Will contain a variety of construction materials that are 
potential sources of storm water pollution. Generally, routine safety precautions for 
handling and storing !oleic and hazardous materials may effectively mitigate the 
potential pollution of storm water by these materials. These same types of common 
sense, •good housekeeping• procedures can be extended to non-hazardous storm 
water pollutants such as sawdust and other solid wastes. Poorly maintained 
vehicles and heavy equipment that leak fuel, oil, antifreeze or other fluids on the 
construction site are also common sources of storm water pollution and so~ 
contamination. With the implementation of the identified BMPs, short-term water 
quality impacts would be less than significant. 

Since the construction of the TSIMRF each involves clearing, grading, and 
excavation of one or more acres, a General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit must be. obtained for each project from the SWRCB prior to the start of 
construction. Alternatively, a consolidated permit may be obtained to cover both 
construction projects. The NPDES requires a Notice of Intent to be filed with the 
SWRCB. By filing an NOI, the developer agrees to the conditions outlined in the 
General Permit. The SWPPP identifies which structural and nonstructural BMPs will 
be implemented. With the implementation of the BMPs, short-term surface water 
quality impacts would be less than significant. The BMPs would also work to limit the 
infiltrations of ·contaminants to groundwater as a resuH of construction of the 
proposed TSIMRF. Furthermore, groundwater quality would continue to be 
monitored at the project site. Therefore, impactS to water quality would be less than 

. significant. 

Impact 4.8-6: Construction of the TSIMRF would not expose people to significant 
impacts related to flooding. (Less Than Significant) The construction of the new 
TSIMRF would increase the amount of impervious surfaces and the amount of 
surface runoffarea. Although the volume of runoff would increase, the capacity of 
the site drainage courses are sufficient to accommodate twice the volume of flows 
from the 50-year return frequency, 96-hour duration storm. The drainage from the 
TSIMRF construction would be directed to the adjacent on-site retention basin which 
shall accommodate flows from the 50-year return frequency, 96-hour duration storm. 
Therefore, the construction of the new TSIMRF would not result in or expose people 

to significant impacts related to flooding and impacts related to flooding at the project 
site would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.8-7: Expansion of operations at the green/wood waste facility and existing 
materials recovery facility could increase the amount of impervious surfaces and 
impact the ability of the facility to handle surface water flows or introduce new 
sources of surface/groundwater contamination. (less Than Significant) Additional 
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paved or covered areas associated with the expanded operations will be 
approximately 40,000 square feet (less than one acre). The same dry commercial 
loads and recyclable materials would continue to be handled so that no new sources 
of surface or groundwater contamination would be introduced to the area. 

Although the volume of runoff would increase due to the combined increase in 
impervious areas, design of the green waste and existing MRF expansion would 
include provisions . for handling increased runoff in conjunction with the existing 
drainage facilities located within the BLRC. The drainage from these areas would 
continue to be directed to the temporary retention pond and pumped to the on-site 
retention basin which is more than sufficient to accommodate flows from the 50-year 
return frequency, 96-hour duration stonn. Therefore, impacts of these components 
of the . Proposed Project related to surface water runoff would be less than 
significant. 

Impact 4.8-8: Landfill final closure and post-closure activities would not create or 
contribute to runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stonnwater drainage systems. (Less Than Significant) Landfill final closure activities 
wo.uld be designt;td to meet the requirements of CCR Title 27 and would be subject 
to a Final Closure Ph:~n approved by the City of Los Angeles Environmental Affairs 
Department Solid Waste Management Program (the LEA), Regional Water Quality 
Control Board and California Integrated Waste Management Board. The Proposed 
Project would not create or contribute to runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stonnwater drainage and retention systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, impacts related to 
surface water and drainage would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.8-9: Landfill closure and post-closure activities would not violate any water 
quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially 
degrade water quality (Less Than Significant). During Phase II landfill closure and 
post-closure activities, surface runoff quality would be protected by applicable 
erosion control practices and retention of all storm water in the on-site basin. 
Ongoing maintenance and operational adjustments to the lli!ndfill gas collection and 
control system would continue to be implemented to preclude groundwater impacts 
from gas migration. Leachate which reaches the bottom of the landfill would 
continue to be collected in the sumps and pumped out and disposed of properly. 
The treated leachate from BLRC would continue to be tested on a quarterly basis to 
ensure compliance with Bureau of Sanitation sewer discharge requirements 
pursuant to the Waste Water Discharge Pennit. The groundwater monitoring would 
continue to be measured to ensure that there is adequate separation between the 
landfill base and the groundwater table. If levels rise to within 25 feet of the landfill, 
the results are communicated to appropriate agencies and the groundwater 
spreading operations at the Hansen spreading grounds upgradient of the landfillare 
halted tennporarily until levels fall below 25 feet 

The closure and post-closure maintenance of the landfill would not have a significant 
impact on surface water quality and would not create pollution, contamination, or 
nuisance. The Phase II closure and post-closure of the landfill would not expand the 
area affected by contaminants; result in an increased level of groundwater 
contamination; or cause regulatory water quality standards at an existing production 
well to be violated. The Phase II closure and post-closure of the landfill would not 
violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise 
substantially degrade the water quality. Therefore, impacts to surface and 
groundwater quality would be less than significant. 
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Impact 4.8-10: Landfill closure and post-closure activities associated with the 
Proposed Project would not expose people or property to flooding impacts. (Less 
Than Significant) Although the project site is located within a 1 00-year floodplain, 
the Phase II closure and post-closure of the landfill would not result in or expose 
people to significant impacts related to flooding because it would include on-site 
drainage facilities capable of handling runoff from the 50-year storm event. The 
Phase II closure and post-closure of the landfill would also not cause flooding during 
the projected 50-year developed storm event due to retention of stormwater in the 
on-site drainage basin. Therefore, this component of Phase II would not cause any 
significant impacts related to flooding at the project site. 

Impact 4,8-11: Operation of the new TS/MRF could create or contribute to runoff 
water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems. (Less Than Significant) Runoff generated during operation of the proposed 
TS/MRF would be handled by the modifications to the storm drainage system that 
would be constructed when the TSIMRF is constructed in Phase I. No additional 
runoff beYond that associated with the construction of the TSIMRF would result from 
operation of the TSJMRF. The operation of the proposed TSJMRF would not create 
or contribute to runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff. Therefore, impacts of this eomponent of Phase II would be less than 
significant. · 

Impact 4.8-12: Operation of the TSIMRF would not violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade the 
water quality (Less Than Significant). Operation of the proposed TS/MRF would be 
incorporated into the existing Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for the 
landfill and will identify which structural and nonstructural BMPs will be implemented. 
The TSIMRF will be located in an entirely enclosed structure designed to provide 
odor, dust, and litter control. Items pulled from the wastestream a result of loads 
checks would be stored in a hazardous materials locker located inside the building 
with appropriate secondary containment until properly disposed. Since the operation 
will be enclosed and under roof, no storm water will contact materials being stored or 
sorted inside. On occasion, baled recyclables awaiting shipment to market may 
have to be temporarily stored outside .. However, the BMPs are designed to minimize 
storm water contact. Storm water running off the building and surrounding paved 
area of the TSIMRF will be directed to the on-site retention basin. Operation inside 
the building combined with BMPs for the facility will result in less than significant 
impacts to surface water quality.· Because the TSJMRF does not involve deposition 
of waste below ground, no impacts to groundwater quality will occur. 

The TSIMRF portion of the Proposed Project would not have significant impact on 
groundwater or surface water quality and would not create pollution, contamination, 
or nuisance as defined in Section 13050 of the California Water Code (CWC) or that 
cause regulatory standards to be violated, as defined in the applicable NPDES 
stormwater permit. The Proposed Project would not expand the area affected by 
contaminant~;~; result in ail increased level of groundwater contamination; or cause 
regulatory water quality standards at anexisting production well to be violated. The 
Proposed Project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade the water quality. Therefore, 
impacts to water quality would be less than significant. 
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Impact 4.8-13: Operation of the TSIMRF would not expose people or property to 
flooding impacts (Less Than Significant). Quring the design of the proposed 
TSIMRF, drainage facility modifications would be included to accommodate runoff 
from the 5o-year, 96-hour sto1111. The operation of the TSIMRF.would also not cause 
flooding during the project 50-year developed stonn event. Impacts related to 
flooding would be less than significant. 

ii. Mitigation Measures 

4.8-3 The Applicant will re-calculate drainage flows baSed on additional impervious 
surfaces to ensure drainage facilities can continue. to accommodate the 50-
year, 96-hour sto1111. The APplicant shall document the results of the 
calculations for the City of Los Angeles Department of Pulllic Works, Bureau 
of Engineering and the LARWQCB, City of Los Angele~ Department of 
Public Works Bureau of Sanitation, and the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works. (FEIR, p. 3-1245.) 

iii. Findings 

The above mitigation measure shall be implemented in .order to ensure that 
increased runoff is properly directed to the existing on-site drainage facilities and that 
adequate capacity remains available in the existing system to handle all flows 
generated on-site. No additional mitigation measures are necessary to render the 
effects less than significant. The project will avoid the significant environmental effect 
as identified in the Final EIR. 

iv. Rationale for Findings 

The proposed chl:lnge to the green/wood waste operation would be an increase in 
the pennitted operation to 2,500 tpd. This increase would provide additional capacity 
to process green and wood waste materials that are currently processed elsewhere. 
The pr()posed change to the green and wood waste processing operation would add 
another green waste enclosure and increlilse impervious surface area by 
approximately 60,000 square feet. ()perating procedures will not change, will 
continue to comply with applicable regulatory requirements, and no new sources of 
surface or groundwater contamination will be introduced. The proposed change to 
the existing MRF operation would increase processing of recyclable materials to a 
maximum of 99 tpd Until the new TSIMRF is operational. The existing MRF would 
close at that time and its operations would be subsumed by the new TSIMRF. 
Additional paved or covered areas associated with the expanded operations will be 
approximately 40,000 square feet (less than one acre). The same dry commercial 
loads and recyclable materials would continue to be handled so that no new sources 
otsurface or groundwater contamination would be introduced to the area. 

Although the volume of runoff would increase due to the combined increase in 
impervious areas, design of the green waste and existing MRF expansion would 
include provisions for handling increased runoff in conjunction with the existing 
drainage facilities located within the BLRC. The drainage from these areas would 
continue to be directed to the temporary retention pond and pumped to the on-site 
retention basin which is more than sufficient to accommodate flows from the 5o-year 
retum frequency, 96-hour duration sto1111. Therefore, impacts of these components 
of Alternative D2 related to surface water runoff would be less than significant with 
mitigation. (DEIR, pp. 4.8-31 to 4.8-32.) 
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4. Environmental Impacts Found To Be Less Than Significant After Mitigation. 

a. Transportation/Circulation: 

i. Description of Environmental Etfects 

F-30 

The Proposed Project would generate additional traffic which could affect the 
existing traffic load and the capacity of the street system serving the project area 
(Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated). The Phase I component ofthe Proposed 
Project is anticipated to generate 3,435 daily trips with 312 during the a.m. peak hour 
and ~54 during the p.m. peak hour. This is expectedlo result in significant impacts 
at three study intersections, In addition to tf1e increase in operations proposed under 
Phase I, co11struction ofthE~ proposed ISJMRFwould oc:<;urduring Phase I. Total 
import of soil required to C?nstruct the building P<3d tor the ISIMRF is expected to be 
approximately 163,500 cubic yards. Site prep(;lration tor construction, including 
excavation and grading, Will take about 83 days. With truckloads of about 16 cy per 
load, this will equate to approximately 120 truck loads, or 240 trips, of soil import per 
day. 

During the remainder of the construction period, lower traffic impacts would be 
expected to result from construction of the TSIMRF. An average of 30 to 35 truck 
deliveries per day would be expected (although 100 truck deliveries could occur on 
days when concrete is being poured). FolloWing ffaming, a total of 30 to 50 
construction workers would be at the project site. Trip generation associated with 
construction workers would be approximately 20-35 automobile trips during each of 
the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The traffic volumes generated by the construction of 
this component of the Proposed Project would be temporary and short-term. 
Impacts would not exceed those that would result during the import of dirt. 

The Phase II construction is anticipated to generate approximately 4,399 daily trips 
With 406 during the a.m. peak hour and 405 during the p.m. peak hour. This is 
anticipated to result in significant impacts at four study intersections. At Project 
Completion it is anticipated that the project would generate approximately 3,960 daily 
trips with 365 during the a.m. peak hour and 367 during the p.m. peak hour. This is 
anticipated to result iil significant impacts at three study intersections. 

ii. Mitigation Measures 

4.3-1 Bradley Avenue and Tuxford Street -Post signs prohibiting parking on the 
north side of Tuxford Street east of Bradley Avenue and on the south side of 
Tuxford Street west of Bradley Avenue to convert existing east and 
westbound lane configurations from left tum lane, through lane and shared 
through/right to a dedicated left tum lane, two through lanes, and dedicated 
right tum lane. Applicant shall pay its fair share toward funding the 
Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control (A TSAC)/Adaptive Traffic Control 
System (ATCS) signal system improvements for this intersection and any 
fees paid by the applicant pursuant to the A TSAC/A ICS program shall be 
used by the City solely for the improvements needed at this intersection. 

4.3-2 1-5 Southbound On/Off Ramps and Penrose Street- Design and install a 
new traffic signal at this currently unsignalized location through the Golden 
State Corridor A ISAC/A ICS program. The fee under the ATSAC/ATCS is 
currently $143,000 per intersection. The applicant shall contact the LADOI 
prior to payment to determine the actual cost at the time of payment. 
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4.3-3 Bradley Avenue and Penrose Street - Applicant shall pay its fair share 
toward funding a new traffic signal at this currently unsignalized location 
through the Golden State Corridor ATSAC/ATCS program and any fees paid 
by the applicant pursuant to the ATSAC/ATCS program shall be used by the 
City solely for the improvements needed at this intersection. The fee under 
the ATSAC/ATCS is currently $143,000 per intersection, The applicant shall 
contact the LADOT prior to paymentto determine the actual cost at the time 
of payment. 

4.3-4 San Fernando Road and Sheldon Street- Applicant shall pay its fair share 
toward funding the City of Los Angeles expanded signal system improvement 
for this intersection through the ATSAC/ ATCS and any fees paid by the 
applicant pursuant to the program shall be used by the City solely for the 
improvements needed at this intersection. This improvement will provide for 
increased capacity at the intersection. The ATSAC/ATCS provides signal 
synchronization through monitoring upstream and downstream traffic 
volumes and delay. The synchronization is enhanced through computer 
enhancement and manual monitoring by a centralized control system. 

4.3-5 Glenoaks Boulevard and Tuxford Street- Applicant shall pay its fair share 
toward funding the ATSAC/ATCS signal system improvements and any fees 
paid by the applicant pursuant to the program shall be used by the City solely 
for the improvements needed at this intersection. 

4.3-6 San Fernando Road and Tuxford Street - Participate in the contribution 
towards funding for the ATSAC/ATCS expanded signal system 
improvements. 

iii. Findings 

This impact can be minimized through Mitigation Measures 4.3-1 thru 4.3-5. 
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project 
which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effect as identified in the 
DEIR. No additional mitigation measures are necessary to render the effects less 
than significant The Commission hereby directs that this mitigation measure be 
adopted. The Commission, therefore, finds that changes or alterations have 
been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 

iv. Rationale for Findings 

The Phase I component of Alternative 02 is anticipated to generate 3,435 daily 
trips with 312 during the a.m. peak hour and 364 during the p.m. peak hour. This 
is expected to result in significant impacts at three study intersections. In addition 
to the increase in operations proposed under Phase I, construction of the 
proposed TSIMRF would occur during Phase I. Total import of soil required to 
construct the building pad for the TS!MRF is expected to be approximately 
163,500 cubic yards. Site preparation for construction, including excavation and 
grading, will teke about 83 days. With truckloads of about 16 cy per load, this will 
equate to approximately 120 truck loads, or 240 trips, of soil import per day. 

During the remainder of the construction period, lower traffic impacts would be 
expected to result from construction of the TS!MRF. An average of 30 to 35 truck 
deliveries per day would be expected (although 100 truck deliveries could occur 
on days when concrete is being poured). Following framing, a total of 30 to 50 
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construction workers would be at the project site. Trip generation associated with 
construction workers would be approximately 20-35 automobile trips during each 
of the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The traffic volumes generated by the 
construction of this c6mponent of Alternative 02 would be temporary and short­
term. Impacts would not exceed those that would result during the import of dirt. 

The Phase II construction is anticipated to generate approximately 4,399 daily trips 
with 406 during the a.m. peak hour and 405 during the p.m. peak hour. This is 
anticipated to result in significant impacts at four study intersections. At Project 
Completion it is anticipated that the project would generate approximately 3,960 daily 
trips with 365 during the a.m. peak hour and 367 during the p.m. peak hour. This is 
anticipated to result in significant impacts at three study intersections. (FEIR, pp. 2-
22 thru 2-23.) 

b. AesthetlcsNiew: 

i. Description of Environmental Effect§: (NOTE: References to the Transitional 
Vertical Expansion are no longer applicable, as discussed above.) 

Impact 4.6-1: The increase in height of the landfill by 43 feet during Phase I would 
not significantly impact the view of the project site from the surrounding area (Less 
Than Significant). Implementation of Phase I of the Proposed Project would raise 
the maximum height of the landfill by 43 feet to 1,053 feet above msl. The 
appearance of the landfill would be similar to its present condition; only higher. The 
look of the landfill would not change with the implementation of Phase I of the 
Proposed Project. More of the mound of dirt would be visible above the fencing and 
vegetation. The landfill would still be fenced, the finished slopes would be 
landscaped, and the landfill would continue to implement the required measures in 
the approved Zone Variance. Eliminating the vertical expansion would eliminate this 
impact entirely. Visual impacts would be less than significant. 

The areas where the TSIMRF, and expanded green/wood.waste and MRF area are 
located would not be visible frorll the area immediately outside of the project site. 
These areas are visible from Shadow Hills, but would have a visual appearance 
similar to the existing site. 

Impact 4.6-3: No new sources of fight would occur as a result of the increased 
height of the landfill or the construction ofthe new TSIMRF or the expansion of the 
existing greenwaste area. New sources of glare may be introduced from the 
construction of the TSIMRF, but the facility would be hidden from view. (Less Than 
Significant) No substantial increase in on-site lighting is anticipated with 
implementation of Phase I of the Proposed Project. With the vertical expansion of 
the landfill and the expansion of the existing greenwaste area, the practice of 
portable light fixtures is anticipated to continue. As needed, portable lighting fixtures 
would be placed in areas where active work was ongoing. This lighting would 
continue to be shielded and directed on-site and would not increase the lighting 
levels experienced by off"site receptors. Additionally, no permanent lighting fixtures 
would be placed by the administrative office or parking lots. Construction of the 
TSIMRF would occur during the daylight hours and would not require the placement 
of any temporary/portable lighting fixtures. The area of the landfill where the 
TSIMRF would be placed is not visible from most of the surrounding area but maybe 
visible from San Fernando Road. Since no additional lighting sources would be 
utilized during construction activities, no lighting impacts would occur. 
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No additional sources of glare would be introduced with the increase in the height of 
the existing landfill. Some glare may be experienced from the trash trucks driving to 
the working face of the landfill as well as equipment operating at the working face. 
However, this would bethe same as the glare currently experienced from existing 
operations. Construction qf the TSIMRF may introduce new squrce11 of glare, 
including the metal siding ofthe facility. However, this facility would be hidden from 
view from the surrounding land uses.and would not represent a new source of glare 
that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. Therefore, impacts 
from glare would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.6-4: Complete closure of the. landfill at the increased height would 
significantly impact the views available of the surrounding area. (Significant) (NOTE: 
References to the Transiti.onal Vertical Expansion are no longer applicable, as 
discussed above.) 

The maximum height of the landfill upori complete closure would be at 1,053 feet 
msl. This height is identical to the maximum height of thf!.landfill under the 
expansion in Phase I. The available views of the landfill and the surrounding area 
would be the same as those impacts discussed under Phase I. Upon closure of the 
landfill, the landfill would be vegetated with shrubs and plant cover according to the 
conditions outlined in the zoning variance discussed above. This would add some 
visual relief to the views of the large mound of dirt. Subsequent to landfill closure, 
natural settlement would occur which would reduce the elevation of the landfill cap. 
However, the closed landfill would still block views of the surrounding mountains 
from the area located south of San Fernando Road. Therefore, impacts to views of 
and through the project site would continue to be significant though Phase II ofthe 
Master Plan. 

Impact 4.6-5: Lighting from the operation of the transfer station could be visible from 
the surrounding area and may increase the overall lighting conditions in the area. 
(Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated) No substantial increase in on-site lighting is 
anticipated with implementation of Phase II of the Proposed Project. Currently, the 
parking lots and other areas around the administrative office are equipped with pole 
or wall mounted lighting for safety and security purposes. These light sources would 
remain in place as the administrative offices would continue to be utilized with the 
operation of the TSIMRF. The TSIMRF would have either permanent lighting or 
portable lighting fixtures to facilitate operations after daylight hours. The lighting 
would primarily be outdoor security lighting aimed at the employee parking area and 
around the facnity. This lighting may be visible from San Fernando Road and could 
increase the lighting conditi.ons in the general area. Lighting impacts of the TSIMRF 
would be potentially significant. 

No additional sources of glare would be introduced with the increase in the height of 
the existing landfill. Some glare may be experienced from the trash trucks driving to 
the TSIMRF. However, this would be no more than the amount of glare currently 
experienced from existing operations. Therefore, Phase II activities would not result 
in new sources of substantial glare that could adversely affect day or nighttime views 
of the area and impacts from glare would be less than significant. 

ii. Mitigation Measures 

4.6-1 New lighting sources shall be shielded to direct light downward and onto the 
Project site and not toward the sky to minimize atmospheric light pollution. 
(DEIR, p. 4.6-31.) 
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iii. Findings 

This impact can be minimized through Mitigation Measure 4.6-1. Changes or 
alterations halfe been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which mitigate or 
avoid the significant environmental effect as identified in the DEIR. No additional 
mitigation measures are necessary to render the effects less than significant. 
Changes or alterations have been required in, or int:orporated into, the project that 
avoid the significant environmental effect. 

iv. Rationale for Findings 

No substantial increase in on-site lighting is anticipated with implementation of 
Phase II of Alternative 02. Currently, the parking lots arid other areas around the 
administrative office are equipped with pole or wall~mounted lighting for safety and 
security purposes. The~se light sources would remain in place as the administrative 
offices would continue to be utilized with the operation of the new TSJMRF. The new 
TSIMRF would have either permanent lighting or portable lighting fixtures to facilitate 
operations. after daylight hours. The lighting would primarily be outdoor security 
lighting aimed at the employet:l parking area and around the facility. This lighting 
may be visible from San Fernando Road and could increase the lighting conditions in 
the general area. Lighting impacts of the new TSIMRF would be potentially 
significant. (OEIR, p. 4.6-30.) 

No additional sources of glare would be introduced with the increase in the height of 
the existing landfill. Some glare may be experienced from the trash trucks driving to 
the new TSIMRF. However, this would be no more than the same amount of glare 
as currently experienced from existing operations. Therefore, Phase II activities 
would not result in new .sources of substantial glare that could adversely affect day or 
nighttime views· of the area and impacts from glare would be less than significant. 
(OEIR, p. 4.6-30.) 

Furthermore, an earthen berm including a fence and vegetative plantings would 
extend the length of the TSIMRF site parallel to San Fernando Road and would 
completely screen the roadways into and out of the TSIMRF and the parking area 
from San Fernando Road: The roadway used by waste transfer and recyclables 
truc;ks on the north side of the TSIMRF building would be located below the floor 
elevation of the TSIMRF building, further screening these trucks from San Fernando 
Road. The berm and vegetated area would also partially screen the lower levels of 
TSIMRF building, although the upper levels of the building would be visible from San 
Fernando Road. This design mOdification would further reduee visual impacts related 
to the TS/MRF compared to Alternative 02 · 

As diScussed in Section 2.0 of the DEl~. Related Projects, 28 related Projects have 
been identified in the vicinity of the Project site. The uses associated with these 
Projects include industrial, recreational, residential, retail, arid school uses. 
Implementation of Alternative 02 in conjunction with the related Projects could result 
in cumulative changes to the visual environment in the areas surrounding the Project 
site. Additionally, development of the related Projects would be consistent with the 
height and mass of existing urban development in this area. Cumulative impacts 
with regard to the aesthetic and urban design appearance would be consistent with 
the urban character of the area and would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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lmplement~tion of Alternative 02, in conjunction with the related Projects, could 
increa10e ambient Ughting and glare levels. in the vicinity ofthe Project site. These 
light sources, primarily for safety and security, would be focused on their respective 
s.ites and CO!Jid contribute to small increases in the .ambient glow of the area. 
Additionally, these related Projects could slightly increase the amount of glare in the 
area from building materials and increased vehicle activity. However, because 
ambient lighting levels in this area are already high, the impacts of Alternative 02, in 
conjunction with the related Projects, would not be cumulatively considerable. 
{DEIR, p. 4.6-31} 

c. GeologWSoils: 

i. Description of Environmental Effects: {NOTE: References to the Transitional 
Verticel Expansion are no longer ~pplicable, as discussed above.} 

Impact 4.7-1: The proposed vertical expansion of the landfill could increase the 
potential for soil erosion to occur {Significant}. Washout of cover materialsfwaste 
could result from inadequate drainage, particularly uncontrolled high-velocity flows. 
Earthwork associated with landfilling activities exposes areas of bare earth and loose 
soil to wind and water erosion. These, in tum, could result in an incremental 
increase in debris loading and siltation of downstream drainage conveyances. 

Because the landfill footprint is not changing and there are no proposed excavation 
areas or changes to operational landfilling procedures, no new drainage control 
measures are needed. Construction and extension of existing landfill slopes upward 
will be accommodated by ~dditional benching and extension of existing down drains. 
Existing dr~inage and erosion control measures will continue to be implemented to 

mitigate the erosion and siltation potential at the project site. Use of such existing 
drain~ge and erosion control measures would ensure that any water-borne erosion 
impacts would be less than significant 

In addition, ~ctivities associated with the movement of soil in conjunction with 
continuing landfill operations as part of the transitional vertical eXPansion could 
expose soils to potential wind-borne erosion. Therefore, the potential forwind-bome 
erosion associated with the proposed transitional vertical expansion would be 
significant. 

Impact 4. 7-2: The proposed transitional vertical expansion of the landfill could cause 
increased slope instability {Less Than Significant}. Grading operations at the 
existing landfill are required to conform to requirements of the City's Building Code 
related to assuring the stability of engineered slopes. In addition, slope construction 
is required to be conducted in accordance with the requirements of the Final Grading 
Plan which will be submitted along with a slope stability analysis as part of the Joint 
Technical Document {JTD} for the SWFP revision. These requirements would 
continue to apply to operations on the landfill under the proposed increase in 
maximum permitted height. Therefore, these activities would not occur on a geologic 
unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in collapse. Impacts related to slope stability resulting from the 
proposed transitional vertical expansion ofthe landfill would be less than significant 

Impact 4. 7-3: Construction activities associated with the TSIMRF could expose soils 
to potential erosion. {Significant} Activities associated with the movement of soil 
required to construct the proposed TS/MRF could expose soils to potential wind- and 
water-borne erosion. Therefore, the potential for wind-borne erosion during 
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construction of the. proposed TSIMRF would be significant. There is also potential 
for erosion to occur during the grading process during periods of heavy precipitation. 
Construction of the proposed TSIMRF would result in potentially significant impacts 
related to water~bome erosion ... These impacts woulcl be addressed through 
adherence. to .the. requirements of the .General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit that applies to all construction projects involving sites of one acre or greater. 

Impact 4.7-4: Construction activities associated with the TSIMRF could result in 
slope instability on the project site {Less Than Significant). The TSIMRF facility 
would be located within the facility boundaries of the existing BLRC, on the west side 
of the existing landfill in a reclaimed sand and gravel mine. Approximately 163,500 
cubic yards of fill dirt would be imported to fill the sand and gravel pit and provide an 
engineered base for the concrete slab foundation. All grading activities would be 
required to ~ccur under a grading perl"llit issued by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety, in the process of fulfilling its ministerial 
responsibilities under the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, and would conform to 
the requirements of the City's Building Code. As part of the final design for the 
TSIMRF, a stability analysis will be performed and submitted to the City along with 
the Grading Plan, as required by the City's Building Code. As such, proposed 
construction of the TSIMRF facility would not be permitted on a geologic unit or soil 
that is unstable or would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially 
result in collapse. 

lm pact 4. 7 ~: . Landfill closure/post-closure activities could increase the potential for 
soil erosion to occur {Less Than Significant). Landfill closure activities would have 
the potential to exposure large areas to the potential effects of soil erosion due to 
earth movement activities associated with installing the four-foot soil cap over the 
landfill. The Final Closure Plan for the BLRC will be submitted fur review and 
approval by the LARWQCB, the LEA, and the CIWMB for compliance with, among 
other things, Title 27 erosion control requirements. The permanent drainage 
conveyance structures will be designed to accommodate a 50-year, 96-hour storm 
event. In addition, drainage and erosion control measures will continue to be 
implemented during closure activities and post-closure maintenance as applicable to 
mitigate erosion and siltation potential. Use of ~uch existing and proposed drainage 
and erosion control measures would ensure that any erosion impacts would be less 
than significant during the closure and post-closure period of the Proposed Project. 

In addition, activities associated with the movement of soil in conjunction with landfill 
closure and cap installation could expose soils to potential wind-bome erosion. 
Therefore, the potential for wind~bome erosion associated with landfill closure 
activities would be significant. 

lmpac:t4. 7-7: Landfill closure and post-closure maintenance activities could result in 
slope instability {Less Than Significant). A slope stability analysis will be submitted 
as part of the JTD. In additicm, prior to Final Closure, a Final Closure Plan for the 
BLRC will be submitted for review and approval by the agencies. This review and 
approval process ensures that adequate engineering measures will be taken to 
provide an adequate safety margin for slope stability .. Therefore, impacts resulting 
from the Phase II Closure construction activities or post-closure maintenance 
component of the proposed MaSter Plan would be less than significant. 

ii. Mitigation Measures 
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4.7-1 All soil disturbance and travel on unpaved surfaces shall be suspended if 
winds exceed25 miles per hour. 

4.7-2 Mitigation measures defined in Section 4.4, Air Quality, of this EIR related to 
site watering and watering of unpaved roads would also address impacts 
related to wind-borne erosion. 

4.7-3 Mitigation measures 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 shall be implemented during 
construction of the TSIMRF to reduce potentially significant wind-borne 
erosion impacts. 

4.7-4 In Order to ensur$ adherence to the requirements ofthe City Building Code 
with respect to site preparation and grading, the following measures shall be 
incorporated as a Condition of Approval. 

4.7-3 All grading activities shall be performed in accordance with the provisions of 
Chapter IX, Division 70, of the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations 
Code, Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations and with the rules and 
regul111tions established by the City Department of Building and Safety. 

4.7-6 Mitigation measures 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 shall be implemented during landfill 
closure operations to reduce potentially significant wind-borne erosion 
impacts. 

m: Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effect as identified in the DEIR. No 
additional mitigation measures are necessary to render the effects less than 
significant. This impact can be minimized through Mitigation Measure 4.6-1, 4.6-3, 
4.7-1 and 4.7-2. 

iv. Rationale for Findings 

Activities associated with the grading and movement of soil required to construct the 
proposed TSIMRF could expose sons to potential wind- and water-borne erosion. 
Therefore, the potential for wind-borne erosion during construction of the proposed 
TSIMRF would be significant. (DEIR, p. 4.7-9.) 

There is also potential for erosion to occur during the grading process during periods 
of heavy precipitation. Construction of the proposed TSIMRF would result in 
potentially significant impacts related to water-borne erosion. These impacts would 
be addressed through adherence to the requirements of the General Construction 
Activity Storm Water Permit that applies to all construction Projects involving sites of 
one acre or greater. Wind-borne erosion impacts would be less than significant with 
implementation of the mitigation measures. (DEIR, p. 4.7-9.) 

The new TSJMRF facility would be located within the facility boundaries of the 
existing BLRC, on the west side of the existing landfill in a reclaimed sand and gravel 
mine. Approximately 163,500 cy of fill dirt would be imported to fill the sand and 
gravel pit and provide an engineered base for the concrete slab foundation. All 
grading activities would be required to occur under a grading permit issued by the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, in the process of fulfilling its 
ministerial responsibilities under the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, and would 
conform to the requirements of the City's Building Code. In order to obtain the 
necessary permits, a slope stability report and a geotechnical subsurface 
investigation report are required. As part of the final design for the TSIMRF, a 
stability analysis will be performed and submitted to the City along with the Grading 
Plan, as required by the City's Building Code. As such, proposed construction of the 
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TSIMRF facility would not be permitted on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or 
would become unstable as a result of the Project, and potentially result in collapse. 
Impacts of this component OfAitemative 02 would be less than significant. (OEIR, p. 
4.7-9.) 

landfill closure activities would have the potential to exposure large areas to the 
potential effects of soil erosion due to earth movement activities associated with 
installing the four-foot soil cap over the landfill .. The Final Closure Plan for the BlRC 
is submitted for revie1N and f!pprovalbythe LARWQCB, the LEA, and the CIWMB for 
compliance with, among other things, Title 27 erosion control requirements. The 
pennaneht drainage conveyance structures will b.e designed to accommodate a 50-
year, 96-ho!Jr stonn event. .. In addition, draioagf! and erosion control measures will 
continue to be implemented during closure activities and post-closure maintenance 
as applicable to mitigate erosion and siltatidn potential. Use of such existing and 
proposed drainage aml; erosi6ncontl'()Jrneasures would ensure that any erosion 
impacts would be less than signifi<:antdufing the closure and post-closure period of 
Altemati\le 02. In addition, activities associated with the movement of soil in 
conjunction with landfill closure and cap installation could expose soils to potential 
wind-bome erosion. Therefore, the potential forwind-bome erosion associated with 
landfill closure activities would be significant. Mitigation measures 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 
shalf be implemented during landfill closure operations to reduce potentially 
significant wind-bome erosion Impacts. (OEIR, p. 4.7-12.) 

d. Hazardous Materials 

i. Description of Environmental Effects: NOTE: References to the Transitional 
Vertical Expansion are no longer applicable, as discussed above. 

Impact 4.9-1: The proposed transitional vertical expansion would not change 
hazardous materials/waste handling procedures. (less Than Significant) Phase I Of 
the proposed Master Plan would not l;llter or in any way affect the types of waste 
currently accepted for disposal at the Bradley landfill. The Hazardous Waste load 
Check Program, Special Waste Program, and Radioactive Waste Exclusion 
Program would continue to be implemented under the Proposed Project as a means 
of detecting and isolating potentially hazard()US wastes. These programs would 
continue to ensure that potentially hazardous materials do not enter the landfill. 
Therefore, the potential for the propose~ continuation of landfill operations, in 
conjunction with the transitional vertical expansion to result in hazardous impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.9-3: Construction of the new TS/MRF would not involve the transport, use 
or disposal of hazardous materials/waste. (less Than Significant) Construction of 
the proposed TS/MRF adjacent to the existing landfill would include the importation 
of dirt for the foundation, a!lsociated grading. activities, installation of paving and 
curbing, and erection of the pre-engineered metal building. No demolition would be 
required as part of this. phase. ConStruction activities would not involve the 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Therefore, the potential for the 
proposed construction of the TSIMRF to result in hazardous impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Impact 4.9-4: The increase iii existing green and wood waste and MRF operations 
on Bradley East could Increase the potential for haza,.Pous materials to be sent to 
the site, however, the Project Applicant will contin!Je utilizing existing procedures to 
eliminate hazardous materials. (less Than Significant) The proposed change to the 



CPC-2007-3888-CU-ZV-SPR F-39 

greenlw(lod waste operation would be an increase in the permitted operation to 
2,500 tpd. This increase would provide additional capacity to process green and 
wood waste materials that are currently processed elsewhere. Odor and dust control 
measures would continue to be implemented. The increase in permitted intake at 
Bradley East's green/wood waste operation would not alter or in any way affect the 
types of waste currently accepted atthe operation. As only green and wood wastes 
are accepted, no hazardous materials would enter Bradley East. Therefore, the 
potential for the proposed increase in permitted intake at Bradley Easfs green/wood 
waste operation to result in hazardous impacts would be less than significant. 

The proposed change to the MRF operation would increase processing of recyclable 
materials to a maximum of 9~ tpd from the existing maximum level of 92 tpd. The 
increase in permitted levels of recyclables processing would not alter or in any way 
affect the types pf waste currently accepted at the operation such that hazardous 
and p()tentially hazardous materials are prohibited at the site. The programs 
currently utilized. for the detection of potentially hazardous waste would continue to 
ensure that hazardous materials do not enter the landfill. Therefore, the potential for 
the proposed increase in permitted intake at the MRF to result in hazardous impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.9-5: Landfill closure activities would eliminate MSW from entering the 
project site for disposal. (Less Than Significant) When the existing landfill reaches 
its maximum capacity or the permits expire on April 14, 2007 (whichever comes 
sooner), the landfill would be closed and no additional MSW would be accepted for 
burial. Landfill closure activities would include the impact of dirt and inert waste to 
provide a four foot soil r::ap and .installation of landscaping features. Therefore, no 
impacts related to hazardous materials in the landfill would occur. 

Impact 4.9-6: Existing procedures would continue to be utilized at the proposed 
TSIMRF to ensure that hazardous materials are not accepted for processing. (Less 
Than Significant) If the Proposed Project is approved and the landfill approaches a 
final height of 1 ,053 ft msl, landfill operations will transition into a TS/MRF operation. 
MSW would be received, consolidated and transported to other regional landfills. 

The. procedures currently in place at Bradley Landfill for detecting, removing, and 
processing unexpected hazardous materials would continue to be utilized at the 
transfer station. Commercial/residential recyclable materials would be received, 
sorted, and consolidated at the MRF. From the MRF, these materials would be 
transported to other regional recycled materials processing facilities. All materials 
would be adequately screened for potential hazards and handled in accordance with 
existing procedures. Impacts would be less than significant. 

ii. Mitigation Measures 

4.9-1 At all entry points for incoming materials, a radiation detection system shall 
be installed, maintained, and periodically calibrated as approved by the LEA 
and CIWMB. Testing of such devices shall be conducted yearly. 

iii. Findings 

Although impacts related to hazardous materials would be less than significant, the 
following measure is proposed to ensure that hazardous materials are not accepted 
for processing. 

iv. Rationale for Findings 
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Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than 
significant 

5. Environmental Impacts Found To Be Significant And Unavoidable. 

a. Air Quality: 

i. Description of Environmental Effects 

Impact 4.4-1 : Phase 1. Construction activities would generate emissions from the use 
of construction equipment as part of the construction of the proposed TSIMRF 
facility. (Significant) Phase I construction emissions are expected from the following 
equipment and proi:esses: construction equipment(dump trucks, backhoes, graders, 
etc.), equipment delivery/on-site travel, heavy diesel trucks (importing fill material), 
construction worker trips, and fugitive dust associated with site construction 
actiVities. Daily construction emissions wera calculated for the peak construction day 
activities in Phase I Construction. Peak day emissions are the sum of the highest 
daily emissions from employee vehicles, fugitive dust sources, construction 
equipment and transport activities for the construction period of the TSIMRF. The 
peak emissions were determif1ed to be: 18 lbs/day VOC, 107 lbslday CO, 137 
lbs/day NOx, 0.9 lbs/day SOx, and 392 lbs/day PM1 0. The emissions of NOx and 
PM10 would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. Emissions 
of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less 
than signifieant. 

Impact 4.4-2: Phase I Operational activities would generate additional criteria 
pollutant emissions from operational activities associated with the proposed 
transitional vertical expansion and increase in green and wood waste processing 
capacity and expanded MRF operations on Bradley East. (Significant) The total 
additional operational emissions from the Phase I project are as follows: 120 lbs/day 
VOC, 500 lbs/day CO, 1,555 lbs/day NOx, 7 lbslday SOx, and 466 lbs/day PM1 0. 
Most of the emissions are associated with additional trips to the facility due to the 
additional landfill capacity. Other emissions are associated with the additional 
equipment associated with the expanded green/Wood waste operations Oncluding an 
additional electric grinder) and MRF. The emis.sions ofVOC, NOx, and PM1 0 would 
exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. Emissions of all other criteria 
pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-3:. During Phase I Construction, construction activities and operational 
activities occurring concurrently would generate additional criteria pollutant 
emissions. (Significant) During Phase I Construction, when construction of the 
TSIMRF is taking place, concurrent emissions from construction and operational 
activity would occur. The maximum emission levels projected to occur during Phase 
I Construction, when all ;~ctivities are taking place simultaneously are as follows: 138 
lbs/day ofVOC, 6071bsldayofCO, 1,7921bs/day of NOx, 7,91bs/day of SOx, and 
8581bslday of PM10. The maximum Phase I Construction emissions ofVOC, NOx, 
and PM1 0 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. Emissions 
of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD threSholds and would be less 
than significant. 

Impact 4.4-4: As a result of no additional waste disposal during Phase I Operations, 
additional landfill gas would not be generated which would need to be 
accommodated by the landfill gas collection and control system presently operated at 
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the landfill (Less Than Significant). The landfill is equipped with a LFG collection 
and control system that is constructed and operated in compliance with all applicable 
California code of Regulations. The LFG system consists of a network of wells and 
collection piping and appurtenances. The LFG destruction/utilization system 
consists of three flares, five on-site engine generator sets and a gas compression 
plant, used to pump collected LFG off-site for use at the Penrose Gas Conversion, 
LLC power plant. 

A LF.G recovery projection was prepared using USEPA's LandGEM model, which 
predicts gi?IS gt:}neratic;m based on characteristics of the landfill calibrated to the 
actual and historical results of the operation of the current system. The analysis 
demonstrates that the total . destruction capacitY pf the existing LFG system 
(excluding the gas compressor plant) is 12,222 standard cubic feet per minute 
(scfm), Even under the proposed transitional vertical exp;msion, the projected peak 
most likely recovery rate for LFG is 8,263 scfm in 2007 compared to 7,985 scfm in 
2002 under the current permitted capacity, a modest. 3.5% increase in gas 
generation. Even more conservative estimates have concluded that the highest 
likely recovery rate would be 9,641 scfm in 2007, which is also within the total 
destruc;tion capacity of the system. Therefore, impacts related to the generation of 
LFG would be well within the capacity of the existing LFG collection and control 
system and impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-5: As a result of no additional waste disposal during Phase I Operations, 
additional landfill gas would not be generated that could impact the ability of the LFG 
collection and control system to control surface gas emissions. (Less Than 
Significant) Impacts related to surface gas emissions would be less than significant. 

Impact 4,4-6: Phase I Operation activities would generate additional traffic, which 
would have the potential to increase localized CO concentrations at intersections 
near the project site. (Less Than Significant) 

Project related traffic during Phase I could cause increased CO concentrations at 
area inters.ections as a result of increased traffic congestion. CO concentrations at 
the six study intersections analyzed range from 3. 7 to 8.2 ppm. None of the 
intersections would experience CO concentrations that exceed the State standard or 
exceed the incremental additions for non-attainment areas. Impacts related to local 
CO concentrations would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-7; Phase I Operation would include an in increase in green and wood 
waste processing which would have the potential to generate odors. (Less Than 
Significant)The proposed increase green and wood waste processing that would 
occur under Phase I Operation would not be expected to generate any additional 
odors at the facility. The Proposed Project would result in no additional waste 
disposed of at the landfill site until Apri114, 2007, which may result in additional odor 
compared to what is currently being done under existing conditions; however, the 
landfill will be undergoing closure activities during phase II and taking on final caps 
of earth. In addition, the odor Best Management Practices for the green and wood 
waste operation would continue to be implemented in conjunction with the increased 
green and wood waste processing capacity. The proposed increase in green and 
wood waste operation has the potential to increase odors. The Project Applicant is 
responsible for abiding with an SCAQMD settlement agreement which includes odor 
mitigation measures and BMPs; the measures included in the agreement are over 
and above any measures implemented at the site in the past, and would therefore 
result in a coinciding decrease of odors with the proposed increase in tonnage at the 
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green and wood waste facility. Because of these factors, the Proposed Project 
would not substantii:llly increase the likelihood that odors would be generated that 
would cause a nuisance affecting a considerable number of PlilrsOns or the public 
and impacts of the proposed inerease in green and wood waste processing with 
respect to odors would be lesS tnan significant. · 

Impact 4.4-8: Phase II Construction activitieswould generate emissions from the 
use of construction equipment to complete final closure of the landfill. (Significant} 
Landfill closure activities are included in Phase II Construction and would include the 
installation. of a final cover using construction equipment. Upon completion of the 
final dirt cover, VlilQetation will be planted ()n all slopes as well as landfill cap; surface 
water control structures will be built as well as the final transition of the landfill to an 
end use, Emissions from c:onstrl.lction activities' would be tE!mporary in nature, 
occurring only during time frames when landfill closure activities are actively taking 
place. Peak day construction emissions associated with landfill closure activities that 
would occur under Phase II Construction of the Proposed Project are anticipated to 
be as follows: 1.5 lbs/day of VOC, 7 41bs/day of CO, i82lbsfday of NOx, 0 lbstday of 
SOx, and 1151bs/day of PM10. Emissions of NOx would Elxceed SCAQMD 
thresholds and would be significant. Emissions of all othercrite.ria pollutants would 
be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-9: During Phase II Complete, additional criteria pollutant emissions 
would be generated from operational activities, including continuing the expanded 
green and wood waste operation and operating the new TSIMRF. (Significant} The 
bulk of operatiopal emissions at the facility result from increased truck travel. The 
CARB established a law in 2004 that targeted emissions from refuse-carrying trucks. 
The CARB regulation requires trucks to be retrofitted based on make and model 
year. Mandated reductions are either 25% or 80% for PM10 depending upon the 
model year of the engine. ·As such, emissions will continue to decline from this 
source category as these fleetS are turned over and replaced with newer, cleaner 
models. 

Emissions would be associated with the additional equipment as well as the 
associated trips after April2007, when the landfill would close. The total additional 
operations emissions projected to result from Phase II Complete are anticipated to 
be 40 ibslday VOC, 210 lbs/day CO, 813 lbsfday NOx, 6 lbslday SOx, and 149 
lbs/day PM1 o: Emissions of NOxwould exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be 
significant. Emissions of all other criteria pollutants Would be below SCAQMD 
thresholds and would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-10: During Phase II Construction, landfill closure activities and 
operational activities occurring concurrently wollld generate additional criteria 
pollutant emissions. (Significant} During Phase II Construction (April 2007 through 
April2008), when construction activity associated with landfill closure is taking place, 
concurrent emissions from construction activity and operational activity would occur. 
The maximum emission levels projected to occur during this time frame are as 

follows: 131 lbs/day ofVOC, S261bsfday ofCO, 1 ,8841bs/day of NOx, 10 lbs/day of 
SOx, and 3441bs/day of PM10. -The maximum Phase II Construction emissions of 
VOC, NOx, and PM10 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. 
Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds and 
would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-11: Phase II activities would have the potential to generate toxic air 
contaminants from the operation of diesel trucks and other equipment. (Less Than 
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Signifielilnt) A Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared to identify potential air 
toxic .impacts to the community from operation of diesel-fueled solid waste collection 
vehicles (SWCV) at the proposed Bradley TSIMRF. This HRA follows the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD} guidance Risk Assessment 
Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212 (Version 7.0, July 1, 2005). Health hazards 
were evaluated based on the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (QEHHA} Air To){ics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for 
Preparation of Hea.lth Risk Assessments (August 2003). Modeling was performed 
using the Industrial Source Complex- Short Term (ISCST -3) air dispersion model as 
required by SCAQMD. To calculate air concentrations for the HRA analyses, air 
dispersion modeling was .completed using one year of SCAQMD pre-processed 
meteorological data from the Burbank Station and the ISCST3 model. 

In accordance with the OEHHA Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for 
Preparation of Health Risk Assessments, cancer risks were calculated using an 
inhalation cancer potency factor for DPM of 1.1 (mg/kg-day)-1 and chronic non­
cancer risks were calculated using a Reference Exposure Level (REL) for DPM of 5 
~o~g/m3. These health factors for DPM were developed based on whole diesel 
exhaust (both gas and particulate matter) so that DPM is a surrogate for all the 
speciated compounds within DPM. In accordance with Appendix D of the OEHHA 
guidance, acute non-cancer risk of speciated compounds is not required since the 
potential cancer risk from inhalation exposure to DPM will outweigh the potential 
non-cancer health impacls. 

Annual average air concentrations were calculated for each receptor using the DPM 
emission rates. The resulting concentrations at the maximum exposed offsite worker 
and m~imum exposed residential receptor were then used to calculate the health 
risks following SCAQMD's Rule 1401 methodology. 

The m~imum exposed individual worker (at Art Street and Sutter Avenue) is 
predicted to be exposed to a MICR from DPM of 9.56 in one million. The maximum 
exposed individual resident (on Ralston Avenue) is predicted to be exposed to a 
MICR from DPM of 8.36 in one million. 

Since MICR of 9.56 in one million at the maximum exposed individual worker and 
MICR of 8.36 in one million at the maximum exposed individual resident are both 
less than 10 in one million, incremental cancer risk for the project is not a significant 
impact. 

Non-Cancer Risk Results 
The State of California provides an REL for use as an indicator of potential adverse 
non-cancer health effecls. An REL is a concentration level (~Jg/m3) or dose (mglkg­
day) at which no adverse health effecls are anticipated. For DPM, the REL for 
chronic impacls is 5.0 ug/m3 and there is no REL for acute impacts. 

The ratio of the calculated exposure to the REL is the non-carcinogenic hazard index 
(HI). The chronic HI is based upon annual average emissions. A chronic HI of 1 
(i.e., the concentrations/dosage ofT ACs exceed the concentration/dosage at which 
no adverse health effecls are anticipated) at any target organ is considered a 
significance threshold. Chemical concentrations, determined from modeling, are 
evaluated relative to their respective RELs for each organ and compared to a HI of 1. 
The target organ for DPM is the respiratory system. 
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Based on the analysis of DPM emissions, the maximum HI for the maximum 
exposed Individual worker is 0.0154, and the maximum HI for the maximum exposed 
individual resident is 0.0052, both of Which are below the significance threshold of 
1.0. As such, impacts related to non-cancer risks resulting from the proposed 
project would be less than significant 

Impact 4.4-12: Phase II Construction and Phase II Complete activities would 
generate additional traffic, which would have the potential to increase localized CO 
concentrations at intersections near the project site. (Less Than Significant) Project­
related traffic during Phase II Construction and Phase II Complete could also cause 
increased CO concentrations at area intersections as a result of increased traffic 
congestion. An analysis of CO · concentrations was conducted at six study 
intersections expected to experienCe the highest levels of traffic congestion, 
including project traffic. The analysis was based on the total volume of peak hour 
traffic, including existing, related projects; regional growth and proposed project 
traffic. None of the intersections would experience CO concentrations that exceed 
the State 1-hour CO standard or Federal and State 8-hour CO standard. Impacts 
related to local CO concentrations in Phase II Construction and Phase II Complete 
would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-13: Phase II Complete would include handling of solid waste in the 
TSIMRF Which would have the potential to generate odors. (Less Than Significant) 
The proposed TS/MRF is not expected to generate any additional odors because 
transfer activities Which could generate potential odors would take place within an 
enclosed building designed to miti~ate odors. The MRF is expected to handle 
curbside recyclables such as paper, glass, and aluminum. The general 
characteristics· of these materials do not lend themselves to generation of odors. 
The TSIMRF building will be equipped with exhaust fans to provide six air exchanges 
every hour. The air leaving the building at the roof exhaust fans Will be treated by an 
odor neutralizing misting system to mitigate odors. Negative pressure will be 
maintained at the building entrance so no untreated air will leave the building. An 
odor neutralizer may be mixed with dust control water in the ceiling mounted misting 
systems for extra odor mitigation as needed; As such, because of the design of the 
facility, no substantial increase in the likelihood that odorS would be generated that 
would cause a nuisance affecting a considerable number of persons or the public 
would oecur and impacts of the proposed TSIMRF with respect to odors would be 
less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-14: Phase II Complete would have the potential to generate greenhouse 
gasses (GHGs). (Less Than Significant) After the closure of the landfill at the BLRC, 
MSW no longer transported to the BLRC must be disposed of at other municipal and 
private landfill sites throughout Southern California. As a result ofthe closure ofthe 
BLRC landfill in April2007, there is a great need for waste disposal options for the 
Los Angeles region, and particularly, the City, in order to process and dispose ofthe 
large volumes of wastes that have historically been disposed of at the BLRC each 
day. 

BLRC controls methane (CH4) and carbon dioxide (C02), the GHGs produced by 
the decomposition of landfilled refuse, through the existing landfill gas to energy 
project, Which is largely consistent with CARB's proposed early action measures to 
reduce GHG emissions, The BLRC gas recovery plant currently is estimated to 
capture approximately 77 percent LFG, Which is processed and piped to the Penrose 
Landfill Gas Conversion, LLC landfill gas-to-energy plant The BLRC LFG collection 
and disposal systems will continue to process the LFG from the closed landfill into 
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electricity during the operation ofthe Project's TSIMRF. Because the MRF materials 
will be sorted and recycled off-site, no additional methane will result from the 
TSIMRF operation. 

The TSIMRF project ensures that there will be less than significant impacts from 
GHG emissions as a result of the construction and operation of the TSIMRF project. 
TheTSIMRF will reduce the number of regional vehicle miles traveled to dispose of 

waste and separate recyclable materials from the City ()f Los Angeles waste stream, 
and will comply with ARB and SCAQMD regulations and the adoption of all feasible 
mitigation measures into the TSIMRF project. By nature of being a TSIMRF, the 
project would not result in a significant contribution of GHG emissions relative to 
existing conditions and the continuing need to dispose of MSW and recover 
recyclable materials from the waste stream. 

ii. Mitigation Measures: The following feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified to avoid or reduce emissions associated with construction activities: These 
measures would also reduce PM2.5. 

4.4-1 Prior to beginning Phase I construction activities, the Project Applicant shall 
develop a Construction Emission Management Plan for the Proposed 
Project. The Plan shall include measures to minimize emissions from 
vehicles including, but not limited to: 
• Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to moving soil and 

conduct necessary watering to prevent visible dust emissions from 
exceeding 100 feet in any direction. 

• Apply non-toxic chemical stabilizers according to manufacturers' 
specifications or apply non-toxic dust suppressants or vegetation 
sufficient to maintain a stabilized surface to disturbed surface areas 
(completed grading areas) that are to be left inactive for five working 
days or more. 

• Exposed pits (i.e., gravel, soil, dirt), if any, with 5% or greater silt 
content shall be watered twice daily, enclosed, covered or treated 
with non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers' 
specifications. 

• Water excavated soil and debris piles houriy or cover them with tarp, 
plastic sheets or other coverings. 

• Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm conditions. 
Water as often as needed on windy days when winds are less than 
25 miles per hour or during very dry weather in order to maintain a 
surface crust and prevent the release of visible emissions from the 
construction site. 

• All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other l.oose materials off-site shall 
be covered prior to leaving the construction site or shall maintain at 
least two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical distance between 
the top of the material and the top of the truck). Mud-covered tires 
and under-carriages of trucks shall be washed before leaving 
construction sites. 

• Continue sweeping adjacent streets, as needed, to remove dirt 
dropped by construction vehicles or mud that would otherwise be 
carried off by trucks departing the project site. 

• Securely cover loads with a tight fitting tarp or similar covering device 
on all trucks leaving the construction site. 

• Cease excavating and grading during periods when winds exceed 25 
miles per hour. 
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o Cease excavating and grading during second stage smog alerts. 
• Low VOC-emission paints shall be utilized in accordance with 

SCAQMD Rule 1113. 
o Truck deliveries shall be scheduled outside peak traffic hours and 

consolidated to the maximum extent feasible. 
4.4-2 Use electricity or alternative fuel for on-site equipment to the extent feasible; 

for all other equipment use CARS-approved diesel fuel. Contractor and 
Applicant shall maintain invoices on•site for inspection for diesel fuel 
purchases. 

4.4-3 Maintain construction equipment tuned up and with two to four degree retard 
diesel engine timing. This measure is obsolete based on new CARB rules 
requiring more stringent standards, as outlined in Mitigation Measures 4.4-6 
aild 4.4-8. 

4.4-4 Use on-site electricity rather than temporary power generators in portions of 
the landfill where electricity is available. 

4.4-5 Use CARS-approved diesel (as defined in SCAQMD Rule 431.2), which shall 
be identified in the Construction Emission Management Plan prepared by the 
Applicant and Contractor; 

4.4-6 Use construction equipment that meets EPA Tier I, II, or Ill emissions 
requirements; the specific equipment to be utilized shall be identified in the 
Construction Emission Management Plan prepared by the Applicant and 
Contractor (Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 ). 

4.4-7 When diesel particulate filters (DPF) are required, use CARS-verified 
particulate filter traps. 

4.4-8 Any new off-road equipment purchased shall meet a minimum of EPA Tier Ill 
standards andlor apply diesel particulate filters (DPF) meeting CARS-verified 
Level 3 standards for off-road engines; the specific equipment to be utilized 
shall be identified in the Construction Emission Management Plan prepared 
by the Applicant and Contractor (Mitigation Measure 4.4-1). 

4.4-9 Prohibit material delivery heavy-duty truck idling in excess of five minutes. 
4.4-10 Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference. 
4.4-11 Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases of 

construction to maintain smooth traffic flow. 
4.4-12 Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system 

to off-peak hour to the extent practicable. 
4.4-13 Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive 

receptor areas. 
4.4-14 Provide dedicated tum lanes for movement of construction trucks and 

equipment on- and off-site. 
4.4-15 Give preferential consideration to qualified contractors who use clean fuel 

construction equipment; emulsified diesel fuels, construction equipment that 
uses ultra low sulfur CARS diesel and is equipped with oxidation catalysts, or 
other retrofit technologies; Justification shall be included in the Construction 
Emission Management Plan. 

4.4-16 Pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 403, a Fugitive Dust Control Plan will be 
developed and implemented for the Proposed Project, and shall include, but 
not be limited to: 
o Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to moving soil and 

conduct necessary watering to prevent visible dust emissions from 
exceeding 100 feet in any direction. 

o Apply non-toxic chemical stabilizers according to manufacturers' 
specifications or apply non-toxic dust suppressants or vegetation 
sufficient to maintain a stabilized surface to disturbed surface areas 
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(compl~ted grading areas) that are to be left inactive for five working 
days or more. 

• Exposed pits (i.e., gravel, soil, dirt), if any, with 5% or greater silt 
content shall be watered twice daily, enclosed, covered or treated 
with non"toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers' 
specifications. 

• Water excavated soil and debris piles hourly or cover them with tarp, 
plastic sheets or other coverings. 

• Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm conditions. 
Water as often as needed on windy days when winds are less than 
25 miles per hour or during very dry weather in order to maintain a 
surface crust and prevent the release of visible emissions from the 
construction site. 

• All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose materials off-site shall 
be cov~red prior to leaving the construction site or shall maintain at 
least two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical distance between 
the top of the material and the top of the truck). Mud-covered tires 
and IJnder-carriages of trucks shall be washed before leaving the 
construction sites. 

• Continue sw~eping adjacent streets, as needed, to remove dirt 
dropped by construction vehicles or mud that would otherwise be 
carried off by trucks departing project site. 

• Securely cover loads with a tight fitting tarp or simUar covering device 
on ·llll trucks leaving the construction site. 

• Cease excavating and grading during periods when winds exceed 25 
miles per hour. 

• Cease excavating and grading during second stage smog alerts. 
• Low VOC-emission paints shall be utilized in accordance with 

SCAQMP Rule 1113. 
• Truck deliveries shall be scheduled outside peak traffic hours and 

consolidated to the maximum extent feasible. 
• Replace ground cover in disturbed areas inactive for ten days or 

more. 
• All streets shall be swept at least once a day using SCAQMD Rule 

1186 certified street sweepers or roadway washing trucks or 
whenever visible soil material.s are carried to adjacent streets 
(recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water). 

• To reduce dust caused by track-out from vehicles exiting the site, an 
extra wide rumble strip (minimum ten feet) should be used at all exits. 

• Street cleaning on all access roads to reduce dust in streets shall be 
mandatory at least twice daily. 

4.4-17 Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison 
concerning on-site construction activity including resolution of issues related 
to PM 1 0 generation. Identification of the construction relation officer shall be 
posted at the entry gate to the project site, including name and contact 
phone number. 

4.4-18 A weather station indicating temperature, wind speed and direction should be 
constructed and maintained on-site. Weather information should be 
recorded and available for LEA use for at least 30 days. 

4.4-19 If complaints ar~ received by the LEA, limited and reasonable monitoring for 
dust will be conducted by qualified finms or individuals, under the LEA's 
direction if detenmined to be necessary by the LEA. Reports and/or results 
will be provided to the LEA by the facility operator at the operator's expense. 
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lfproj~ct dust levels are found to be unacceptable, the LEA may require the 
operator to implement appropriate and reasonable dust control measures. 

4.4-20 The Project Applicant shall obtain Leade111hip in Energy and Environmental 
Design (LEED) certifi<:ationforthe TSIMRF at the Basic level, at a minimum. 

4.4-21 Investigate the technological feasibility of using a diesel oxidation catalyst or 
PM filter trap on an off-road device (i.e,, construction equipment). Although 
there are a few Level Ill devices that are CARS-verified for off-road 
applications, the Applicant will condiJct a technological feasibility analysis on 
one piece of equipment. If successful, the applicant will consider extending 
the program beyond 2008. In addition, the Applicant will comply with 
recently-adopted state reQulations to reduce emissions from off-road vehicles 

. and equipment. · 
4.4-22 Conduct a pilot study using aGARS-verified Diesel Particulate Filter that is 

also verified to reduce NCx emissions on one refuse hauling truck. If 
successful, the Applic~mt will consider 'extending the program to 2008. 
Applicant will also participate in the SCAQMD SOON program to accelerate 
NOx reductions from off-road equipment, as required. 

4.4·23 Maintain construction equipment tuned up and with two to four degree retard 
diesel engine liming during landfill operation and closure activities. This 
measure is now obsolete, see Mitigation Measure 4.4-3. 

4.4-24 Purchase and use an electric wood grinder in lieu of a traditional diesel 
grinder, 

4.4-25 Applicant shall establish a preference or fee reduction for all solid waste 
collection vehicles (SWCVs) and other on-road heavy-duty vehicles visiting 
the landfill, TSIMRF or green/Woodwaste facilities, that are alternative fueled 
or model year (MY) 2009 or newer diesel vehicles equipped with CARS­
verified DPFs. This program shall be posted at the scale house by the 
Applicant. 

4.4-26 Conduct pilot test on CARS-verified DPF and Lean NOx Catalyst (e.g., 
Cleaire Flash and Catch and Longview devices); determine feasibility; 
develop .incentive program (e.g., reduced tipping fees) for use of such 
emission coritrol devices in on-road heavy-duty vehicles visiting the landfill, 
TSiiv!RF or green/Wood waste facilities. [25% NOx control and 85% PM 
controU The test and program shall be reviewed and approved by CARS. 

4.4-27 Only loading of bailed or c6ntained recyclables shall be loaded outdoors. 

4.4-28 The applieant will maintain a 24-houreall-irfnumber for residents in the event 
of nighttime Odor complaints. ·Assigned personnel will respond to any calls to 
determine whether or not the source of odor is coming from BLRC. In the 
event that BLF~C is the source of odors, appropriate measures will be 
implemented to mitigate such odors. 

iii. Findings 

The Planning Commission disapproved the requested entitlements and found that 
the conditional use and variance will have impacts from the proposed project that 
might not be fully addressed. The Commission did not feel that it would be beneficial 
to the communityand those specific findings prepared in the revised staff report for 
the variance arid that the recommended conditions would address those impacts. 

That there are environmental impacts that include the impact of emissions from non 
controlled vender trucks that will frequent the facility. unregulated by entitlement 
conditjons to the extent of the clean air status. Such air quality impacts from the 
creation of this · facility cannot be contrOlled by these conditions as to their 
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compliance with the California Air Qualitv Board CCARBl standards for waste 
collection trucks. Such air quality impacts will impacts will affect neighboring 
residential population of Sun Valley. 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project that 
substantially lessen, but do not avoid, the potentially significant environmental effects 
associated with air quality. With respectto NOx and PM1 0, no mitigation is available 
to render the effects less than significant. The effects therefore remain significant 
and u11avoid~ble. The. project's benefits outweigh the significant unavoidable 
impacts of the project, as set forth in the Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

D[Jring Phase I, when construction of the TSIMRF is taking place, concurrent 
emissions fr()m construction activity and operational activity would occur. The 
maximum emission levels projected to occur during Phase I, when all activities 
(construqtion and operational) are taking place simultaneously are as follows: 138 
lbs/day ofVOC, 6071bs/day of CO, 1,7921bs/dayof NOx, 7.91bs/day of SOx, and 
8581bs/day of PM10. The maximum Phase I emissions ofVOC, NOx and PM10 
would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. Emissions of all other 
criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than 
significant. However, even with implement!ltion .of mitigation measures, emissions 
related to VOC, NOx, and PM1 0 would remain significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, 
p. 1.19.) 

iv. Rationale for findings 
Phase I construction emissions are expected from the following equipment and 
processes: construction equipment (dump trucks, backhoes, graders, etc.), 
equipment delivery/on-site travel, heavy diesel trucks (importing fill material), 
construction worker trips, and fugitive dust associated with site construction 
activities. Daily construction emissions were calculated for the peak construction day 
activities in Phase I Construction. Peak day emissions are the sum of the highest 
daily. emissions from employee vehicles, fugitive dust sources, construction 
equipment and transport activities for the construction period of the TSIMRF. The 
peak emissions were determined to be: 18 lbs/day VOC, 107 lbs/day CO, 137 
lbs/day NOx, 0.91bslday SOx, and 3921bs/day PM10. The emissions of NOx and 
PM1 0 would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. Emissions 
of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less 
than significant. However, even with implementation of mitigation measures, impacts 
from NOx and PM10 would remain significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 1-18.) 

The total!ldditional operational emissions projected to result from the Phase I project 
are as follows: 120 lbs/day VOC, 500 lbs/day CO, 1 ,555lb!;/day NOx, 71bs/day SOx, 
and 466 lbs/day PM10 identified in Table 4.4-7. Most of the emissions are 
associated with additional trips to the facility are due to the additional landfill 
capacity,. With the elimination of the vertical expansion from Alternative 02, the 
actual emissions would be less than projected. Other emissions are associated with 
the additional equipment associated with the expanded green and wood waste 
operations (including an additional electric grinder) and MRF. As shown in Table 
4.4-7, emissions ofVOC, NOx and PM10 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and 
would be significant. Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below 
SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than significant. (FEIR, p. 3-87.) As shown 
in Table 4.4-7, the modifications and refinements to the calculation of regional 
operational emissions during Phase I did not change any of the conclusions with 
respect to exceedance of SCAQMD significance thresholds. With the refinements 
included, emissions ofVOC, NOx and PM10 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and 
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would be significant. Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below 
SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than significant. No new significant impacts 
would occur as a result of the modifications and refinements applied to the previous 
calculations. However, even with implementation of mitigation measures, impacts 
from VOC, NOx and PM1 0 would remain significant and unavoidable. (FEIR, p. 3-
87.) 

During Phase I, when construction of the TS/MRF is taking place, concurrent 
emissions from ·construction activity and operational activity would occur. The 
maximum emission levels projected to occur during. Phase I, when all activities 
(construction and operational) are taking place simultaneously are as follows: 138 
lbs/day ofVOC, 6071bs/day of CO, 1,7921bs/day of NOx, 7.91bs/day of SOx, and 
858 lbs/day of PM10. The maximum Phase I emissions of VOC, NOx and PM10 
would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. Emissions of all other 
criteria pollUtants would be below SCAQMD thresholds. and would be less than 
significant. However, even with implementation of mitigation measures, emissions 
related to VOC, NOx, and PM1 0 would remain significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, 
p. 1.19.) 

Although landfill closure activities will likely occur, if at all, during Phase I, the 
analysis of the impacts from landfil.l closure activities are included in Phase II. These 
would include the installation of a final cover using construction equipment Upon 
completion of the final dirt cover, vegetation will be planted on all slopes as well as 
landfill cap; surface water control structures will be built, as well as the final transition 
of the landfill to an end use. Peak day construction emissions associated with landfill 
closure activities thatwolild occur under Phase II Construction·ofAltemative 02 are 
anticipated to be as follows: 15 lbs/day of VOC, 74 lbs/day of CO, 182 lbs/day of 
NOx, 0 lbs/day of SOx, and 115 lbs/day of PM10. emissions of NOx resulting from 
this activity would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. Emissions 
of all other criteria pollutants would be belowSCAQMD thresholds and would be less 
than significant. EmiSsions from construction activities would be temporary in 
nature, occurring onlyduring time frames when landfill closure activities are actively 
taking plaee (Phase II). (FEIR, p. 3•93.) 

As shown in Table 4.4-10, the modifications and refinements to the calculation of 
regional operational emissions during Phase II did not change any of the conclusions 
with respect to exceedance of SCAQMD. significance thresholds. With the 
refinements included, emissions of NOx would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and 
would be significant. Emissions of all Other criteria pollutants would be below 
SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than significant. No new significant impacts 
would occur as a result of the modifications and refinements applied to the previous 
calculations. (FEIR, p. 3•93.) As noted above, landfill closure activities are likely to 
occur priorto and possibly during Phase I, since the landfill ceased accepting waste 
on April 14, 200'7. If this occurs, the air quality imp!lcts associated with Phase I 
analyzes maximum Phase I emissions, and.include the emissions associated with 
the vertical expansion which will no longeroccur. The regardless of whether landfill 
closure activities occur in Pha.se I or Phase II, the analysis Contained within the EIR 
sufficiently analyzes all of the potentially significant adverse impacts that could result 
from the occurrence of landfill closure activities. With implementation of the 
mitigation measures, emissions from NOxwould remain significant and unavoidable. 
(DEIR, p. 1-22.) 

The bulk of operational emissions at the facility result from increased truck travel. 
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) established a law in 2004 that targeted 
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emissions from refuse-carrying trucks. The CARB regulation requires trucks to be 
retrofitted based on make and model year. Mandated reductions are either 25% or 
80% for PM10 depending upon the model year ofthe engine. As such, emissions 
will continue to decline from this source category as these fleets are turned over and 
replaced with newer, cleaner models. (DEIR, p. 4.4-31.) 
Emissions would be associated with the additional equipment as well as the 
associated trips after April2007, when the landfill would close. The total additional 
operations emissions projected to result from Phase II Complete are anticipated to 
be 40 lbslday VOC, 210 lbslday CO, 813 lbstday NOx, 6 lbstday SOx, and 149 
lbslday PM1 0. Emissions of NOx would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be 
significant. Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD 
thresholds and would be less than significant. (FEIR, p. 3-95.) However, even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures, NOx emissions would remain significant 
and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 1-23.) 

Landfill closure activities are likely to occur prior to and possibly during Phase I, 
since the landfill ceased acceptingwaste on April14, 2007. The air quality impacts 
associated with Phase I analyzed in the Draft EIR constitute maximum Phase I 
emissions, and include the emissions associated with the vertical expansion, which 
will no longer occur. The analysis of impacts from landfill closure activities under 
Phase II indicates that these impacts are less than the projected impacts for the 
vertical expansion. Thus regardless of whether landfill closure activities occur in 
Phase I or Phase II, the analysis contained within the EIR sufficiently analyzes all of 
the potentially significant adverse impacts that could result from the occurrence of 
landfill closure activities. If any construction activity associated with landfill closure 
takes place in Phase .11. concurrent emissions from construction activity and 
operational activity would occur. The maximum emission levels projected to occur 
during Phase II, when all activities (construction and operational) are taking place 
simultaneously are as follows: 131 lbslday ofVOC, 5261bslday of CO, 1,8841bslday 
of NOx, 10 lbstday of SOx, and 344 lbslday of PM10. The maximum Phase II 
emissions ofVOC, NOx and PM10 would exceed SCAQMDthresholds and would be 
significant. Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD 
thresholds and would be less than significant. These peak emission levels would 
occur only during the time frame when landfill closure activities are taking place 
(Phase II,). After landfill closure is complete, emissions would be within the levels 
shown in Table 4.4-11. (FEIR. pp. 3-95 thru 3-96.) However, even with 
implementation of the mitigation measures the emissions from VOC, NOx, and PM10 
would remain significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 1-24.) 

Cumulative air quality and health risk impacts would occur to the extent that criteria 
and toxic pollutant emissions generated by Alternative 02 combine with emissions 
from other new andlor ongoing sources in the vicinity. A total of 29 related Projects 
are included in the EIR (see Section II, Table 2-4). As discussed in Section 4.4 of 
the EIR, the SCAB is presently designated non-attainment of state and Federal 
standards for CO, ozone and PM10. Total daily air emissions from activities 
occurring on the Project site during Phase I and Phase II of Alternative 02 would 
exceed SCAQMD thresholds for VOCs, NOx and PM1 0 and would be significant. 
The 29 related Projects would also contribute VOC, NOx and PM1 0 emissions into 
the SCAB. Therefore, Alternative 02 and the related Projects would contribute to 
significant cumulative air quality impacts. (DEIR, p. 4.4-41.) 

While individual Project emissions exceed the SCAQMD thresholds on a localized 
level, overall the Project has the potential to reduce emissions across the SCAB. 
Materials no longer transported to Bradley, must be disposed of at other municipal 
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and private landfill sites throughout Southern California. Potential disposal sites are 
as much as 120 miles away from Bradley therefore, contributing to emissions across 
the Basin. As such, the additional disposal capacity that would be provided under 
Phase I of AlternativeD2 would result in reduced regional emissions by offering the 
potential to reduce these trip lengths. In addition, the additional transfer capacity 
that would be provided in Phase II of Alternative 02 would potentially reduce trip 
lengths by allowing loads to be consolidated for transfer to outlying landfills. Finally, 
continued compliance with CARB regulations requiring reduction in emissions from 
trash vehicles and the Applieant's programs to c6nvert its fleetto low emissions fuels 
and alternative fllels (e.g., natural gas) would result in long-range benefits to regional 
air quality over the course of Alternative 02. (OEIR, p. 4.4-41.) 

The analysis of local CO concentration impacts associated with implementation of 
Alternative 02 considers the effects of growth in traffic associated with Alternative 02 
and the related Projects listed in Section 2.0. ConsequenUy, impacts of cumulative 
growth are already incorporated into the projections utilized to model the future CO 
concentrations shown in the tables. As indicated, impacts of Alternative 02, in 
conjunction with related Project and other regional growth with respect to CO 
concentrations would not exceed state or federal standards and would therefore be 
less than significant. (OEIR, p. 4.4-41.) 

Additionally, given the significant adverse environmental effects linked to GCC 
induced by GHGs, the emission of GHGs is considered a significant cumulative 
global impact. The challenge in assessing the significance of an individual project's 
contribution to global GHG emissions and associated global climate change impacts, 
however, is to determine whether an individual project's GHG emissions -which, it 
can be argued, are at a micro scale relative to global emissions - result in a 
cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative impact. 

As explained above, because ofthe inherent nature ofTS/MRF projects, the BLRC 
project would likely reduce overall GHG emissions by enabling MSW loads from 
smaller collection trucks to be consolidated into larger transfer trucks for transfer to 
outlying landfills. Because MSW will continue to be generated within the City, net 
regional air emissions, including GHGs, would continue to be generated within the 
basin with or without the Project. Thus, at worst, the Project would merely shift GHG 
emissions from one area of the air basin to another. It is more likely, however, that 
tile TS/MRF·project would improve overall air quality.emissions, including GHG 
emissions by consolidating loads and . recovering more recyclable materials. 
Quantification of the precise amount of air quality/GHG emissions from the 
construction and operation of the TS/MRF in conjunction with other past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable related projects, however, is infeasible at this time. 

Because the effects of GHGs are both local and global, a project such as the 
TS/MRF that would reduce or, at worst, shift the location of the GHG-emitting 
activities, would result in no net increase in global GHG emissions levels, much less 
a cumulatively considerable increase. Construction and operation of the TS/MRF 
Project, therefore, will result in less than significant cumulative impacts to global 
climate change from GHG emissions. (FEIR, p. 3-119.) 

With implementation of the above-listed mitigation measures, emissions of the 
following pollutants will remain significant and unavoidable for at least one of the 
Project's phases: 
• Phase 1: 
• Phase II: 

VOC, NOx, PM10 
VOC, NOx, PM10 
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Cumulative impacts related to. landfill gas generation, local carbon monoxide 
concentrations, surface emissions of landfill gas, toxic air contaminants, and 
greenhouse gases would be less than significant. (FEIR, pp. 3-119 thru 3-120.) 

b. Noise 

i. Description of Environmental Effects: (NOTE: References to the Transitional 
Vertical Expansion are no longer applicable, as discussed above.) 

Impact 4.5-1: The propqsed transitional vertical expansion would result in the 
operation of additional equipment that would generate noise that could be perceived 
at nearby sensitive recepto("S. (Less Than Significant) Under the proposed . 
transitional vertical expansion, the same equipment would be utilized as under the 
existing operation, with the addition of one bulldozer and one compactor. Maximum 
noise levels that would be generated by the simultaneous operation of all equipment 
during Phase. I landfill operations would be approximately 92.3 dBA. The increase in 
the maximum noise level of all eq1Jipment operating simultaneously would be 2.0 
dBA. This increase in noise .level would be reduced by attenuation at nearby 
sensitive receptors. Moreover, equipment use would occur to the center of the 
transitional vertical expansion area, which would increase the distance from the 
equipment to the nearby sensitive receptors. There would be no potential for audible 
increase (i.e., 3 dBA) at sensitive receptors from the proposed vertical expansion. 

Impact 4.5-2: Construction of the proposed TSIMRF would re.sult in the operation of 
construction equipment that would generate noise that.could be perceived at nearby 
sensitive receptors. (Significant) Construction of the proposed TSIMRF would 
involve the use of construction equipment. The highest noise levels from 
construction equipment are generated during the grading/excavation phase (86 dBA 
at 50 feet). In addition, construction of the proposed TSIMRF would involve 
importation of approximately 163,500 cy of fill dirt, involving approximately 120 trucks 
per day for 83 working days. When the noise impacts of these trucks are added to 
the noise levels generated by construction equipment, a source level of 
approximately 89 dBA at 50 feet would be generated. Based on the conservative 
assessment of sound attenuation, the noise level experienced at the nearest 
residential area would be approximately 67 dBA. This level would represent an 
increase of 14 dBA over the existing ambient level at this.location. As such, the 
noise associated with the proposed construction of the TSIMRF would be significant. 

Impact 4.5-3: The proposed green and wood waste expansion would result in the 
operation of additional equipment that would generate noise that could be perceived 
at nearby sensitive receptors. (Less Than Significant) The proposed expansion of 
existing wood and green waste operations in Phase I would result in an increase in 
equipment utilization of one conveyor sort line, one grinder, one trammel screen, and 
two loaders. The maximum noise level generated by the simultaneous operation of 
all equipment was calculated and would increase noise levels by 2.9 dBA. This 
increase in noise level would be further reduced by attenuation at nearby sensitive 
receptoi"S. As such, there would be no potential for an audible increase at sensitive 
receptors to result from the proposed green and would waste processing facility 
expansion and impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.5-4: The proposed Phase I MRF operation would result in the operation of 
additional equipment that would generate noise that could be perceived at nearby 
sensitive receptors. (Less Than Significant) The proposed expansion of the existing 
MRF would involve the use of one additional conveyor sort line. The maximum noise 



CPC-2007-3888-CU-ZV-SPR F-54 

level generated by the simultaneous op~ration of all equipment was calculated and 
the maximum increase in noise le.vels would be approximately 0.5 dBA. This 
increase in noise level would be further reduced by attenuation at nearby sensitive 
receptors. As such, these receptors would experience an increase of less than 0.5 
dBA as a result of expanded MRF operations. There would be no potential for an 
audible increase in noise levels at sensitive receptors as a result of the proposed 
expansion of the existing MRF. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.5-5: Simultaneous operation of all equipment during Phase I would 
generate noise that could be perceived at nearby sensitive receptors. (Less Than 
Significant) During Phase I, all activities could operate simultaneously with 
maximum utilization of all equipment. The maximum noise level generated by the 
simultaneous operation of all additional. equipment that could potentially be utilized 
during Phase I could increase noise. levels approximately 1.8 dBA. This increase in 
noise level would be further reduced by attenuation at nearby sensitive receptors. · 
As such, these receptors would experience an. increase ofless than 1.8 dBA as a 
result of all Phase I operations. There would be no potential for an audible increase 
in noise levels as perceived at sensitive receptors to result from all activities that 
could occur under Phase I and impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.5-6: Proposed PhaSe I activities would generate additional traffic that could 
change the noise environment at nearby sensitive receptors. (Less Than Significant) 
Three roadway segments were selected for analysis of traffic noise. The roadway 
segments were selected based upon locations of residential communities in the 
vicinitY of the project site. The CNEL predictions were based upon the p.m. peak 
hour traffic volumes, whiCh were determined to be of greater volume. The maximum 
project-related noise increase would be below the 3 dBA threshold of audibility 
identified in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide and the Proposed Project would not 
cause the ambient noise level to increase to the ·normally unacceptable" category 
for residential land uses. Impacts related to traffic noise in Phase I would be less 
than significant. 

Impact 4.5-7: Operation of the proposed TSIMRF could generate noise that could 
be perceived at nearby sensitive receptors, (Less Than Significant) . Operation of the 
proposed TSIMRFwould involve different equipment thim is utilized for the landfill 
operation. When the landfill close!; and the TSIMRF opens, the use of earth moving 
equipment on the landfill for solid waste processing would cease and would be 
replaced by equipment required to handle solid waste and recyclables, whiCh would 
includ~ up to four wheeled loaders, two forklifts, and two balers. In addition, the 
existinglelipanded MRF would close and operations would transfer to the new 
TS/MRF. This would result in a net increase of one conveyor sort line. The average 
noise level generated by the simultaneous operation of all equipment would be 
approximately 91 ,7 dBA. However, this equipment would be operated within the 
proposed TSIMRF structUre, which would be completely enclosed and would reduce 
the nois~ levels experienced outside the. strUcture by at least 20 dBA, to 71.7 dBA. 
This noise level would be reduced by attenuation to approximately 49 dBA at the 
nearest residential use O.e., the conforming residential area located to the southwest 
of the project site, Sensitive Receptor#3). As such, the operation ofthe projected 
mix of equipment within the new TStr,nRF buildinlJ would not be audible at the 
nearest residential area to the project site and impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.5-8: Final landfill closure activities would involve operation of additional 
equipment that would generate noise that could be perceived at nearby sensitive 
receptors. (Less Than Significant) During operations associated with landfill 
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closure, equipment utilization would consist of one bulldozer, three compactors, four 
scrapers, two motor graders and two water trucks; landfill closure activities would last 
9 to 10 months .. The average noise level generated by the simultaneous operation of 
allequipmentwould be approximately 91.7 dBA. This noise level would be reduced 
by attenuation to approximately 82 dBA at the nearest non-conforming residential 
unit. This noise level would be approximately 17 dBA higher than the measured 
ambient noise level of 65 dBA. The noise level associated with landfill closure would 
be reduced by attenuation to 70 dBA at the nearest conforming residential use, 
which ~ould be 17 dBA above the ambient noise level for this area. These 
increases would be above the City's threshold of significance for construction activity 
{increase of 5 dBA}. As such, the noise associated with landfill closure activities 
would be significant. 

Impact 4.5-9: Proposed Phase II activities would generate additional traffic that 
could change. the noise _environment at nearby sensitive reCEiptors. {Less Than 
Significant} During landfill closure activities the maximum project related noise 
increase would .be below the 3 dBA threshold of audibility identified _in the LA CEQA 
Thresholds-Guide and the Proposed Project would not cause the ambient noise level 
to increase to the "normally unacceptable" category for residential land uses. 
Impacts related totraffic noise during Phase II landfill closure operations would be 
less than significant. 

After landfill closure, the maximum project related noise increase would be below the 
3 dBA threshold of audibility identified in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide and the 
Proposed Project would not cause the ambient noise level to increase to the 
"normally unaCceptable" category for residential land uses. Impacts related to traffic 
noise after Phase II landfill closure operations would be less than significant. 

ii. Mitigation Measures 

4.5-1 Construction contracts shall specify that all construction equipment must be 
equipped with mufflers and other applicable noise attenuation devices. 

4.5-2 Construction shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 a,m. to 9:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Saturday and prohibited at 
anytime on Sunday or a Federal holiday. 

4.5-3 Temporary plywood noise barriers shall be constructed along the BLRC 
property line on San Fernando Road between the TSIMRF construction site 
and residential area located west of San Fernando Road. Plywood shall be 
installed to the height necessary to block the line of sight between the 
construction site and the nearest residential unit to the construction site. 
Plywood shall be a minimum of one-half inch thick, in order to provide a 
minimum 10 dB reduction in noise levels between the construction activity 
and the receptor. Noise barrier design shall be reviewed and approved by 
the Departmept of Building and Safety to ensure that the design resulls in the 
required 1 0 dB minimum reduction. 

4.5-4 If complaints are received by the LEA, limited and reasonable monitoring for 
noise will be conducted by qualified firms or individuals, under the LEA's 
direction if determined to be necessary by the LEA. Reports and/or resulls 
will be provided to the LEA by the facility operator at the operator's expense. 
{DEIR, p. 4.5-15; FEIR, p. 3-121.} 

iii. Findings 
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Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project that 
substantially lessen, but do. not avoid, the potentially significant environmental effects 
associated with cumulative air quality. No mitigation is available to render the effects 
less than significant. The effects therefore remain significant and unavoidable. The 
projecfs benefits outweigh the significant unavoidable impacts of the project, as set 
forth in the SU!tement of Overriding Considerations. 

iv. Rationale for Findings . 
ConStruction of the proposed TSIMRF would involve the use of construction 
equipment. The highest noise levels from construction equipment are generated 
during the grading/excavation phase (86 dBA at 50 feet). In addition, construction of 
the proposed TSIMRF would involve importation of approximately 163,500 cy of fill 
dirt, involving approximately 120 trucks per day for 83 working days. When the noise 
impacts of these trucks are added to the noise levels generated by construction 
eqUipment, a source level of approximately 89 dBA at 50 feet would be generated. 
Based on the conservative assessment of sound attenuation, the noise level 
experienced at the nearest residential arelil would be approximately 67 dBA. This 
level would represent an increase of 14 dBA over the existing ambient level at this 
location. As such, the noise associated with the proposed construction of the 
TSIMRF would be significant. Wrth implementation of the listed mitigation measure, 
noise impacts associated with the construction of the TSIMRF would remain 
significant and unavoidable. (OEIR, p. 1-28.) 

Operation of the pr9posed TSIMRF would involve different equipment than is utilized 
for the landfill operation. When the landfill closes and the TSIMRF opens, the use of 
earth moving equipment would cease and would be replaced by equipment required 
to handle solid· waste and recyclables,. which would include up to four wheeled 
loaders, two forklifts, and two balers. In addition, the existing/expanded MRF would 
close and operations would transfer to the new TSIMRF. This would result in a net 
increase of one conveyor sort line. The average noise level generated by the 
simultaneous operation of all equipment would be approximately 91.7 dBA. 
However, this equipment would be operated within the proposed TSIMRF structure, 
which would be completely enclosed and would reduce the noise levels experienced 
outside the structure by at least 20 dBA, to 71.7. dBA. This noise level would be 
reduced by attenuation to approximately 49 dBA at the nearest residential use (i.e., 
the conforming residential area located to the southwest of the project site, Sensitive 
Receptor#3). Under the revised design ofthe TSIMRFunder Alternative 02, trucks 
would be routed to enter the TSIMRF on the south side of the building via the 
roadway located on the northeast side of the building (i.e., between the building and 
the adjacent existing landfill), as shown in Figure 3-8 (see Project Description). From 
where they would then proceed through the building to discharge their loads, then 
exit the building at the southwest comer and exit the facility via the same road on 
which the entered. (see Figure 6-9, Alternative 02 Site. Plan). This revised circulation 
pattern would allow the loading of WaSte transfer trucks and recyclables trucks to 
take place on the riorth side of the new TSIMRF bUilding, further screening TSIMRF 
activity from residential uses located on the west side of San Fernando Road. 

Furthermore, the access roadway to be used by incoming waste trucks would be 
located behind an earthen berm that would include a fence and vegetative plantings 
on top of the berm. This berm and vegetated area would extend the length of the 
TSIMRF site parallel to San Fernando Road and would completely screen the 
roadways into and out of the TSIMRF and the parking area from San Fernando 
Road. In addition, the roadway used by waste transfer and recyclables trucks on the 
north side of the TSIMRF building would be located below the floor elevation of the 
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TSIMRF building, further screening these trucks from San Fernando Road. The 
berm and vegetated area would also partially screen the lower levels of TSIMRF 
building. This design modification would further reduce noise-related impacts during 
operation ofthe TSIMRF from locations southwest of San Fernando Road. As such, 
the operation of the new TSIMRF building would not be audible at the nearest 
residential area to the project site and impacts would be less than significant. (DEIR, 
pp. 4.5-18 thru 4.5-19.) 

During operationsasso(;iated with landfill closure, equipment utilization would consist 
of one bulldozer, three compactors, four scrapers, two motor graders and two water 
trucks; landfill closure activities would last nine to ten months. The average noise 
level generated by the simultaneous operation of all equipment would be 
approximately 91.7 dBA(see Appendix G for calculation). This noise level would be 
reduced .by attenuation to approximately 82 dBA at the nearest non-conforming 
residential unit. This. noise level would be approximately 17 dBA higher than the 
measured ambient noise level of 65 dBA. The noise level associated with landfill 
closure would be reduced by attenuation to 70 dBA at the nearest conforming 
residential use, which would be 17 dBA above the measured ambientnoise level for 
this area. These increases would be above the City's threshold of significance for 
construction activity (increase of 5 dBA). As such, the noise associated with landfill 
closure activities would be significant, even with implementation of the identified 
mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.5-19.) 

Impacts related to operational noise would be less than significant. Impacts related 
to construction of the TSIMRF in Phase I and final landfill closure activities in Phase 
II would be reduced by approximately 10 dBA through the implementation of plywood 
noise barriers as identified in the mitigation measures. With implementation of this 
mitigation measure, the resulting noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptor would 
increase by approximately 4 dBA during TSIMRF construction and approximately 7 
dBA during final landfill closure activity. This would represent a less·than significant 
increase in noise levels after mitigation at the neart;lst sensitive receptor during 
TSIMRF construction. Thus, impacts during TSIMRF construction would be less . 
than significant with mitigation. The increase in noise levels during final landfill 
closure activities at the nearest sensitive receptor would remain above the City 
significance threshold of 5 dBA for construction activity. As such, construction noise 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable during landfill final closure activities. 
(DEIR, p. 4.5-22.) 

F. Project Alternatives: 

The following alternatives were selected by the City of Los Angeles for the Proposed Project. 
The alternatives to be analyzed in comparison to the proposed Project include the following: 

Alternative A: No Project Alternative 

Alternative B: Reduced Transitional Vertical Expansion -19' Increase 

Alternative C: Reduced Transfer Station Alternative 

Alternative D2: Transfer Station Only, No Vertical Expansion, Revised Design 

The DEIR examined the project alternatives in detail comparing the alternatives to the proposed 
Project. Alternative D2, a modified version ofthe Alternative D previously considered in the EIR, 
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is the environmentally superior and preferred project alternative. Therefore, the discussion below 
compares the Alternatives to the revised proposed Alternative 02, 

For the reasons set forth below, and considering the entire record, the Planning Commission 
hereby determines that the EIR presents a reasonable range of alternatives, in accordance with 
CEQA, and approves Alternative 02 -Transfer Station Only, No Vertical EXpansion, Revised 
Design) rather than the proposed project and the folloWing alternatives: Alternative A- No 
Project Alternative; Alternative B-Reduced Transitional Vertical Expansion~ 19' Increase and 
Alternative C- Reduced Transfer Station Alternative. As the folloWing discussion demonstrates, 
however, only Alternative 02 is feasible in light of Project objectives and other considerations. 
Each reason ·set forth below is a separate and independent ground for the Planning 
Commission's determination. 

Alternatives Rejected as Being Infeasible. As described above, section 15126.6(c) of the CEQA 
Guidelines requires EIRs to identify ally alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but 
were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process, and to briefly exPlain the reasons 
underlying the lead agency's determination. Consideration was not given to alternative locations 
for the proposed Project because the Project Applicant does not own nor can the Applicant 
reasonably acquire, or otherWise have access to, alternative sites within the City of Los Angeles. 
Although the Project Applicant owns other sites outside the City of Los Angeles, these sites are 
located in outlying areas, Construction of a transfer station in an outlying area is an infeasible 
means of consolidating loads for disposal that are generated in the City of Los Angeles and the 
region. (DEIR, p. 6-2.) 

A good faith effort was made to evaluate all feasible alternatives in the EIR that are reasonable 
alternatives to the Project· and could feasibly obtain the basic objectives of the Project, even 
when the alternatives might impede the attainment of the objectives or be more costly. As a 
result, the scope of alternatives analyzed in the EIR is not unduly limited or narrow. The 
Planning Commission also finds that all reasonable alternatives were reviewed, analyzed and 
discussed .in the review process of the EIR and the ultimate decision on the Project. 

1. Alternative A- No Project Alternative. The "No Project" alternatives analysis must discuss 
the existing conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published as well as 
whatwo(dd be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if Alternative 02 is not 
approved, based on current plans and consistent With available infrastructure and 
community services. . · If the environmentally superior ·alternative is· the "no Project" 
alternative, the El R shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the 
alternatives. (CEQA Guidelines§ 15126.6, subd. (e)(2).) (DEIR, pp. 6-2 thru 6-3.) 

Under Alternative A, as originally analyzed in the EIR, no transitional vertical expansion 
would occur and the proposed TSIMRF would not be constructed. The landfill, which 
ceased active operations on April 14, 2007, would be closed in accordance with the 
requirements of current regulations. Activities on Bradley East would continue at their 
current levels in accordance With SWFP No. 19-AR-0004, which would not expire. 
Expansion of green and wood waste operations would not occur. Because generation of 
waste would continue to occur in the City of Los Angeles and elsewhere in the region, when 
the landfill closes in 2007, solid waste currently handled at BLRC would need to be disposed 
at other regional landfills. To the extent that capacity is available, loads could be 
consolidated at other transfer stations for transport to outlying landfills. However, as such 
existing facilities reach capacity; alternative methods would need to be developed to move 
large quantities of waste to landfills outside the City of Los Angeles. Alternatively, the City of 
Los Angeles, at the direction of the City Council, has begun to explore other advanced 
technologies for processing the City's solid waste that do not involve landfilling. While this 
process will require many years to implement, it offers the opportunity to substantially reduce 
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the amount of waste that will need to be transported to outlying landfills in the future. (DEIR, 
p. 6-3.) 

a. Analysis of Alternative A's Ability to Reduce Significant Unavoidable Project Impacts 

Land Use and Planning, The existing BLRC is compatible with the immediately 
surrounding land IJSes and consi.stent \IIIith the applicable policies and go111s identified in 
Section 4.2 of the EIR. Under the No Proj13ct Alternative, none of the activities proposed 
in Alternative 02 would occur with the. e~xception ofclosing the landfill. The closed 
landfill would be compatible with the surrounding uses and would meet most of the 
policies and goals identified in Section 4.2 .with the exception ofthose pertaining to solid 
waste. Therefore, land use impacts under the No ProjeptAitemative would be less than 
Alternative 02. (PEIR, p. 6-3.) · 

Transportation and Circulation. Under the No Project Alternative, some increase in 
traffic levels would be expected during the course of the l.andfiU closure from trucks 
bringing in clean soil for the four,footclosure cap. Upon completion of closure activities, 
no traffic, including .trash or transfer truck trips, would be generated by the BLRC. Solid 
waste generated in the City of Los Angeles wpuld need to be disposed of at other area 
landfills that are located at a greater di!Jtance (up to approximately 120 miles) from the 
City of Los Angeles. In addition, under the No Project Alternative, the air quality and 
traffic benefits of consolidating trash loads into transfer trucks and reducing the overall 
number of truck trips to outlying landfills may not be realized. This C()Uid potentially result 
in an increase in the number of truck trips, trip lengths and greater truck traffic on 
freeways serving the outlying areas than would occur under Alternative 02. 

Regardless, under the No Project Alternative, as other landfills in the area reach capacity 
and close, there will be a need.to transport waste greater distances to outlying landfills. 
If the City is siJccessful in implementing alternative technologies for processing solid 
waste, which could occur under the No Project Alternative, the total amount of waste 
required to be landfill could drop substantially .. In this event, the traffic impacts of the No 
Project Alternative would be lower than Alternative 02. The short-term increase in traffic 
due to closure activities would be similar to the impacts under Alternative 02. However, 
long-term traffic impacts under the No Project Alternative could potentially be greater 
than Alternative. 02 as a result of increased traffic to the outlying landfills and the 
resulting additional local. route trucks required to service businesses, residences, and 
construction sites, unless additional long-term transfer capacity is provided in the City or 
elsewhere in the region, or the City is successful in implementing alternative methods of 
dealing with the City's solid waste generation. (OEIR, pp 6-3 thru. 6-4.) 

Air Quality. Under the No Project Alternative, all solid waste would be redirected to other 
regional landfills. These other landfills are located in areas such as the Antelope Valley 
(e.g., the Antelope Valley and Lancaster Landfills) and could also include the Sunshine 
Canyon, El Sobrante, and Chiquita Landfills. Shipping the solid waste out to these 
facilities would increase the trip lengths and number of trips as larger transfer trucks 
would not be utilized and thereby would increase regional air quality emissions. 
Activities associated with the closure of the landfill (e.g., installing the soil cap and 
planting vegetation) would generate air emissions associated with the trucks and other 
equipment. These emissions would be the same as those identified under Alternative 
02. No other Project activities would occur and no other emissions would be generated. 
Therefore, short-term air quality emissions under the No Project Alternative would be 

the same as those under Alternative 02. Long-term air quality emissions would be 
greater under the No Project Alternative than under Alternative 02 because of the 
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increased number of trash truck trips that would have to transport MSW on long-hauls to 
other regional landfills. (DEIR, p. 6-4.) · 

Noise. Under the No Project Alternative, the only Project activities which would occur 
are those associated with the landfill closure. Noise impacts would be generated from 
the trucks and equipment used to accomplish these closure activities. However, due to 
the distance from any receptor sources these impacts would be less than significant and 
similar to Alternative 02. Additionally, the gas produced by the closed landfill would 
continue to be flared off as necessary. These flares produce noise, but the noise would 
not be a change from the existing conditions. (DEIR, pp 6-4 thru 6-5.) 

No other. Project activities would occur (e.g., no truck trips associated with the new 
TSIMRF) and therefore, no noise impacts would be generated by the landfill after its 
closure. Therefore, long-term noise impacts under the No Project Alternative would be 
less than those associated with Alternative 02. (DEIR, p. 6-5.) 

Aesthetics/\liews. Under the No Project Alternative, the closed landfill will have a 
maximum height of 1,010 feet above msl. The closure activities would include 
installation of final <:over, planting of vegetation on all slopes, and constructing surface 
water control structures. The maximum height of the closed landfill would not be much 
higher than currently exists and would not block any views of the mountains from the 
surrounding land uses. Views of the closed landfill would be primarily of a large, slightly 
sloping mauna. This mound would be vegetated similarly to the slopes of the landfill at 
the intersection of Glenoaks Boulevard and Peoria Street. Therefore, no change would 
occur with respect to existing views of the landfill and impacts to views under the No 
Project Alternative would be the same as Alternative 02. (DEIR, p. 6-5.) 

No new sources of light or glare would be introduced to the Project site under the No 
Project Alternative. Trucks and other equipment would be present during the final 
closure activities (see Section 3.0). Upon completion of landfill closure activities, no 
sources of light or glare would be located on the Project site. Therefore, light and glare 
impacts under the No Project Alternative would be less than Alternative 02. (DEIR, p. 6-
5.) 

Geology and Soils. Under the No Project Alternative, the existing operation of the landfill 
will continue, but the new TSIMRF would not be constructed. Therefore, no erosion or 
slope stability impacts would occur as a result of these activities and impacts would be 
less than Alternative 02. (DEIR, p. 6-5.) 

Finallanc:lfill closure activities would include earth movement activities which would have 
the potential to expose large areas to the potential effects of soil erosion. Similar to 
Alternative 02, these activities are regulated by conditions established in the landfill's 
existing Zoning Variances and in grading permits. Therefore, these potential soil erosion 
impacts would be the same as those discussed under Alternative 02. (DEIR, p. 6-5.) 

All grading associated with the importation and dumping of soils/inert materials, 
installation of soil cap, planting vegetation and construction of surface water control 
structures will require that the necess~ry permits be obtained from the Department of 
Building and Safety, and· th;at the grading operations conform to all requirements of the 
City's Building Code. As such, the proposed final landfill cover would not represent soil 
that is unstable or would be unstable as a result of the Project and potentially result in 
collapl\9. Impacts from the No Project Alternative would be the same as those identified 
for landfill closure under Alternative 02. Overall, erosion and slope stability impacts 
associated with the No Project Alternative would be slightly less (due to the lack of 
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construction activities associated with the new TSIMRF) than those associated with 
Alternative 02. {DEIR, pp. 6-5 thru 6-6.) 

Hydrology/Water Quality. Under .the No Project Alternative, no construction activities, 
expansion of existing operations, or installation pf additional holding tanks would occur. 
All hydrology and water quality impacts associated with the landfill would be the same. 
Th~ c~rrent procedures utilized to control surface/storrnwater wat~r .runoff and protect 
water quality INOulc:l continue to be implemented. No construction acti)!iti~swould occur 
which could impactwater quality. Closure of t~e landfill would r~uire earth moving 
activitii:)S for th.e application ofthe four foot cap and the planting of vegetation. These 
activities would be in compliance with the conditions listed in the grading permit as 
required bythe Department of Building and Sa,fety. Therefore, impacts to hydrology and 
water quality would be less than Alternative D2. {OEIR, p. 6-6.) 

Hazardous Materials. After closure, no solid waste will be accepted at BLRC for 
disposal. The possibility of introducing hazardous materia.ls would theretore be less than 
Alternative 02. No com;truction activities, operation of the new TSIMRF, or expansion of 
the green and wood waste would occur under the No ProjectAitemative. Therefore, no 
hazardous materials would be utilized on the Project site and impacts would be similar to 
those under Alternative D2. {DEIR, p. 6-6.) 

Utilities (Wastewater). Under the· No Project Alternative, leachate generated by the 
decompqsitionpflandfilled material would continue to be collected through the existing 
wastewater {leachate) collection and disposal system. This collected .leachate would 
(;()ntinue to be discharged to the existing public sanitary sewer system under the 
conditions of the landfill's industrial wastewater discharge permit issued by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. The amount of leachate generated would be the same as 
that under Alternative D2 as the total amount of landfilled material would be the same. 
{DEIR, p. 6-6.) 

Additionally, the amount of wastewater generated through employee use would 
decrease upon complete closure of the landfill due to the decrease in the number of 
employees on-site. Therefore, wastewater impacts associated with the No Project 
Alternative would be less than those associated with Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-7.) 

b. FeasibHity of Alternative A 

While Alternative A would result in impacts that would be less than those. associated with 
Alternative D2, Alternative A would not meet most of the basic or fundamental project 
objectives, namely the fundamental objective to accommodate the rapidly growing 
demand for such TSJMRF facilities within the City of Los Angeles and the corresponding 
ability to efficiently consqlidate and process waste. The City of. Los Angeles Bureau of 
Sanitationhas responsibility for the collection, disposal, and recycling of over 1.7 million 
tons per year of solid waste for the residents of the City of Los Angeles. As such, a 
waste disposal capacity shortfall could have serious implications for Sun Valley and City 
of Los Angeles. Currently there are only five landfills in the County that are private and 
have no restrictions on the ability to accept waste from all jurisdictions, including the City 
of Los Angeles. (DEIR, p. 2-9.) One of the largest permitted disposal sites in the County, 
the Puente Hills Landfill, operated by the Los Angeles County Sanitation District, cannot 
accept waste from the City. As the BLRC is second only to the Puente Hills facility in the 
volume of municipal solid waste ("MSW) that it was permitted to accept, the BLRC's 
10,000 tpd daily permitted volume had been an important disposal source for Sun Valley 
and the City for years. (DEIR, p. 2-9 to 2-1 0.) As a result of the 2007 closure of the 
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BLRC landfill, there is a need for future waste disposal options for the City. (See DEIR, 
p. 2-1 0.) Alternative A would not achieve many of the basic project objectives. 

In 1989, the California legislature adopted AB 939, a recycling mandate law that called 
for the diversion of 50% of recyclable material from the waste stream by the year 2000. 
In 2000, the City of los Angeles metAB 939's 50% compliance standard and has been 
maintaining a recycling rate of approximately 62%. In 2006, the Mayor and City Council 
of the City of los Angeles set waste diversion goals of 70% by 2015 and 90% by 2025, 
respectively. (See Report on City of los Angeles Departments' Recycling Programs, 
attached as Exhibit A to the February 1, 2009 fetter from Andrea K. Leisy of Remy, 
Thomas, Moose and Manley to William Roschen, los Angeles City Planning 
Commission President ("Leisy letter").) Tlie City of los Angeles is currently diverting 
62% of its waste from landfills. Ultimately, the City of los Angeles plans to become a 
zero waste city. 

The City .of Los Angeles is currently developing a Solid Waste Integrated Resources 
Plan (SWIRP) which wm result in the development and implementation of a 20 year 
master plan. tor the City's solid waste and. recycling programs. SWIRP will outline the 
City's objectives to provide sustainability, resource conservation, source reduction, 
recycling, renewable energy, . maximum material recovery, public health and 
environmental protection for solid waste management planning through 2030 -leading 
los Angeles towards being a "zero waste• city. As defined by the Grass Roots Recycling 
Network, Zero Waste is a philosophy and a design principle forthe 21st Century. It 
includes "recY<:Iing" but goes beyond to address the reduction of "upstream" waste 
created through mining, extraction, and manufacturing of products. Zero waste involves 
maximizes recycling, minimizes waste, reduces consumption and encourages the 
development of products that are made to be reused, repaired or recycled back into 
nature or the marketplace. (See Solid Waste Integrated Resources Plan (SWIRP) 
background information, attached as Exhibit B to the Leisy letter.) Moreover, the former 
Mayor of los Angeles, Jim Hahn, declared in 2005 that he wanted the City landfill free by 
2006. (See Highlights of Mayor Hahn's record on improving neighborhoods, attached as 
Exhibit C to the Leisy letter.) 

The City recognizes that new policies, programs and facilities will be needed in order to 
reach the Mayor and City Council's waste diversion goals, as well as to achieve zero 
waste by 2030 and that radical changes will be required in three areas: product creation 
(manufacturing and packaging), product use (use of sustainable, recycled and recyclable 
products), and product disposal (resource recovery or landfilling). (See Exhibit B to the 
Leisy letter.) · · 

As a TSIMRF, BlRC'sAitemative 02 will provide the City of los Angeles with a facility 
through which it can work towards achieving its zero waste goal, without new or 
expanded landfill space. Alternative 02 provides fOr future waste disposal and diversion 
options in the los Angeles area by allowing for the BLRC to evolve from its historically 
permitted 10,000 tpd disposal rate to the acceptance of 4,000 tpd of MSW for 
processing, consolidating and hauling off-site to other regional landfills. In Phase II of 
the Project, an expanded MRF would process up to 1 ,000 tpd of materials that would be 
recycled and eventually reused in the marketplace. (DEIR, p. 2-13.). 

Alternative 02 is also consistent with the current national trend of communities 
transporting their waste to large, regional facilities, as older landfills near urban centers 
reach capacity and begin closing. (See EPA's manual: Waste Transfer Stations: A 
Manual for Decision-Making (attached as Exhibit D to the Leisy letter) (explaining why 
transfer stations, as well as MRFs, are needed and can be beneficial to communities).) 
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The transfer station serves as the critical link in making cost-effective shipments to these 
distanffacilities. (ld., pp. 2-3.) The transfer station facility serves to.consolidate waste 
from multiple collection vehicles into larger, high-volume transfer vehicles for more 
economical shipment to distant disposal sites. (ld., p. 2) No long term storage of waste 
occurs at a transfer station; waste is quickly consolidated and loaded into a larger 
vehicle and moved off the site, usually in a matter of hours (ld.). 

AltemativeA. the No Project Alternative, however, would not provide for sufficientfuture 
waste disposal options in the Los Angeles area as it would not allow for the BLRC to 
maintain an acceptance of 4,000 tpd of MSW for processing and hauling off-site to other 
regional landfills facilities, nor would it allow for an eventual expanded MRF to process 
1 ,000 tpd of materials that would be recycled and eventually r~used in the marketplace. 
(DEIR, p. 2-13.). Alternative A could al.so thwart the City's goals of maximum waste 
diver5ion a.s set forth in the City's 1993 Solid Waste Management G~als, Objectives and 
Policies, incorporated herein by reference. (See also, "City of LosAngeles Solid Waste 
Planning Background Studies Summary Report (January 2006), incorporated herein by 
reference.) (FEIR, p. 4-891, Response 121-23.) Therefore, the Planning Commission 
finds this alternative to be infeasible. 

2. Alternative B - Reduced Transitional Vertical Expansion - 19' Increase. Under 
Alternative B, the 43-foot transitional vertical increase proposed in Alternative 02 would be 
reduced to a 19-foot increase. All other components of this Alternative would be the same 
as Alt~rnative 02. The proposed TSJMRF would be constructed, and the green and wood 
waste and Phase I MRF operations would be expanded. Closure activities would take place 
at the landfill in a.ccordance with regulatory requirements. 

a. Analysis of Alternative B's Ability to Reduce Significant Unavoidable Project Impacts 

Land. Use and Planning. Under Alternative B, the height of the landfill would be 
increased by 19feetto a maximum of 1,029 feet above msl. This alternative would be 
compatible with the surrounding land uses and consistent with the applicable plans and 
policies identified in Section 4.2 of the EIR. Alternative 8 would employ the same 
activities as the. Project except the height of the landfill would be increased by 19 feet. 
Therefore, land use and planning impacts under Alternative B would be similar to those 
identified under Alternative 02. (DEIR, p. 6-7.) 

Transportation and Circulation. Alternative B would be identical to Alternative 02 with 
the inclusion of the maximum height of the existing landfill. Under this alternative, the 
height of the landfill would be increased by 19 feet to a maximum of 1,029 feet above 
msl. The level of traffic generated by the landfill would be expected to be greater than 
that generated under Phase I of Alternative 02, until maximum capacity is reached. This 
is due to the fact that the amount of trash accepted on a daily basis would be the same 
as under Alternative 02, however, the maximum capacity would be reached later and 
therefore, the amount of time in which additional truck trips are realized would be 
greater. Under this portion of Alternative B, five intersections would be significantly 
impacted. Upon closure of the landfill and conversion to the TSJMRF, traffic impacts are 
expected to be the same as Alternative 02, with two intersections being significantly 
impacted. (DEIR, p. 6-7.) 

Air Quality. Under Alternative 8, the maximum height of the existing landfill would be 
increased by 19 feet and all activities proposed in Phase II would remain the same. 
Disposal of solid waste was assumed to continue until April 14, 2007. Air emissions 
would be generated during Phase I by the construction of the new TSIMRF facility. 
These impacts would be similar to those identified under Alternative 02. Production of 
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landfill gas would be greater under the alternative (see Appendix F) compared to 
Alternative D2, and, even though gas levels would increase, the increase would be lower 
than the peak gas generation from the landfill which occurred in 2002, thereby reducing 
potential surface emissions. Landfill gas produced under this alternative would be within 
the capacity of the existing landfill gas collection and control system. During Phase II, 
the solid waste would be consolidated at the transfer station before being shipped to 
other locations and landfill closure activities would occur. These activities are the same 
as those identified in Alternative D2 and therefore, the air quality impacts associated with 
Alternative B under Phase II would be the same as those under Alternative D2. (DEIR, 
p. 6-8.) 

Noise. Under Alternative B, the existing landfill would continue to operate until it reaches 
its capacity 1Nith the 19 foot expansion on or before April 14, 2007. Noise would be 
generated by the trash truckS on the roadways and equipment on the landfill. However, 
the noise generated by landfilling operations would be greater under this alternative than 
under Alternative 02 because more trash would be brought to the landfill on a daily 
basis. In addition, noise would be generated by the flares and the construction activities 
for the newTSIMRF. During Phase II, noise would be generated by the operation of the 
new TS/MRF and the activilies required to close the landfill in accordance with 
applicable regulations. These noise impacts under Alternative B are anticipated to be 
the same as those described under Alternative D2. (OEIR, p. 6-B.) 

Aesthetic:s/Views. Project activities under Alternative B would be identical to Alternative 
D2 with the exception of the maximum height of the landfill. Under Alternative B, the 
height of the landfill would be raised by 19 feet for a maximum height of 1,029 feet above 
msl. All other activities associated with this alternative would remain the same as 
Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-B.) 

The same visual simulation study was conducted for this alternative as was conducted 
under Alternative D2. Photographs from the eight study locations (see Figure 4.6-10 in 
Section 4.6) were taken and the proposed elevations of the landfill under this alternative 
were laid on top. Figures 6.1 through 6.8 show the before and after photographs from 
each of these locations. As can be seen in these photographs, the views from locations 
1 and 2 are not affected by the 19 foot increase. The views from locations 3 and 4 
would be partially blocked by the 19 foot expansion of the landfill, but portions of the 
mountains would still be visible in the background. The 19 foot landfill expansion would 
make the views of the landfill more visible from locations 5 through 7 but would not block 
any mountain views, as the mountains are not visible from these locations. The view 
from location B would include a slightly larger landfill view. However, the increase in the 
height of the landfill does not block the views of the mountains from this location. (DEIR, 
pp. 6-B thru 6-9.) 

The impacts associated with view blockage under this alternative would be greater than 
those associated with Alternative D2, but still less than significant. Since no other 
aspects of this alternative would differ from Alternative 02, impacts associated with light 
and glare would be the same. (DEIR, p. 6-9.) 

Geology and Soils. Under Alternative B, all aspects of Alternative 02 would remain the 
same with the exception of the maximum height of the landfill. Under this alternative, the 
height of the landfill would be increased by 19 feet to a maximum height of 1,029 feet 
above msl. All procedures regulating the operation of the existing landfill would remain 
in place to control the possibility of erosion and slope stability associated with earth 
moving activities. All earth moving impacts associated with the construction of the new 
TS/MRF, closure of the landfill and expansion of the green and wood waste would be the 
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same as those identified under Alternative 02. Therefore, geology and soils impacts 
associated with Alternative B would be the same as those under Alternative 02. (OEIR, 
p. 6-18.) . 

Hydrology. Under Alternative B, all aspects of Alternative D2 would remain the same 
with the exception of the maximum height of the landfill. Under this alternative, the 
height of the landfill would be increa.sed by 19. teet to a maximum heightof 1,029 feet 
above msl. The same procedures for controlling stormwater runoff and protecting water 
quality that are currently used woulcl C()ntinue to be used under Alternative B. In 
addition, any construction tnat requires earth moving activities WO!Jid comply with all 
applicable State and federal regulations, .including NPOES, and the conditions listed on 
the grading permit as required. by the Department of Building and Safety. Therefore, 
impacts to hydrology and water quality under Alternative B would be similar to Alternative 
D2. (OEIR, p. 6-18.) 

Hazardous Materials. Under the Alternative B,. the Bradley Landfill was assumed to 
continue accepting solid waste until the~ expired on April 14, 2007. The Bradley 
Landfill has not accepted hazardous waste and has measures in place to ensure that 
hazardous wastes do not enter the landfill under closure cOnditions. Hazardous materials 
impacts associated with the landfill under Alternative B would be the same as those 
identified for the operation of the existing landfill under Phase I of Alternative 02. (DEIR, 
p. 6-18.) 

No hazardous. materials would be required for the construction of the new TSIMRF or 
expansion of the green and wood waste facility. Operation of the new TSIMRF would 
uti.lize the same procedures as the exis;ting landfill to prevent hazardous materials from 
entering the TS and being sent to other landfills. Landfill gas production would be 
greater under this alternative, but lar:tdfill gas would continue to be handled by the 
existing landfill gas collection and control system. Therefore, hazardous materials 
impacts would be the same as those. identified under Alternative 02. (OEIR, p. 6-18.} 

Utilities (Wastewater}. Under Alternative B, leachate generated by the decomposition of 
landfilled material would continue to be collected through the existing wastewater 
(leachate} collection and disposal system. This collected leachate would continue to be 
discharged to the existing public sanitary sewer system under the conditions of the 
landfill's industrial wastewater discharge permit issued by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board. Due to the proposed increase in height of the landfill by 19 feet, 
additional water would be present in the landfill trash. This increase in water would 
generate a slight increase in the amount of leachate generated by the landfill. The 
amount of leachate generated would be greater than the amount generated under 
Alternative 02. Therefore, leachate impacts would be greater under Alternative B than 
under Alternative 02. (DEIR, pp 6-18 thru 6-19.) 

Since no other aspects of Alternative D2 would change under Alternative B, the same 
number of employees would be on site and would generate the same amount of 
wastewater from the use of restrooms, etc. Therefore, impacts from wastewater 
generation would be the same under Alternative Bas under Alternative 02. (DEIR, p. 6-
19.) 

b. Feasibility of Alternative 

This Alternative anticipates an increase in the height of the landfill, which can no longer 
occur. Once the permit variance expired for the landfill on April14, 2007, landfill closure 
activities began immediately, as required under BLRC's landfill closure and post-closure 
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plan. (See Title 27, Cal. Code Reg., Ch. 4, § 21769.) An expansion ofthe landfill atthis 
time would require the closure actjyities to cease and for the project applicant to obtain 
another operating permit. Regardless, by excluding the vertical expansion, all other 
aspects of this Alternative B would be the same as Alternative D2; thus the impacts 
associated with this alternative would be the same. Therefore, the Planning Commission 
finds this alternative to be infeasible. 

3. Alternative C ·Reduced Transfer Station Alternative. Under Alternative C, the proposed 
TSIMRF capacity (throughput)would be reduced by 25percimt, to a 3,000 tpd TS and 750 
tpd MRF and the 43-foot transitional vertical expansion would occur. All other components 
of Alternative D2 would remain the same. Green and wood waste and Phase I MRF 
operations would b~ expanded. Closure activities would take place on the landfill in 
accordance with regulatory requirements. (DEIR, p. 6-19.) 

a. Analysis of Alternative C's Ability to Reduce Significant Unavoidable Project Impacts 

Land Use and Planning. Both Phase I and Phase II of Alternative C would be the same 
as Alternative D2, except the throughput of the new TSIMRF would be reduced by 25%. 
However, this reduction in the capacity of the new TSIMRF would not change the 

compatibility of the BLRC with the surrounding land uses or the Project's consistency 
with the applicable goals aild policies. Therefore, land use and planning impacts 
associated with Alternative C would be the same as those identified under Alternative 
D2. (DEIR, p. 6-19.) 

Transportation and Circulation. Under Phase I of Alternative C, the traffic associated 
with closure activities of this Alternative would be the same as Alternative D2. Under 
Phase II, operation of the new TSIMRF would begin. However, it is anticipated that 
traffic generated by the operation of the new TSIMRF would be approximately 25% less 
due to the reduction in capacity of the facility. Therefore, while short-term traffic impacts 
under Alternative C would be the same as Alternative D2, the lon9-term traffic impacts 
would be less than Alternative D2. (DEIR, pp. 6-19thru 6-20.) The msw aild recyclables 
that.would otherwise be processed at BLRC would, however, nevertheless have to be 
transported elsewhere for disposal and processing. Thus, while local trips around BLRC 
could be reduced in the lorig-terrn, th.e number of regional trips would not. 

Air Quality. Under Alternative C, Phase I would be identical to Alternative D2. During 
Phase II, the solid waste would be consolidated at the transfer station before being 
shipped to other locations and landfill closure activities would occur. However, the 
throughput of the new TSIMRF would be reduced by 25% under this alternative. Since 
the TS under this alternative would not be able to process the same quantity of solid 
waste perday, it is possible that more trips to outlying area landfills by trash trucks would 
be required, in the event that sufficient transfer capacity is not available for consolidation 
of loads elsewhere in Los Angeles or the region. In this case, air quality impacts of the 
Alternative could be greater than Alternative Q2. Alternatively, if, in the long run, the City 
is successful in reducing the need for landfilling of solid waste or if r~ional transfer 
capacity is adequate, the reduction of transfer capacity associated with this Alternative 
would not have the potential to result in increased traffic generation. In this case, air 
quality impacts under Phase II of Alternative C would be less than under Alternative D2. 
(DEIR, p. 6-20; see also ICF White Paper: Greenhouse Gas Offsets from Recycling 
(April18, 2008); Letter to Mary Nichols from County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles 
(March 5, 2008) (re: greenhouse gas emission reductions from composting and using 
green waste as ADC).) 
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Noise. Under Alternative C, Phase I would be identical to Alternative D2. Noise would 
be generated by the flares, and the construction activities for the new TSIMRF. During 
Phase II, noise .would be generated by the operation of the new TSIMRF and the 
activities required to close the landfill in accordance with applicable regulations. Since 
the capacity of the new TSIMRF would be reduced by 25% under this alternative and 
would not be able to process the same quantity of solid waste, fewer trash and transfer 
trucks would be entering/exiting the landfill. With fewer trucks utilizing the Project site, 
noise impacts generated by these vehicles are anticipated to be less than Alternative D2. 
(DEIR, p. 6-20.) 

AestheticsNiews. Under Alternative C, Phase I would be the same as Alternative D2. 
The aesthetic impacts relating to lighUglare would be the same as Alternative D2. While 
the capacity of the new TSIMRF would be reduced by 25%, it is not expected to reduce 
the visual impacts associated with Alternative D2. The new TSIMRF would be located in 
an area that is only partially visible from San Fernando Road. The reduction in capacity 
wo1.1ld notchange the amount of the facility that was visible. Additionally, the same 
sources of light would be required and the same source of glare (e.g., trucks) would still 
be entering the. facility. Therefore, aesthetic/view impacts associated with Phase II 
under Alternative C would be the same as those identified under Alternative D2. (DEIR, 
p. 6-20.) 

Geology and Soils. Phase I of Alternative C would be identical to Alternative D2. The 
same activities would occur during this phase and the landfill would continue to use the 
same procedures that are currently in place to control soil erosion and protect slope 
stability. ThE)refore, geology and soils impacts under Phase I of Alternative C would be 
similar to those identified under Alternative P2. Under Phase II, .all activities would be 
the same, including landfill closure and newTSIMRF operation. However, the amount of 
solid waste processed by the TS would be 25% less. The only earth moving activities 
required would be for the closure of the landfill (e.g, installing the soil cap, planting 
vegetation, etc.). No earth moving activities would be required for the operation of the 
new TSIMRF. Therefore, geology and soils impacts associated with Phase II under 
Alternative C would be the same as those identified under Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-
21.) 

Hydrology. Under Alternative C, all activities associated with Alternative D2 would 
remain the same except the capacity of the new TSIMRF would be decreased by 25%. 
The same procedures for controlling storrnwater runoff and protecting water quality that 
are currently used would continue to be used under Alternative C. In addition, any 
construction that requires earth moving activities would comply with all applicable State 
and federal regulations, including NPDES, and the conditions listed on the grading 
permit as required by the Department of Building and Safety. Therefore, impacts to 
hydrology and water quality under Alternative C would be similar to Alternative D2. 
(DEIR, p. 6-21.) 

Hazardous Materials. The same activities would occur under Alternative C as would 
occur under Alternative D2. No hazardous materials would be required for the 
construction of the new TSIMRF or expansion of the green/wood waste facility. 
Operation of the new TSIMRF under Phase II would utilize the same procedures as the 
existing landfill to prevent hazardous materials from entering the TS and being sent to 
other landfills. Therefore, hazardous materials impacts would be the same as those 
identified under Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-21.) 

Utilities (Wastewater). Under Alternative C, leachate generated by the decomposition of 
landfilled material would continue to be collected through the existing wastewater 
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(leachate) collection and disposal system. This collected leachate would be discharged 
to the existing public sanitary sewer system under the conditions of the landfill's 
industrial wastewater discharge permit issued by the Bureau of Sanitation. The amount 
of leachate generated would be the same as anticipated under Alternative 02. 
Therefore, leachate impacts under Alternative C would be the same as those identified 
under Alternative 02. (OEIR, p. 6-22.) 

Operation of the new TSIMRF is not anticipated to generate any wastewater. A slight 
decrease in the wastewater generated by employees is anticip13ted since fewer 
employees would be needed with reduced capacity of the new TSIMRF. Therefore, 
impacts from wastewater generation would be slighUy less under Alternative C than 
under Alternative 02. (OEIR, p. 6-22.) 

b. Feasibility of Altetriative C. 

As noted above, any vertical expansion associated with Alternative Cis infeasible. Once 
the permit variance expired for the landfill on April 14, 2007, landfill closure activities 
began immediately as required under BLRC's landfill closure and post-closure plan. 
(See Title 27, Cal. Code Reg., Ch. 4, §21769.)An expansion of the landfill at this time 
would require the closure activities to cease and for the project applicant to obtain 
another operating permit. 

A reduced TSIMRF is rejected as infeasible as it would not meet most of the basic and 
fundamental project objectives; namely to accommodate the rapidly growing demand for 
such TSIMRF facilities within the City of Los Angeles and the corresponding ability to 
efficiently consolidate and process waste. The City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation 
has responsibility for the collection, disposal, and recycling of over 1. 7 million tons per 
year of solid waste for the residents of the City of Los Angeles. As such, a waste 
disposal capacity shortfall could nave serious implications fOr Sun Valley and City of Los 
Angeles. (OEIR, p. 2-9.)As a resultofthe2007 closure of the BLRC landfill, there is a 
need for future waste disposal oPtions for the City. (See OEIR, p. 2~1 0.) 

Moreover, in 1989, the CalifOrnia Legislature adopted AB 939, a recycling mandate law 
that called fOr the diversion of 50% of recyclable material from the waste stream by the 
year 2000. In 2000, the City of Los Angeles met AB 939's 50% compliance standard 
and has been main~ining a recycling rate of approXimately 62%. In 2006, the Mayor and 
City Council of the City of Los Angeles set waste diversion goals of 70% by 2015 and 
90% by 2025, respectively. · The City of Los Angeles is currently diverting 62% of its 
waste from landfills. 

Ultimately, the City of Los Angeles plans to become a zero waste city. The City of Los 
Angeles is currenUy developing a Solid Waste Integrated Resources Plan (SWIRP) 
which will result in the development and implementation of a 20 year master plan for the 
City's solid waste and recycling programs. SWIRP will outline the City's objectives to 
provide sustainability, resource conservation, source reduction, recycling, renewable 
energy, maximum material recovery, public health and environmental protection for solid 
waste management planning through 2030 - leading. Los Angeles towards being a 
"zero waste• city. As defined by the Grass Roots Recycling Network, Zero Waste is a 
philosophy and a design principle for the 21st Century. It includes "recycling" but goes 
beyond to address the reduction of "upstream• waste created through mining, extraction, 
and manufacturing of products. Zero waste involves maximizes recycling, minimizes 
waste, reduces consumption and encourages the development of products that are 
made to be reused, repaired or recycled back into nature or the marketplace. 
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The City recognizes that new policies, programs and facilities will be needed in order to 
reach the Mayor and City Council's waste diversion goals, as well as to achieve zero 
w:aste by.2030 and that radical changes will be required in three areas: product creation 
(manufacturing and packaging), product use (use.of sustainable, recycled and recyclable 
products), and product disposal (resource recovery or landfilling). 

The red!Jced TSIMRF under Alternative C, however, would not provide for sufficient 
future waste disposal options in the Los Angeles area because. Alternative C would not 
allov.r. f()r the BLRC to maintain an acceptance of4,000 tpd of MSW for processing and 
hauling off-site to other regional landfills facilities, nor would it allow for an eventual 
expanded .fi/IRF to process 1,000 tpd of m:ateri:als that would be recycled and eventually 
reused in the marketplace. (DEIR, p. 2-.13.). A reduced TS/MRF would also possibly 
thwart the City's goals of maximum waste diversion as set forth in the City's 1993 Solid 
Waste Management Goals, Objectives and Policies, incorporated herein by reference. 
(FEIR, p. 4-891, Response 121-23.) 

Furthermore, reduced TSJMRF under Allernative C would also diminish the greenhouse 
gas reduction benefit Alternative 02 would provide. The Climate Change Draft Seeping 
Plan prepared by. the California Air Resources Board (June 2008) recognizes that 
increasing waste diversion from landfills beyond the current rate of 54 percent (which 
exceeds the 50 percent mandate) provides additional recovery of recyclable materials 
and will directly reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The 25% reduction in recycling 
capacity under Alternative C (a 750 tpd MRF}, however, would be a substantial reduction 
In the amount of recyclable materials that the facility could process under Alternative 02. 
A reduction in recycling correlates to a reduction in greenhouse gas benefits. 

lncre:ased recycling of products, such as paper, metals, and plastics has been shown to 
provide greenhouse gas benefits in several ways. Recycling paper reduces the amount 
of organic material placed in landfills, and thus reduces the amount of methane that is 
generated from the decomposition of waste. Paper recycling also reduces forest harvest 
for virgin paper production, and so increases the average age (and tree size) of the 
forested land, providing carbon sequestration benefits. Recycling and remanufacturing of 
aluminum, steel, and plastics reduces energy consumption (and associated emissions 
from fossil fuel combustion), which is lower for recycled material acquisition and 
manufacturing than corresponding processes with virgin inputs. Finally, recycling can 
reduce non-energy C02 emissions from industrial processes. A reduced MRF under 
Altern11tive C would result in a less of a reduction in greenhouse gas from recycling. 

Alternative C would also not avoid or substantially reduce the significant adverse impacts 
of the project. While, as discussed above, traffic and air quality impacts would be 
reduced somewhat, the impacts would not be reduced to a less than significant level. 

For the reasons stated above, the Planning Commission finds this alternative to be 
infeasible. 

4. Alternative 02. Transfer Station Only, No Vertical Expansion, Revised Design. 
Alternative 02, a variation on Alternative D analyzed in the Draft EIR, was identified to 
encompass all proposed activities that may be permitted to occur on the project site after 
expiration of the Z:V on April14, 2007. Activities allowed under Alternative 02 include: (1) 
landfill closure (required by State regulations governing the management of landfills in 
California); (2) expansion of the existing MRF (previously referred to as the Phase I MRF); 
(3) construction of the new TS/MRF; (4) closure of the existing MRF and operation of the 
new TSJMRF; and (5) expansion of green and wood waste operation. (Final EIR, pp. 3-126 
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thru 141.) Alternative 02 reflects the applicant's proposed design modifications for the 
TSIMRF. 

Specifically, under Alternative 02, the design of the TS!MRF would be the same as under 
the Proposed Project but on-site circulation of trucks would be modified such that incoming 
trucks would enter on the same roadway but would enter the TSIMRF on the south side of 
the building, then proceed through the building to discharge their loads, then exit the building 
at the southwest comer and exit the facility via the same roadway as proposed under 
Alternative 0 (see Figure 6-9, Alternative 02 Site Plan). This revised circulation pattern 
would allow the loading of waste transfer trucks and recyclable$ trucks to take place on the 
north side of the new TSIMRF building (see Figure 6-10, Alternative 02 Floor Plan). Under 
this site plan, this activity would be screened by the TS!MRF building from residential uses 
located oil the West side of San Fernando Road. The access roadway that would be used 
by incoming waste trucks would also be located behind an earthen berm that would include 
a fence and vegetative plantings on top of the berm. 

The same design features for the TSIMRF under the Proposed Project (enclosed on all 
sides, maintenance of negative pressure to contain odors Within the building, odor control 
system) would be incorporated into the TSIMRF building under Alternative 02. The 
maximum processing capacity of theTS!MRF under Alternative 02 would be the same as 
the Proposed Project (4,000 tpd TS/1,000 tpd MRF). The TS!MRF would be expected to 
reach stabilized operation in 2012. 

Under Alternative 02, no transitional vertical expansion would occur within the landfill. 
landfill closure activities will be undertaken on the existing landfill in accordance with 
regulatory requirements. All. other components of the Proposed Project would remain the 
same. The proposed TS!MRF would be constructed, and green and wood waste and Phase 
I MRF operations would be expanded. Timing of activities occurring under Alternative 02 is 
shown in Figure 6-13, Alternative 02 Activity Phasing. 

a. Analysis of Alternative 02. 

land Use and Planning. Under Alternative 02, the existing landfill would not be 
expanded. The closed landfill and the proposed TS!MRF would be compatible with the 
surrounding land uses and consistent with the applicable goals and policies as 
discussed under the Proposed Project, with the exception of those policies/goals dealing 
specificallY with solid waste. Without the height expansion, new locations for the 
disposal of solid waste would be required. Therefore, the short-term land use and 
planning impacts under Alternative 02 would be slightly greater than the Proposed 
Project, while the long-term impacts would be the same as the Proposed Project. (Final 
EIR, pp. 3-126-141.) 

Transportation and Circulation. Under Alternative 02, the existing landfill would not be 
expanded, and the allowable height would not be increased. Traffic generation that 
would be associated with the Phase I Transitional Vertical EXpansion under the 
Proposed Project would not occur. Under Alternative 02, activities that could take place 
on the project site would be limited to: (1) landfill closure; (2) expansion of the existing 
MRF (previously referred to as the Phase I MRF); (3) cOnstruction of the new TS!MRF; 
(4) operation of the new TS!MRF;and (5) expansion of green and wood waste operation. 
Of these activities, the maximum traffic generation scenario would occur under one of 

tWo scenarios. First, ifthe following activities were to take place simultaneously: ( 1) 
landfill closure; (2) Phase I MRF; (3) construction of the new TS!MRF; (4) expanded 
green and wood waste operations. This scenario could occur because construction and 
operation of the new TSIMRF cannot occur simultaneously. The other traffic generation 
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scenario would be the final operating condition at the BLRC site, after completion of all 
interim activities, and would consist of operation of the new TSIMRF and expanded 
green and wood waste operations. 

The first scenario described above corresponds to the traffic scenario evaluated in the 
Draft EIR for Phase .1 Construction, plus traffic associated with landfill closure less traffic 
associated withthe transitional. vertical landfill expansion. As shown in Table 4-3 in 
Chapter 4.0, Responses to Comment of the Final EIR, trip generation associated with 
th.e transitional. landfill expansion (1 ,272 daily truck trips) is greater than trip generation 
associated. with landfill closure (240 daily truck trips). Therefore the Phase I 
Construction scenario under Alternative D2 would be. reduced by approximately 1,000 
trips comparecl to the Proposed Project, or approximately 2,650 daily trips. The second 
scenario, final operating cof1dition, would be the same under. Alternative D2 as under the 
Proposed Project (3,960 daily trips). The Phase II Construction scenario, which was the 
highest level. of traffic generation evli)luated in the Draft EIR would never occur under 
Alternative 02 since landfill closure would be completed b9fore the new TSIMRF opens. 
As such, maximum traffic generation under Alternative D2 would potentially be 
substantially lower than the Proposed Project. Implementation of the traffic mitigation 
measures iden!ified for the Proposed Project would also mitigate impacts associated 
with Alternative D2. (Final EIR,pp. 3-126-141.) 

Air Quality. Under Alternative D2, the height of the existing landfiUwould not be 
increased and the landfill would be closed when it reached its currently allowed 
maximum height of 1,010 feet msl. Phase I of the project would also include the 
construction of the new TSIMRF. Air emissions would be generated during closure of 
the landfill and construction ofthe TS/MRF. Solid waste disposal requires trucking that 
msw to outlyinglandfills. The TSIMRF would assist in offsetting the potential increase in 
the number of trash trucks on the highways and the trip lengths required to dispose of 
solid waste, including regional air quality emissions. Under Alternative D2, Phase II 
would be identical to the Proposed Project Therefore, Phase II air quality impacts under 
Alternative 02 wo.uld be the same as those identified for the Proposed Project. As noted 
above under Transportation, trip generation under Alternative 02 would not exceed trip 
generation of the Proposed Project during any phase. 

A Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared to identify potential air toxic impacts to 
the community from operation of diesel-fueled solid waste collection vehicles (SWCV), 
transfer trucks and other equipment under AltemativeD2. The HRA was provided in the 
same way as the HRA for the Proposed Project. (See Section 4.4.) 

Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Results. In accordance with the OEHHA Air 
Toxlcs Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk 
Assessments, cancer risks were calculated using an inhalation cancer potency factor for 
DPM of 1.1 (mglkg-day)-1 and chronic· non-cancer risks were calculated using a 
Reference Exposure Level (REL) for DPM of 5 !Jglm3. These health factors for DPM 
were developed based on whole diesel exhaust (both gas and particulate matter) so that 
DPM is a surrogate for all the speciated compounds within DPM. In accordance with 
Appendix D of the OEHHA guidance, acute non-cancer risk of speciated compounds is 
not required since the potential cancer risk from inhalation exposure to DPM will 
outweigh the potential non-cancer health impacts. 

Annual average air concentrations were calculated for each receptor using the DPM 
emission rates shown in Table 4.4-13, Section 4.4. The resulting concentrations at the 
maximum exposed offsite worker and maximum exposed residential receptor were then 
used to calculate the health risks following SCAQMD's Rule 1401 methodology. As 
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summarized in Table 6-1, the maximum exposed individual worker (at Art Street and 
Sutter Avenue) is predicted to be eXPosed to a MICR from DPM of 9.72 in one million. 
The maximum exposed individual resident (on Art Street near San Fernando Road) is 
predicted to be exposed to a MICR from DPM of 9.53 in one million. 

SCAQMD has not established a specific risk threshold for mobile sources (i.e., trucks). 
SCAQMD Rule 1401 regulates permitting of new stationary source emissions. This rule 
alloWs permits for cancer risk up to 10 in one million as long as the equipment has Best 
Available Control Technology for Taxies (T-BACT). Refuse trucks are currently 
regulated by ARB and ARB requires retrofits overtime to reduce PM1 0 emissions by use 
of BACT. SCAQMD recently adopted a rule requiring rail yards to notify the public if the 
risk from facility emissions exceeds 10 in one million. Taking all of these factors into 
account, the HRA utilized the SCAQMD standard of 1 o in one million for new sources as 
a conservative threshold for identifying significant impacts .. 

Since MICR of 9. 72 in one million at the maximum eXPosed individual worker and MICR 
of 9.53 in one million at the maximum exposed individual resident are both less than 10 
in one million, incremental cancer risk for the project is found to be a less than significant 
impact. · 
Impacts related to non-cancer risks resulting from Allemative D2 would also be less than 
significant. (Final EIR, pp. 3-126-141.) 

Noise. Under Alternative D2, the landfill would be closed when it reaches its current 
maximum elevation of 1,010 feet msl. The remaining, components of Phase I, 
construction, expansion, and installation activities, would remain the same as those 
identified under the Proposed Project. Noise would be generated by the trash trucks on 
the roadways and equipment on the ll:lndfill until such time as the landfill is closed. In 
addition, noise would be generated by the flares and the construction activities for the 
new TSIMRF. The noise impacts under Alternative D2 for Phase I are anticipated to be 
less than those under the Proposed Project under the Phase I Construction scenario. 
This is because, even though landfill closure and TSIMRF construction activities could 
be taking place simultaneously und.er Alternative D2, the Phase I Construction scenario 
evaluated in the Draft EIR included simultaneous TSIMRF construction and additional 
landfilling activity that involved operation of similar equipment as would be utilized during 
landfill closure. 

During Phase II, noise would be generated by the operation of the new TSIMRF and the 
landfill closure activities required in accordance with applicable regulations. The revised 
design of the TSIMRF under Alternative D2 compared to the Proposed Project would 
route incoming truck.s to an entrance on the south side of the building, from where they 
would then proceed through the building to discharge their loads, then exit the building at 
the southwest comer and exit the facility via the same roadway as proposed under 
Alternative D (see Figure 6-9, Alternative D2 Site Plan). This revised circulation pattern 
would allow the loading of waste transfer trucks and recyclables trucks to take place on 
the north side of the new TSIMRF building, further screening TSIMRF activity from 
residential uses located on the west side of San Fernando Road. · 

Furthermore, the access roadway to be used by incoming waste trucks would be located 
behind an earthen berm that would include a fence and vegetative plantings on top of 
the berm. This berm and vegetated area would extend the length of the TSIMRF site 
parallel to San Fernando Road and would completely screen the roadways into and out 
of the TSIMRF and the parking area from San Fernando Road. In addition, the roadway 
used by waste transfer and recyclables trucks on .the north side of the TSIMRF building 
would be located below the floor elevation of the TSIMRF building, further screening 
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these. trucks from San Fernando Road. The berm and vegetated area would also 
partially screen the lower levels of TSIMRF building, although the upper levels of the 
building would be visibl~ from San Fernando Road. This design modification would 
further redu~ noise-related impacts during operation of the TSIMRF from locations 
southwest of San Fernando Road. (Final EIR, pp. 3-126-141.) 

AestheticsMews ... Under Alternative D2, the maximum height of the landfill would not be 
increased; however, the remaining components of the Proposed Project would stay the 
same. As the height of the existing landfill would not be increased, no blockage of views 
of the surrounding mountains would occur. Views would be similar to what is currently 
available (see the before photographs in Figures 6-1 through 6-8, above). Since no 
blockage of views would occur, there would be no significant visual impacts associated 
with this alternative. Impacts with respect to aesthetics (view blockages) under 
Alternative D2would be less than under the Proposed Project. 
Furthermore, an earthen.berm including a fence and vegetative plantings would extend 
the length of the TS!MRF site parallel to San Fernando Road and would completely 
screen the roadways into and out of the TSIMRF and the parking area from San 
Fernando Road. The roadway used by waste transfer and reeyclables trucks on the 
north side of the TSIMRF building would be located below the floor elevation of the 

. TSIMRF building, further screening these trucks from San Fernando Road. The berm 
and vegetated ar~a would also partially screen the lower levels of TSIMRF building, 
although the upper levels of the building would be visible from San Fernando Road. 
This design modification would further reduce visual impacts related to the TS/MRF 
compared to the Proposed Project. 

Since the remaining aspects of the project would stay the same as the Proposed Project, 
the same sources of light and glare are anticipated. These include security and facility 
lighting, headlights from trucks, and glare from trucks and other equipment. This would 
produce the same amount and type of impacts associated with light and glare as 
discussed under the Proposed Project. Therefore, light and glare impacts under 
Alternative D2 would be the same as those under the Proposed Project. 

Geology and Soils. Under Alternative D2, the maximum height of the existing landfill 
would not be .increased. During the operation of the existing landfill, the same 
procedures that are currently used to control soil erosion and to ensure slope stability 
would continue to be practiced. The other activities associated with Phase I of the 
Proposed Project would still occur (e.g., green and wood waste expansion and 
construction of the TS!MRF). Phase II of Alternative D2 would be the same as 
descnbed for the Proposed Project. The earth moving activities associated with the 
activities in Phase I and II would be conducted in accordance with the existing conditions 
placed on the landfill and the conditions of the grading permits as required by the 
Department of Building and Safety. Therefore, geology and soils impacts under 
Alternative D2 would be the same as those identified under the Proposed Project. 

Hydrology. Under Alternative D2, the height of the existing landfill would not be 
increased beyond its currently permitted height of 1 ,010 feet above msl. All other 
activities associated with the Proposed Project would remain the same. The same 
procedures for controlling stormwater runoff and protecting water quality that are 
currently used would continue to be used under Alternative D2. In addition, any 
construction that requires earth moving activities would comply with all applicable State 
and federal regulations, including NPDES, and the conditions listed on the grading 
permit as required by the Department of Building and Safety. Therefore, impacts to 
hydrology and water quality under Alternative D2 would be similar to the Proposed 
Project. 
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Hazardous Materials. The same activities would occur under Alternative 02 as would 
occur under the Proposed Project, except the maximum height of the existing landfill 
would not be increased beyond itS currently permitted height of 1,010 ft above msl. 
Under the Alternative 02, the Bradley Landfill was assumed to continue accepting solid 
waste until its existing permit expired in April 2007 (or sooner if it reaches capacity). 
BLRC does not accept hazardous waste and has measures in place to ensure that 
hazardous wastes do not enter the landfill. These procedures would remain in place 
until the landfill is closed and capped. Therefore, hazardous materials impactS 
associated With Alternative 02 are less than si!Jnificant. 

No hazardous materials would be required for the construction of the new TSIMRF, or 
expansion of the green and wood waste facility. Operation of the new TSIMRF under 
Phase II would utilize the same procedures alii the existing landfill to prevent hazardous 
materialsfrom entering the TS and being sentto other landfills: Therefore, hazardous 
materials impacts would be the same under Alternative 02 as those identified under the 
Proposed Project. 

Utilities (Wastewater). Under Alternative 02,1eachate generated by the decomposition 
of landfilled ·material would continue to be collected through the existing wastewater 
(leachate) collection and dispasal sYstem. This collected leachate would be discharged 
to the existing public sanitary sewer system under the conditions of the landfill's 
industrial wastewater discharge permit issued by the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board. Since the height of the existing landfill would not be increased, the amount of 
leachate generated is anticipated to be slightly less than under the Proposed Project. 
Therefore, leachate impacts under Alternative 02 would be less than those identified 
under the Proposed Project. 

Operation of the new TSIMRF is not anticipated to generate any wastewater. A slight 
increase in the wastewater generated by employees is anticipated since more 
employees would be needed with operation of the new TSIMRF. Therefore, impacts 
from wastewater generation would be the same under Alternative 02 as under the 
Proposed Project. 

The original proposed project inclUded a vertical expansion of the landfill, increased 
green and wood waste operations and construction and operation of a new TSIMRF. 
During the course of the review process,· the landfill operating permit expired, eliminating 
the potential for the landfill vertical expansion. It was determined that Alternative 02 
reduced several of the significant effectS associated With the original proposed project, 
and better matched the City's recycling, environmental and policy concerns. BLRC has 
agreed to pursue a SWF permit that would implement Alternative 02. 

b. Findings on Feasibility of Alternatives 

Section 15126.6, subdivision (f) of the C(:QAGuidelines requires that an EIR include "a 
range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which 
would avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the project. • Based on the 
analysis in the EIR, the project as proposed was expected to result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts to air quality. The alternatives to the project were designed to 
avoid or reduce these significant and unavoidable impactS and to fuitherreduce impactS 
that are found to be less than significant following mitigation. The City has reviewed the 
significant impacts associated with a reasonable range of alternatives as compared with 
the project as originally proposed, and in evaluating the alternatives has also considered 
each alternative's feasibility, taking into account economic, environmental, social,legal, 
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and other factors. The City finds that Alternative D2 has fewer significant environmental 
effects than the originally proposed project or any of the other alternatives considered. 
In evaluating and rejecting the alternatives (other than Alternative D2), the City has also 
considered the important factors listed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in 
section XII below. 

Where a lead agency has determined that, even after the adoption of all feasible 
mitigation measures, a Project as proposed will still cause one or more significant 
adverse environmental effects that cannot be. substantially lessened or avoided, the 
agency, prior to approving the Project as mitigated, must first determine whether, with 
respect to such impacts, there remain any Project alternatives that· are both 
environmentally superior and feasible within the meaning of CEQA. Public Resources 
Code section 21081, subdivision (b)(3) provides that when approving a project for which 
an EIR has been prepared, a public agency may find that "specific economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other considerations, including considerations for the provision 
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation 
measures or alternatives identified in the environmental impact report." 

5. Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Unlike many Projects, the environmental effects of solid waste disposal activities and 
alternatives must be considered within the regional context of solid waste handling and 
disposal. Regardless of whether the Project is built, solid waste will continue to be 
generated in the City of Los Angeles and elsewhere in the region. (DEIR, pp. 6-25 - 26.) 
The FEIR concluded that Alternative D2 (Transfer Station Only, No Vertical Expansion, 
Revised Design) was environmentally superiqr to the proposed project and the other 
alternatives to the project. (FEIR, p. 3-126 through 3-139.) Alternative D2 will reduce or 
avoid many of the significant environmental impacts that the proposed project would not. It 
would also yield many positive environmental effects resulting from increased diversion and 
recycling activities. 

In addition to avoiding or substantially lessening any ofthe significant effects of the project, 
the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR shall also attain most of the basic project 
objectives. (CEQA Guidelines,§ 15162.6, subd. (a)). Alternative D2 would attain, at least 
partially, most of the basic objectives developed for the proposed project. The Planning 
Commission, therefore, finds that Alternative D2 is feasible and the environmentally superior 
alternative to the originally proposed Project fur the reasons explained below. 

G. Statement of Overriding Considerations: 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts that would result from 
implementation of the proposed Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code 
and Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the public 
agency allows the occurrence of significant impacts that are identified in the El R but are not at 
least substantially mitigated, the agency must state in writing the reasons to support its action 
based on the completed EIR and/or other information in the record. State CEQA Guidelines 
require, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b), that the decision maker adopt a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a Project if it finds that 
significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which cannot be 
substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings and the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on substantial evidence in the record, 
including but not limited to the EIR, and documents and the materials that constitute the record 
of proceedings. 
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The following impacts are not mitigated to a less than significant level for the proposed Project, 
as identified in the EIR: Aesthetics (Aesthetic Construction Impacts); Air Quality (Various VOC, 
NOX, and PM10 emissions during Construction and Operations); Air Quality (VOC, NOX, and 
PM1 0 emissions during landfill Closure Construction); and Noise (Construction Noise Impacts). 

The City Planning Commission disapproved the requested entitlements and found that the 
conditional use and variance will have impacts from the proposed project that might not be fully 
addressed. The Commission did not feel that it would be beneficial to the community and these 
specific findings prepared in the revised staff report for the Conditional use and the variance and 
that the recommended conditions would address those impacts. Therefore. rio Statement of 
Overriding Consideration was adopted as a result. · 

H. Mitigation Monitoring Program~ Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and Section 
15091(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines require that when a public agency is making findings 
reqoired by Section 21081 of the PUbficResources Code and Section 15091(a)(1) of the State 
CEQA Guidelines, the public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the 
mitigation measures which have been made part of this Project. 

The Planning Commission disapproved the requested entitlements and found that the 
conditional use and variance will have impacts from the proposed project that might not be fully 
addressed. The Commission did not feel that it woyld be beneficial to the community and those 
specific: findings prepared in the revised staff report for' the Conditional use and the variance and 
that the recommended conditions would address those impacts. Therefore, no mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program was adopted as a result. 

I. Environmental Justice: 
The subject property is located within a City identified Environmental Justice Improvement Area. 
Projects within the boundaries are identified to be reviewed for impacts to the proposed 

activities and mitigation measures are to be made to address these impacts. Industrial land 
uses targeted for environmental justice processing include applications for active or closed 
landfills, waste transfer stations, solid waste, solid waste vehicle yards, auto-dismantling or 
recycling facinties, green waste, and any other facilities that use hazardous materials. The 
official status ofthis area is that it has been demarcated by a motion of City Council on July 20, 
2005. There are no development standards of which to apply restitution or fees, nor any 
administering entity for fees collected. Environmental justice is typically implemented by 
proactive regulatory measures towards existing uses or effectuated onto new uses via turnover 
of businesses. · 

As applied to the subject vicinity, Environmental Justice is a valid concern to be addressed. The 
adjacent community is primarily composed of demographic characteristics that would warrant 
environmental justice concems4

• Only 50% of the 86,391 community plan population isnative 
bom citizens of the United States. Approximately 66 percent ofthe community is composed of 
Hispanic origins compared to 46 percent citywide. The community plan is composed of 22,500 
households that have a mean annual income of $39,700/household compared to $55,647 
citywide. Almost one third of these households draw their income from retirement sources or 
from public assistance compared to 35.6 percent citywide. Within the overall community plan 
population, approximately 19 percent are within the poverty level; however, within the immediate 
census tracts5

, between 19 to 25 percent are within the poverty range- all in comparison to 21 
percent poverty level citywide. Of the individuals over the age of 24, only 10 percent have 

4 Calculations were extrapolated through data from the 2000 Census. 
5 Census Tracts immediately abutting the subject property, including potential haul routes affecting 
neighboring owners were considered (Census Tract Nos. 121100, 121210, 121220, 121800, 121900, and 
121110). 
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obtained a college degree" compared to 21.7 percent citywide. Similarly, the ElR had performed 
a broader analysis of a 3 mile radius utilizing more conservative thresholds and arrived with a 
consistent conclusion. 

Thus far, the Environmental Review Process as well as the Public Hearing Process for the 
instant case has afforded the general public with several opportunities to review and comment, 
in a public forum to the lead agency and the hearing officer. Spanish translation was made 
available at the public hearing. Multiple comments from the· community were considered in 
regards to the EIR and development and operational aspects of these comments for 
incorporation into the subject case. Further, the socio-economic characteristics of the 
community have been considered against that of the citywide charecteristics. The resulting 
information indicates that indeed, a disparity of impacts will be induced upon residents of an 
ethnic group in a community afflicted with poverty levels higher than the citywide norms. 

6 These values include individuals 24 or older, who have completed an Associate of Arts or a Bachelors 
degree. 
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Bradley West Transfer Station/Materials Recvcling Facilitv: Construction and operation of 
a new enclosed Transfer Station/Materials Recycling Facility, that will receive, sort, 
consolidate and prepare municipal solid waste and . commercial/ residential recyclable 
materials for transport to other regional landfills and recycled materials processing facilities. 
A Transfer Station building of 104,960 square-fee! and a 2-s!ory office building of 3,600 
square-feet, approximately 26.2 feet in height, are proposed. The Transfer Facility will accept 
up to 4,000 tons per day and the Materials Recycling Facility will accept 1,000 tons per day. 
The facility will utilize the existing scale facility and existing driveway from Tujunga Avenue 
that previously served the closed landfill. The project encompasses approximately 11.86 
acres, with an additional 2.14 acres for entrance road and scale facilities, for a project total of 
14 acres within a parcel of land totaling 99.36 acres. 

Bradley East Green and Wood Waste Processing Station: Operation of an unenclosed 
green and wood waste processing station (variance expired April 14, 2007) to include an 
increase from 1,260 tons per day to 2,500 tons per day. The facility will utilize the existing 
scale facility and existing driveway from Tujunga Avenue that previously served the closed 
landfill. The project encompasses approximately 13.25 acres, with an additional1.25 acres for 
the entrance road, for a project total of 14.5 acres within a parcel of land totaling 148.36 
acres. 

1. Pursuant to Section 12.24 U 22 (d) of the Municipal Code, a Conditional Use for a 
Recycling Materials Sorting Facility in the M and MR Zones when the facility is not in 
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compliance with the following conditions set forth in Section 12.21 A 18 (e): 
a. Locate a recycling materials sorting facility within 1,000 feet of a more restrictive zone; 
b. Operate a recycling materials sorting facility beyond the hours of 7 A.M. to 8 P.M.; 

2. Pursuant to Section 12.27 of the Municipal Code, a Variance from Section 12.20 A 37 (i} 
to operate a solid waste transfer station in the M Zone within 500 feet of a more restrictive 
zone; 

3. Pursuant to Section 12.27 of the Municipal Code, a Variance from Section 12.19 A 15 to 
operate a wood/green material chipping and grinding facility in an unenclosed facility 
within the M Zone; and 

4. Pursuant to Section 16.05 of the Municipal Code, Site Plan Review Approval for a 
project having more than 50,000 square feet of non-residential floor area. 

5. Pursuant to Section 21082.1(c}(3} of the California Public Resources Code, Certification 
of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and Approval of the proposed mitigation 
monitoring program, statement of overriding considerations, and the required 
findings for the adoption of the EIR, for the above referenced project involving the 
construction and operation of a new enclosed Transfer Station/Materials Recycling 
Facility, that will receive, sort, consolidate and prepare municipal solid waste and 
commercial/ residential recyclable materials for transport to other regional landfills and 
recycled materials processing facilities that will accept up to 4,000 tons per day and 1,000 
tons per day, respectively and the expansion of an unenclosed green and wood waste 
processing station to include an increase from 1,260 tons per day to 2,500 tons per day. 

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

1. Approve the Conditional Use to permit a Recycling Materials Sorting Facility in the M and MR Zones 
when the facility is not in compliance with the following conditions set forth in Section 12.21 A 18 (e): 
a. Locate a recycling materials sorting facility within 1,000 feet of a more restrictive zone, subject to the 

attached conditions of approval; 
b. Operate a recycling materials sorting facility beyond the hours of 7 AM. to 8 P.M., subject to the 

attached conditions of approval; 
2. Approve the Variance to permit the operation of a solid waste transfer station in the M Zone within 500 

feet of a more restrictive zone, subject to the attached conditions of approval; 
3. Dismiss the Variance to permit the operation of a wood/green material chipping and grinding facility in an 

unenclosed facility within the M Zone· and 
4. Approve the Site Plan Review for a project having more than 50,000 square feet of non-residential floor 

area, subject to the attached conditions of approval. 
5. Certify Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2001-3267-EIR and Approval of the proposed Mitigation 

Monitoring Program, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the required findings for the adoption of 
the EIR, for the above referenced project involving the construction and operation of a new enclosed 
Transfer Station/Materials Recycling Facility, that will receive, sort, consolidate and prepare municipal solid 
waste and commercial/ residential recyclable materials for transport to other regional landfills and recycled 
materials processing facilities that will accept up to 4,000 tons per day and 1,000 tons per day, respectively 
and the expansion of an unenclosed green and wood waste processing station to include an increase from 
1,260 tons per day to 2,500 tons per day. 
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6. Adopt the attached Findings; 
7. Advise the applicant that, pursuant to California State Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, the City 

shall monitor_or require evi~ence that ~itigation conditions are implemented and maintained throughOut the 
life of the project and the City may require any necessary fees to cover th~ cost of such monitoring. 

S. GAIL GOLDBERG, AICP 
Director of Planning 

,. 

Daniel Scott, Principal City Planner 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC: 'The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several 
other items on the agenda. Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretaria~ 200 North Spring Stree~ Los 
Angeles, CA 90012 (Phone No. 213-978-1300). While all written communications are given to the Commission for consideration, the 
initial packets are sent to the week prior to the Commission's meeting date. If you challenge these agenda items in court, you may be 
limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written correspondence on 
these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing. As a covered entity under Title II of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide reasonable 
accommodation to ensure equal access to this programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive listening devices, 
or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure ?Vailability of services, please make your 
request not later than three worldng days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by calling the Commission Secretaiiat at (213) 978-1300. 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 

Project Summarv 

The phased project request includes the construction of a new Waste Transfer Station/ 
Materials Recycling Facility (TS/MRF) and the continuation of an existing Green Waste and 
Wood Waste Processing Station (GWWWPS). The Bradley West Transfer Station/Materials 
Recycling Facility includes the construction and operation of a new enclosed building that will 
receive, sort, consolidate and prepare municipal solid waste and commercial/residential 
recyclable materials for transport to other regional landfills and recycled materials processing 
facilities. This 57 -foot high Transfer Station building of 104,960 square-feet will also have a 2-
story office building of 3,600 square-feet, approximately 26.2 feet in height. The Transfer 
Facility will accept up to 4,000 tons per day and the Materials Recycling Facility will accept 
1,000 tons per day. The facility will utilize the existing scale facility and existing driveway from 
Tujunga Avenue that previously served the closed landfill. The project encompasses 
approximately 11.86 acres, with an additional 2.14 acres for entrance road and scale facilities, 
for a project total of 14 acres within a parcel of land totaling 99.36 acres. 

The Bradley East Green Waste and Wood Waste Processing Station includes the continued 
operation of an unenclosed green and wood waste processing station to include an expansion 
from 1,260 ton.s per day to 2,500 tons per day. The facility will also utilize the existing scale 
facility that previously served the closed landfill. The project encompasses approximately 13.25 
acres, with an additional1.25 acres for the entrance road, for a project total of 14.5 acres within 
a parcel of land totaling 148.36 acres. 

This project represents a transition of the Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center land use from 
the landfill to latest technology of transfer station and materials recycling facility with 
continuation and enhancement to the green and wood waste recycling. Accessory uses to the 
landfill such as gas collection and processing will continue. Development of the TS/MRF and 
expansion of the GWWWPS will provide state of the art refuse and recyclable processing as 
well as consolidated truck trips. Further, economic benefits will be achieved by retaining 
commerce and employment in the Sun Valley area. 

The proposed project is represented in the FEIR as Alternative D2. This alternative was derived 
from Alternative D; however, its modifications include consideration taken on the expiration of 
the Variance on April 14, 2007; reorientation of the building and truck access; and landfill 
closure moved up to Phase I from Phase II. The FEIR describes the Project phasing with 
(deletion of the vertical expansion and former Landfill entitlement termination on April 14, 2007 
and) construction of the Transfer Station and expansion of the green waste activity in Phase I; 
and then operations of the Transfer Station and Materials Recycling Facility and landfill closure 
activities during Phase II. 

It is important to note that the El R measured its significant impacts from Baseline Operational 
characteristics of the previously entitled landfill operations since 2003 which included the 
Bradley Landfill West Extension and the Bradley Green and Woodwaste Processing; materials 
recycling facility; land fill gas collection/processing; electricity generation; and 
administration/maintenance activities. Therefore, significant impacts could be expected if the 
increased impacts of the proposed project exceeded these thresholds. Also, the initial 
proceedings of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) occurred on November 22, 2002. Section 
15126.2(a) of the CEQA Guidelines identifies that the Lead Agency should limit its examination 
of project impacts as they existed at the time the notice of preparation is published or the 
environmental analysis is commenced. 
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This is the first of the multiple agency clearances for the subject project Other agencies include 
the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) of the City, the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board (CIWMB), the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). There is also a lawsuit settlement 
that stipulates operational improvements including a system of misters and fences to mitigate 
odors from the green waste facility which must be observed. Staff incorporated these and 
applicable conditions of the previous expired variance in this review. 

The Final EIR is adequate for certification by the decision making body as it correctly identifies 
the project's environmental impacts and its attempts to mitigate those impacts. Environmental 
impacts analyzed by the EIR include Land Use/Planning, Transportation/ Circulation, Air 
Quality, Noise, AestheticsMews, Geology/Soils, Hydrology, Hazardous Materials, and Utilities. 
The FEIR recognizes that the primary source of air quality impacts is from the operation of 
diesel fueled vehicles associated with construction, operation, landfill closure of the project. 
Also, noise impacts from both construction and operations of the project will be significant 
Impacts that are not mitigated to a level of insignificance include air quality and noise; which are 
addressed by the Statement of Overriding Consideration. 

The issue of Environmental Justice is a realistic concern in the subject area due to its minority 
population/mean income. To further address this issue, the entitlement process has included 
Spanish translation during the public hearing process and recommendations provide aggressive 
turnover of the diesel fueled truck fleet; host fees, (the applicant has volunteered Host Fees of 
$100,000 per year), and other public benefits. Also, as related to the air quality impacts, placing 
additional fees to deter the use of diesel vehicles would advance truck fleet turnover. This 
would address unmitigated air quality impacts over time. All this is an effort to attempt to 
address fair treatment and meaningful involvement of the community. 

Staff, after review of the project, found that beyond the concessions requested under the 
entitlements, substantial conformance to the Municipal Code and consistency with General Plan 
was achieved. Multiple issues in both this report and the FEIR were addressed with providing 
the Commission with sufficient information to act Staff recommends approval of the project, 
appurtenant entitlements, the Statement of Overriding Consideration, Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program, and certification of the Environmental Impact Report, subject to the 
attached conditions of approval. 

Background 

The subject property is an irregular shaped parcel and has 148.36 acres. The site is occupied 
with a landfill (in process of closure), an inactive materials recycling facility with appurtenant 
equipment, and a green and wood waste recycling facility. Accessory activities on the property 
include environmental monitoring to meet Local, State and Federal operating requirements. 
Landfill gases are also collected and sold, utilized for electrical generation or combusted with 
flaring equipment The property is zoned M2-1-G, [f][Q]M2-1-G, [f][Q]M2-1, M3-1-G, and 
[f][Q]M3-1-G, and is designated Light Manufacturing and Heavy Manufacturing by the 
Community Plan. A "Refuse Collection Yard" symbol and boundary denotes the property. 
Further, the property is within a Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone1 and an Environmental 

1 Enterprise Zones are specific geographic areas designated by City Council resolution, and have 
received approval from the California Department of Commerce under either the Enterprise Zone Act 
Program or Employment And Economic Incentive Act Program. The Federal, State and City governments 
provide economic incentives to stimulate local investment and employment through tax and regulation 
relief and improvement of public services. 
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Justice Improvement Area?. These two designations identify that there is potentially economic 
incentive programs available or discretionary policy to consider. 

"The first known economic use of the subject property consisted of excavation and m1mng 
activities for sand and gravel production. Landfill operations at the subject property began in, 
and have been ongoing since 1959. Case No. ZA 92-0002(ZV), and modifications thereof 
contained in Case No. ZA 94-0792(ZV), permit the development and use of the property as a 
non-hazardous solid waste landfill. These approvals authorized 184 of the 209 acres contained 
within the ownership for use as a landfill, with an average grade of 10% for the slopes and a 
maximum elevation of 1,010 feet Under Case No. ZA 94-0792(ZV)(PAD), dated May 30, 1997, 
a review of operations was conducted and an updated, comprehensive list of applicable 
conditions from the two previous Zoning Administrator determinations was established. The 
variance applications were filed to obtain authorization for landfill operations in the M2 Zone 
portion of the site. These terms and conditions as well as the landfill authorization terminate 
April 14, 2007."3 

Adjacent to the northwest is a City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power transmission 
line right-of-way (zoned PF-1XL, designated Public Facilities), with Manufacturing uses beyond. 
Across Glenoaks Boulevard to the northeast is a landfill use zoned A1-1XL-G, designated by 
the Plan as Open Space with a Surface Mining icon. Across Tujunga Avenue, Peoria Street 
and Bradley Avenue on the east is an automobile wrecking yard and a recycled rock materials 
business, zoned M3-1-G and designated Heavy Manufacturing. To the south is a concrete 
manufacturing facility zoned M3-1-G, and the Southern Pacific Railroad!Metrolink rail line on the 
west zoned PF-1XL and designated Public Facilities. San Fernando Road with various 
commercial uses are established beyond. On the west, single family homes and a trucking 
company are situated on properties zoned fn[Q]M2-1 and designated Heavy Manufacturing. 

Street Designations: 

Tujunga Avenue is dedicated to a 60-foot width, improved with curb and gutter, and is 
designated as a Secondary Highway. 

Bradley Avenue is dedicated to a 60-foot width, improved with curb and gutter, and is 
designated as a Secondary Highway. 

Peoria Avenue is dedicated to 85-97 feet width, improved with curb and gutter, and is 
designated as a Secondary Highway. 

Glen oaks Boulevard is dedicated to a 1 00-foot width, improved with curb, gutter and sidewalk 
adjacent to the subject property, and designated as a Major Highway Class II. 

2 Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, 
color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that no group of people, including a 
racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group, should bear a disproportionate share of the negative 
environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the 
execution of federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies. Meaningful involvement means that: 
(1) potentially affected community residents have an appropriate opportunity to participate in decisions 
about a proposed activity that will affect their environment and/or health; (2) the public's contribution can 
influence the regulatory agency's decision; (3) the concerns of all participants involved will be considered 
in the decision making process; and (4) the decision makers seek out and facilitate the involvement of 
those potentially affected. 
3 Reference: Case No. ZA 94-0792(ZV)(PA 1 ), Detarmination Letter June 2, 1998, Discussion, page 8. 
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San Fernando Road is dedicated to 70-80 feet in width, improved with curb and gutter in the 
vicinity of the subject property, and designated as a Major Highway Class II. 

Wicks Place is dedicated to 30 feet in width, improved with asphalt pavement, and is designated 
as a Local Street. 

Wicks Street is dedicated to 64-82 feet in width, improved with asphalt pavement, and is 
designated as a Local Street. 

Ralston Avenue is dedicated to a 30-foot width, improved with asphalt pavement, and is 
designated as a Local Street. 

Art Street is dedicated to 30-60 feet in width, improved with asphalt pavement, and is 
designated as a Local Street. 

Sutter Avenue is dedicated to a 30-foot width, improved with asphalt pavement, and is 
designated as a Local Street. 

Related Cases: 

ZA 1995-84-TEQ: Zoning Administrator's Determination for a long term temporary use of 
property and approval of plans, to permit the use in an area that was adversely impacted during 
the January 1994 earthquake; the proposed temporary use is for an extension of hours of 
operation and an increase of per day tonnage at the Bradley Landfill in order to accept 
demolition and soil debris with 1) temporary hours of operation of 24 hours per day, seven days 
a week, 2) temporary tonnage of 14,000 tons per day for a period of six months, and 3) to 
accept soil generated by the Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA) subway construction and 
freeway debris as allowed under Case Nos. ZA 94-0289 (TEQ) and ZA 92-0002 (ZV). The case 
was approved on March 10, 1995. 

ZA 94-0289 (TEQ): Zoning Administrator's Determination for a long term temporary use of 
property and approval of plans, to permit the use in an area that was adversely impacted during 
the January 1994 earthquake; the proposed temporary use is for an extension of hours of 
operation and an increase" of per day tonnage at the Bradley Landfill in order to accept 
demolition and soil debris with 1) temporary hours of operation of 24 hours per day, seven days 
a week and 2) temporary tonnage of 14,000 tons per day for a period of six months. Case was 
approved on August 12, 1994. 

ZA 94-0792(ZV)(PA1): Plan Approval request to amend Condition Nos. 15 and 36 of ZA 94-
0792(ZV)(PAD), dated May 30, 1997, affecting final grades and contours of the Bradley Landfill 
and Recycling Center which will further address the Closure Plan(s) and calls for consistency 
with the Facility Report of Disposal Site Information submitted to controlling agencies. Further, 
the action amalgamated all conditions of approval for the subject and related entitlements for 
the subject property. Determination letter was issued on June 2, 1998. 

ZA 94-0792(ZV)(PAD): A Variance to amend various conditions of extant Case No. ZA and to 
permit a pennanent increase in 10,000 tons per day at the Bradley Landfill and Recycling 
Center as not otherwise pennitted in the M2 Zone. Case was approved on March 30, 1997. In 
accordance with Condition No. 35 of the subject grant, this entitlement "shall be valid until April 
14 2007 and null and void thereafter." 

Review and consideration of request to install increased capacity to Flare #1 and new blowers 
for Flare #3 at this site intended to provide increased safety based upon projected landfill gas 
generation rate exceeding the capacity of the existing flare. Characteristic changes are with 
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respect to air quality mitigation measures. Similar requests were made for the installation of 
Flares #2 and #3 in April 1994 and July 1995 that were previously approved by the Office of 
Zoning Administration. Determination letter issued on August 11, 2000. 

ZA 94-0792(Z\I): A variance to amend various conditions of extant Case No. ZA 92-0002(ZV) 
for the subject property, and permit a permanent increase in the deposit of solid waste to 10,000 
tons per day at the Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center, as not otherwise permitted in the M2 
Zone. The simultaneous request to permit the deposit of solid waste 24 hours per day was 
denied in the same action. Zoning Administration determination letter issued March 18, 1996. 

Clarification letter accompanying the subject request on April 19, 1996 clarified condition no. 7 
to require Zoning Administrator approval prior to authorization of alternative access from San 
Fernando Road or Wicks Street, along with coordination with LAUSD and local schools. 

Clarification letter accompanying the subject request on January 9, 1997 clarified condition no. 4 
to allow no hourly restrictions on the delivery of clean soils and inert cover materials, which may 
occur 24 hours per day daily. 

ZA 1992-0002-ZV: To permit the continued use of approximately 209 acres of property in the 
M2 and M3 zones for solid waste landfill operations. Case was approved on March 27, 1992. A 
subsequent Clarification Letter approved a second gas flare for disposal of accumulated 
methane and carbon monoxide gasses on May 6, 1994. 

ZA 90-1421-ZV: A Variance to permit for a period of two years beginning from the effective date 
of the authorization contained herein for the continued use and maintenance of approximately 
80 acres of land currently operated as a Class Ill sanitary landfill, located at 9237 Tujunga 
Avenue, Sun Valley Planning Area. Case approved on March 15, 1991. A subsequent 
Clarification Letter issued on May 7, 1991 corrects Page 10, Condition No.2, to read 7,000 tons 
instead of 7 tons. 

ZV 1980-167: To permit the development, use & maintenance of an approximately 8.8 acre site 
as an operations center for (and means of access to) an adjacent sanitary landfill, approved 
under ZA-21910, with such operations involving a driveway, construction & maintenance of 
other facilities, a mini-tr;:msfer station, conservation & resource recovery materials, & installation 
of safety & directional signs. 

Correspondence Received: 

Prior to the completion of the Hearing Officer's report, letters from the following Agencies 
received: 

The Los Angeles Police Department reports that the subject property is located in the Foothill 
Area within Reporting District (RD) 1676 which covers 46 square miles. The average response 
time for emergency calls is 5.6 minutes compared to 6.5 minutes citywide. Approximately 348 
sworn officers and 26 civilian support staff are deployed over 3 watches at Foothill Area. In 
2004, reported crimes amounted to 311/1000 persons in the Foothill Area4 as opposed to 
423/1000 persons citywide. The police department notes that the size of the project would not 
have a significant impact on police services in Foothill Area. They further recommend that the 
applicant be advised to incorporate crime prevention features appropriate to the design of the 
project. Also, that the applicant is recommended to provide the Foothill Area Commanding 

4 All data are referenced from 2004. The predominant crimes in Foothill Area are vehicular theft, 
aggravated assault, and burglary from vehicles. 
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Officer with a diagram of the property. The diagram should include access routes and any 
additional information that might facilitate police response. 

The Department of Transportation recommends transportation mitigation measures including 
parking limitations, restriping of lanes, and traffic control measures for six of the nine 
intersections analyzed in the. traffic assessment. Bradley Avenue and Tuxford Street will require 
measures including payment of its fair share toward funding the Automated Traffic Surveillance 
and Control (ATSAC)/Adaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS) signal system improvements for 
this intersection. For the intersection of Interstate-S Southbound On/Off Ramps and Penrose 
Street - a new traffic signal at this currently unsignalized location through the Golden State 
Corridor ATSAC/ATCS program. The fee under the ATSAC/ATCS is currently $143,000 per 
intersection. For Bradley Avenue and Penrose Street - The applicant shall pay its fair share 
toward funding a new traffic signal at this currently unsignalized location through the Golden 
State Corridor ATSAC/ATCS program and any fees paid by the applicant pursuant to the 
ATSAC/ATCS program shall be used by the City solely for the improvements needed at this 

· intersection. For San Fernando Road and Sheldon Street - Applicant shall pay its fair share 
toward funding the City of Los Angeles expanded signal system improvement for this 
intersection through the ATSAC/ATCS and any fees paid by the applicant pursuant to the 
program shall be used by the City solely for the improvements needed at this intersection. This 
improvement will provide for increased capacity at the intersection. The A TSAC/A TCS provides 
signal synchronization through monitoring upstream and downstream traffic volumes and delay. 
The synchronization is enhanced through computer enhancement and manual monitoring by a 
centralized control system. For Glenoaks Boulevard and Tuxford Street- Applicant shall pay its 
fair share toward funding the ATSAC/ATCS signal system improvements and any fees paid by 
the applicant pursuant to the program shall be used by the City solely for the improvements 

. needed at this intersectibrl. For San Fernando Road. and Tuxford Street - Participate in the 
contribution towards funding for the ATSAC/ATCS expanded signal system improvements. 
Lastly, DOT also recommends an additional mitigation measure that requires fair share 
contribution for the repair of the intersections adjacent to the project and streets leading to the 
project. The fair share contribution should be calculated using the parentage of truck traffic that 
Bradley Land fill contributes to the street network based on traffic counts. 

The Fire Department recommends the following in their letter dated April 26, 2006: Fire Flow 
shall demand a minimum of 20 pounds per square inch at 9,000 gallons per minute from 6 fire 
hydrants flowing simultaneously. Three fire stations within a 4 mile radius will provide the initial 
response during emergencies (Fire Stations Nos. 77, 98, and 24). Firefighting access will need 
2 ingress/egress roads for each area to accommodate fire apparatus and evacuation. Private 
streets and gates will be to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and Fire Department. Any 
hazardous materials shall be handled in accordance the California Code of Regulations. These 
businesses shall notify the fire Department's Unified Program Agency in writing. If a business is 
required to submit a Risk Management Plan, the plan shall be also submitted to the Fire 
Department prior to its operation. Sprinkler systems shall be required. Fire roads shall be 
developed to the required standards and the Fire Departments satisfaction. Installation of fire 
hydrants shall be required to the satisfaction of the fire department prior to any building 
construction. 

Hearing Officer Comments 

The applicant proposes the construction and operation of a new enclosed Transfer 
Station/Materials Recycling Facility that will receive, sort, consolidate and prepare municipal 
solid waste and commercial/residential recyclable materials for transport to other regional 
landfills and recycled materials processing facilities. Such transfer station will be 104,960 
square-feet of warehouse 57 feet high with an attached 2-story office building of 3,600 square­
feet, approximately 26.2 feet in height. The transfer function will accept up to 4,000 tons per 
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day and the materials recycling function will accept up to 1,000 tons per day. The existing scale 
and driveway from Tujunga Avenue that previously provided access for the closed landfill will 
now be utilized for access to the building. The project encompasses approximately 11.86 acres, 
with an additional 2.14 acres for entrance road and scale facilities, for a project total of 14 acres 
within a parcel of land totaling 99.36 acres. In addition, the applicant proposes to expand the 
existing Bradley East Green and Wood Waste Processing Station from 1,260 tons per day to 
2,500 tons per day. The facility will utilize the existing scale facility and existing driveway from 
Tujunga Avenue as well. The project encompasses approximately 13.25 acres, with an 
additional 1.25 acres for the entrance road, for a project total of 14.5 acres within a parcel of 
land totaling 148.36 acres. Also of interest is that the proposed project does not include the 
vertical expansion that was described in the EIR. Therefore, impacts associated with the landfill 
expansion would no longer be of concern. Landfill closure activities, however, will continue for 
duration of time until completed. 

This project represents a significant transition of the Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center land 
use to the Transfer Station and Materials Recycling Facility with continuation and enhancement 
to the green and wood waste recycling. Accessory uses to the landfill such as gas collection 
and processing, and electrical generation will continue. 

(Note: In relationship to the environmental report, the project reviewed is Alternative D2 of the 
FEIR. The data is essentially similar to Alternative D; however, Alternative D2 differs in its 
consideration taken on the expiration of the Variance on April 17, 2007; orientation of the 
building and truck access; and landfill closure moved up to Phase I from Phase II.) 

The project is planned to be developed in two phases in accordance with the following activities 
(See Figure 1. Alternative D2 Activity Phasing): 

Phase 1-
a Continued monitoring and maintenance for the existing inactive Bradley Landfill in 

compliance with state and local permits (with consideration of the required closure date 
of Apri114, 2007). Continued closure procedures. No vertical expansion proposed. 

• Expansion of capacity for the Green Waste and Existing MRF on Bradley East would 
include expansion of the existing green and wood waste operation from 1,260 tpd to 
2,500tpd. 

• Expansion of existing MRF operation to expand capacity from 92 tpd to 99 tpd .(Note: 
this request was omitted from the master land use permit and is recommended to be 
filed along with a Plan Approval request accompanying the first condition 
compliance/reporting application filed to meet Condition No. A 13g 

• Construction of a Transfer Station and Materials Recycling Facility adjacent to the 
existing landfill. These construction activities will occur near the end of Phase I and will 
include the importation of dirt for the foundation of the TS/MRF, associated grading 
activities, installation of paving and curbing, and erection of the pre-engineered metal 
building for the new TS!MRF. No demolition will be required as part of this phase. 

Phase II-
• Operation of a New Transfer Station/MRF with a capacity of 4,000 tpd TS and 1,000 tpd 

MRF to replace the current landfill operation. As the landfill capacity is depleted, the 
applicant proposes to transition the existing landfill operation into a TS!MRF operation 
where MSW and recyclable materials would be received, sorted, consolidated and 
transported to other regional landfills and recycled materials processing facilities. 

• Closure Activities of the landfill would continue on Bradley West/West Extension and 
portions of Bradley East that have not undergone closure would also encompass 
activities associated with closing the landfill. These would include: (1) installation of final 
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cover, including importation of approximately 120 loads (240 truck trips) of dirt per day 
for approximately 254 days and continuation of acceptance of up to 50 loads (100 truck 
trips) per day (500 tpd) of inert debris for use in closure construction; (2) planting of 
vegetation on all slopes, as well as the landfill cap; (3} constructing surface water control 
structures and (4) transition of the landfill to an end use. 

• Continual Operation of the Green and Wood Waste Operations - During post-closure of 
the landfill, there would be a continuation of the existing wood and green waste 
operation, the leachate collection and removal system operation, the landfill gas 
collection and flaring operation, and electricity generation. In addition, the applicant's 
Sun Valley truck fleet would be converted to operate on low emission alternative fuels 
during Phase II of the Proposed Project and would work toward meeting emissions­
reducing requirements for waste truck fleets established by regulations of the California 
Air Resources Board. 

The proposed TS/MRF will be a regional serving use that is accessed generally from the Golden 
State Freeway (1-5) with other Freeways within 2 miles of the site (Hollywood Freeway - SR 
170, Foothill Freeway -1-210, Ronald Regan Freeway -1-118). Primary access to the facility 
will be available from Tujunga Avenue, near the intersection with Bradley Avenue. A scale at 
the entrance road will service both facilities. The access road splits approximately 800 feet from 
the property entrance to either facility. The new Bradley West Transfer Station/Materials 
Recycling Facility (TS/MRF) will be located to the west of the Tujunga Avenue entrance and the 
Bradley East Green and Wood Waste Processing Station (GWWPS) will remain at its present 
location to the north of the entrance. 

The EIR notes that the total fill acreage on both Bradley West/West Extension and Bradley East 
covers approximately 171 acres. Bradley East includes approximately 45 acres of landfill 
footprint, while Bradley West/West Extension includes approximately 126 acres designated as 
the landfill refuse footprint. Bradley West/West Extension is the only portion of the facility that 
currently has remaining disposal capacity. Intermediate cover has been placed on all slopes of 
the Bradley West/West Extension area. The landfill has yet to complete closure activities. 

Multiple regulatory agencies govern the operation of the subject use. State law governs landfill 
operations via the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB). Landfill 
operations and enforcement are delegated to the local government's Local Enforcement Agency 
(LEA), which is a part of the Department of Environmental Affairs. Further land use authority is 
regulated by the Planning Department. The Bradley Landfill and Recycling facility operated 
under a Zone Variance granted by the City of Los Angeles under Case No. ZA 94-0792 
(ZV)(PAD) which expired on Apri114, 2007. Bradley West/West Extension also operates under 
a Solid Waste Facility Permit issued by the City of Los Angeles Department of Environmental 
Affairs (LEA) and concurred in by the CIWMB (Permit No. 19-AR-0008). Operations on Bradley 
East are addressed in SWFP No. 19-AR-0004. The SWFPs have no expiration date. The FEIR 
further notes that, "The BLRC is also governed by Waste Discharge Requirements Order #94-
059 issued by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and several 
Permits to Operate issued by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 
The primary environmental regulations governing the facility include Title 27, Division 2 of the 
California Code of Regulations which contains the State Minimum Standards for solid waste 
handling and disposal administered by the LEA and water quality protection requirements for 
disposal to land administered by the RWQCB. In addition, Rule 1150.1, which is administered 
by the SCAQMD, governs air emissions from the BLRC." The facility also requires the following 
monitoring: 

• Leachate control and monitoring 
• Groundwater monitoring 
• Landfill gas control and monitoring 
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• Dust control 

• Vermin and fly control 

• Bird control 

• Litter control 

• Noise control 

• Odor Control 

• Drainage and Erosion Control 
• Traffic Control 

• Hazardous Waste Exclusion 

It is important to note that the FEIR measured its significant impacts from Baseline Operational 
characteristics of the previously entitleq landfill operations since 2003 which included the 
Bradley Landfill West Extension and the Bradley Green and Wood Waste Processing; materials 
recycling facility; three scale houses; hauling company, land fill gas collectionlprocessing and 
flaring; electricity generation; and administrationlmaintenance activities. (Tables 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 
and 34 below identifies the operational characteristics, by baseline function.') Therefore, if the 
increased impacts of the proposed project, as measured from the "baseline• exceeded 
appropriate thresholds of significance, mitigations would be applicable to the delta difference. 

Table 3-1 
Baseline (2003) Landfill Operational Characteristics 

Level of Operation 1,500 tpd of MSW {10,000 permitted); up to 5,500 tpd of imported 
dirt; up to 200 tpd of inert materials 

Hours of Operation Waste Acceptance: Monday through Friday 6:00a.m. to 6:00 p.m.; · 
Saturday 7:00a.m. to 3:00p.m. (6:00a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Monday 
through Sunday permitted) 
Operations (includes preparing active deck, covering, etc.): Monday 
through Friday 5:30a.m. to 8:00 p.m.; Saturday 6:30a.m. to 4:30 
p.m. (Receipt of dirt imports and some earthwork permitted 24 hours 
per day) 

Employees 26 
Equipment Utilization 3 bulldozers; 2 compactors; 1 scraper; 1 motor grader; 2 water trucks 

Traffic Generation (daily) 1,196 truck trips; 1 ,442 total trips 
. 

Table 3-2 
Baseline (2003) Greentwood Waste Operational Characteristics --- . 

Level of Operation 1,260 tpd 
Hours of Operation Monday through Saturday 6:00a.m. to 7:00p.m. 

Employees 16 
Equipment Utilization 1 conveyor sort line; 2 grinders; 3 trommel screens; 3 loaders 

Traffic Generation (daily) 560 truck trips; 613 total trips 
·- ·-

5 Bradley Landfill and ecycling Center Transition Master Plan, Final Environmental Impact Report, Vol. I. 
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Table 3-3 
Baseline '2003) MRF Operational Characteristics 

Level of Operation 92tpd 
Hours of Operation Monday through Friday 6:00a.m. to 6:00p.m. 

Employees 11 
Equipment Utilization 1 loader 

Traffic Generation (daily) 42 truck trips; 75 total trips 

Table 3-4 
Characteristics of Baseline (2003 Baseline) BLRC Operations 

Level of Operation 1,500 tpd of MSW (10,000 permitted)1
; up to 5,500 tpd of imported 

dirt; up to 200 tpd of inert materials; 1 ,260 tpd green and wood waste 
processing; 92 tpd MRF 

Employees 53 
Traffic Generation (daily) 1, 798 truck trips; 2, 130 total trips 

1. The average daily intake of MSW over the past 10 years has been 5, 140 tpd. 

Staff confirms that the Baseline is an acceptable measure of existing conditions as per the 
standards prescribed by CEQA due to the time of application of the Environmental Assessment 
Form (EAF) submitted on July 26, 2001 and the initial proceedings of the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) on November 22, 2002. Section 15126.2(a) of the GEQA Guidelines states, "In 

· assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the Lead Agency should 
normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical changes conditions in the 
affected area as they exist at the time of the notice of preparation is published, or where no 
notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced." Further, 
the DEIR was circulated on January 5, 2006 and ended on April 5, 2006. All the analytical 
proceedings had occurred one year prior to the expiration of the landfill entitlements in April 
2007. As such, the stated Baseline Characteristics of the previous entitled project is an 
appropriate standard from which to measure environmental impacts of the proposed project. 6 

Analysis of Waste Transfer Station/Materials Recycling Facility: 

The TS/MRF will be 57 feet tall at its highest measurement; however, its predominant height is 
41 feet throughout the majority of the building. An office portion will be 2 stories and 26 feet 
high. The loading dock at the north and west elevations show the full height of this building. 
The building will be approximately 53 feet by 220 feet, with appendages that house the 
administration/employee facilities and extended warehouse on its south and north elevations, 
respectively. Approximately 55,000 square feet will be utilized for Transfer Station activities and 
40,000 square feet will be attributed to Material Recycling Facility. There will be 23 employees 
at this facility during the peak dayshift. 

Vehicles arriving from to the TS/MRF facility will be directed into an access road loop around the 
proposed facility. The facility will provide 2 parking lots with a total of 63 passenger vehicle 
parking spaces adjacent to the building's southwest side. Trucks delivering waste will enter the 
building on the west side and unload refuse in the unloading area (tipping floor). Waste will be 
sorted for export to disposal sites from recyclable materials. Incoming recyclables will be sorted 
and readied for export as welL All loading and unloading and processing activities will be within 

6 FEIR Volume II, Response to Comments, Letter no. 47, Response no. 3, page 4-479, addresses the 
subject of Baseline standards as applied to the project 
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the building. Once materials are sorted, recyclables and refuse will be packed and loaded onto 
trucks waiting at a loading dock to the east for transference to appropriate destinations. Exiting 
trucks will leave the building on the east side. As processing occurs, the interior of the building 
is maintained with a negative air pressure to contain and treat odors prior to air cleaning and 
release into the atmosphere. Up to 6 times the volume of air within the building is treated during 
each hour. The application notes that the air cleaning process includes filtration and 
deodorization within the misting system to be employed on the rooftop. 

The proposed capacity of the new WT/MRF facility will be 4,000 tons per day for the Waste 
Transfer Station and 1,000 tons per day for the Materials Recycling Facility. This is 
substantially reduced to one half from the previous allowed volume of up to 10,000 tons per day 
under the Variance previously granted. 

The subject TS/MRF is proposed to have general operating hours from 5:30 a.m. to midnight 
Monday through Saturday, including preparing to accept waste for the day (which begins at 6 
a.m. and ends at 8 p.m. Monday through Saturday), conducting cleaning, and performing 
maintenance (e.g. on the MRF equipment, the transfer station building, scales, front loaders, lift 
trucks, etc.). Waste sorting at the MRF, as well as outbound waste and recyclables, are 
proposed for 24 hours per day Monday through Saturday, and closing on Sunday. Because the 
general operations are enclosed within the building, little impacts would occur. Outbound waste 
and recyclables will be transported 24 hours a day except for Sunday. Loading of outbound 
materials occur using a hopper system that drops materials into the waiting trucks one level 
below the tipping floor level. This activity would also occur 24 hours each day and will 
contribute noise during evenings. The EIR has indicated that there is noise buffering from the 
proposed TS/MRF building and earthbenns. Although this claim is made, neither the Draft or 
Final address noise generated from the three lanes of Top-Load Hoppers that are partially 
exterior of the building's interior. Loading of refuse, operation of this equipment, and idling of 
waiting trucks will likely produce noise. The same EIR also noted that during late hours when 
l9wer ambient noise levels exist, minor increases in noise levels are noticeable. Staff is 
recommending that all exterior doors be closed between the hours of 9:00pm to 6:00am to 
further suppress noise impacts to sensitive receptors within 375 feet to the south. Further, 
limitations to loading and outbound trucks are recommended between 5am to 1 Opm. 

With the expansive land surrounding the site intended for the proposed transfer facility and 
adjacent masonry materials processing plant, it is appropriate to position the use at this location. 
Adequate area surrounding the proposed building will penni! additional landscape and 
screening to adjacent areas- especially residential zones to the south. Additionally, there is an 
existing benn created by the adjacent railroad right-of-way that is approximately 8-10 feet high 
as measured from the adjacent grade. The building and facilities will be well-buffered from the 
adjacent neighborhood. 

Entitlements requested for this proposed facility involve both variance and conditional use. The 
variance is for the Transfer Station portion of the project which requests relief the LAMC which 
requires at least a distance of 500 feet from more restrictive uses. The requested conditional 
use for a Recycling Materials Sorting Facility in the M Zone when the facility is not in compliance 
with two requirements: 1 ). Locating a recycling materials sorting facility within 1,000 feet of a 
more restrictive zone; and 2). Operating a recycling materials sorting facility beyond the hours of 
7 A.M. to 8 P.M. The property is within 250 feet of an RA-1 zone and must be reviewed under 
the Conditional use procedure. The applicant wishes to also extend the duration of their hours 
of operation to 24 hours each day from Monday thru Sunday, beyond the hours permitted by 
right under the L.A. M. C. Staff analysis of the hours indicates that the substantial expansion of 
hours is needed to operate at a capacity that continues to move refuse and recyclables so that 
minimal time for storage of these materials is permitted. As requested, overnight storage of 
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refuse and recyclables is needed for non-delivery on Sundays when the facility will be closed. 
The applicant wishes to not store any materials longer than 72 hours on the site. 

The applicant is requesting a variance from Section 12.20 A 37 (i) in order to operate a solid 
waste transfer station in theM Zone within 500 feet of a more restrictive zone- RA-1 Zone 250 
feet to the south, across the railroad right-of-way and San Fernando Road. The actual distance 
from the property line of the overall site to the closest residential zone is 250 feet, as measured 
per the Municipal Code. Other nonconforming residential units are close?. The EIR notes that 
there are, "Additional sensitive receptors located in the immediate vicinity of the Bradley Landfill 
include the residences located south of San Fernando Road to the southwest of the landfill 
(approximately 350 feet from the site boundary) , an apartment complex on Sheldon Street 
south of San Fernando Road (approximately 1,500 feet from the site boundary), Femangeles 
Elementary School (approximately 1,800 feet), and the residences adjacent to the Stonehurst 
Recreation Center (approximately 1, 750 feet from the site boundary)." 

The transfer station building will be sited in a location where the building will be a distance of 
415 feet to the closest residential zone. Staff notes that the perimeter of the proposed transfer 
station will be set back 115 feet from the southern property line. The intent of the Municipal 
Code is to protect sensitive uses from impacts of sold waste transfer stations. To mitigate any 
associated impacts, the proposal includes an enclosed building that will house all the 
transference and sorting activities of the use. Further, a variable 8 to 10 high existing earth 
berm and a proposed landscape buffer will shield the transfer station from residents. Wrth a 
substantial amount of mature landscaping, earthberm, enclosed building and an empirical 
distance of 415 feet, Staff feels that the proposed project will be sufficiently buffered. 
Functionally speaking, noise, dust, and visual impacts would be screened from residents. 
Moreover, the planned facflity is situated on a portion of land owned by the property owner that 
is not formerly landfill refuse. This would provide sufficient ground stability for a conventional 
industrial building. Practical difficulties exists because this portion of site is a limited level plot 
with the toe of the landfill slope directly adjacent to the north, the applicant is restricted to 
developing the building here. other portions of the site where landfill refuse are settling provide 
limited development because of the unstable subsurface conditions. 

The Sun Valley- La Tuna Canyon Community Plan identifies the transition of use on the subject 
Bradley Landfill site to a "state-of-the-art" recycling center. The waste transfer/materials 
recycling use proposed will realize the vision of the community plan. Staff feels that with the 
propose design of the latest technology and public necessity of a waste handling use in this 
viable location. 

Analysis of Green and Wood Waste Facility: 

The Green Waste Facility had been entitled by variance Case No. ZA 94-0792(ZV) along with 
the continuation of the Bradley Landfill on March 18, 1996. The wood waste recycling facility is 
adjacent to the green waste enclosed fence area. Wood waste processing area is entirely 
open, without fencing. Operations permitted under this action allowed 1,260 tons of green 
waste to be processed. This entitlement expired as of April 14, 2007. The existing Green 
Waste facility is within a fenced area of approximately 275 feet by 275 feet with openings for 
truck ingress/egress in 3 locations. The fence is an approximate 17 feet high chain-link fence 
material with green canvas covering its perimeter. The facility is currently operated by large 
skip-loaders and manual labor that sorts incoming materials into green waste and non-usable 
refuse. The green waste is the ground into a mulch material and deposited into a compost heap 

7 Two residential uses are located in very close proximity to the existing landfill approximately 75 feet and 
approximately 225 feet away from the site boundary from the BLRC site boundary within the [T][Q]M2-1 
and R1-1 zones to the south, respectively. 
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for transport to a processing plant off-site. A system of misters on top of the fence sprays a 
mixture of water and deodorizer that neutralizes odors emissions of the green waste being 
processed. On staff's field visit, no noticeable odors were detected directly adjacent to the 
facility, nor several yards away. The fencing and misting system was mandated by Court 
Settlement" as well as required payment of civil penalties to multiple governmental agencies, 
physical modifications to the facility, and operational Best Management Practices. The 
sorting/conveyer system that was also required to be modified by the settlement was not 
present during the site visit. Because of the settlement terms, the Green Waste facility is 
encumbered by a series of the aforementioned operating requirements. Such terms were 
recommended for the existing capacity of the green waste facility and are recommended to 
continue as a part of the conditions of approval if no expansion is performed. 

The facility currently operates Monday through Saturday 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. During staff's 
field visit, approximately 5 workers staffed the Green Waste area; however, up to 16 workers 
may be present with other conveyers and equipment. The applicant proposes to expand the 
operation with up to 28 workers per shift during Monday through Saturday 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 
p.m. No change in operating hours are proposed for this facility. Also, no change or expansion 
to the area of work is proposed. A third grinder; however, will be added to the existing 2 
grinders to attain the tonnage requested for processing. This new equipment will be powered 
by an electrical motor. 

Proposed operations under the valiance and conditional use permit requests a maximum intake 
of 2,500 tons per day, which doubles its processing capacity from the previous entitlement. 
Continuance of the existing operation is justifiable under the current conditions of operation. 
The expansion of capacity will likely require a modified capacity of odor mitigation and dust 
c6ntrol. 

A valiance from Section 12.19 A 15 to operate a wood/green material chipping and grinding 
facility in an unenclosed facility within the M Zone is requested. The applicant asserts that it is 
not possible to construct a building to enclose the facility due to the underlying landfill that 
continues to settle and provides no ground stability to lay a building foundation for such a 
building. Therefore, enclosing the facility with a building would not be possible to approve 
through the standards of the Department of Building and Safety. A building would be unsafe for 
its occupants. As such, the applicant has requested a variance to conduct an open/unenclosed 
recycling facility that is in conflict with the LAMC. Staff agrees that there are obvious limitations 
to the development of a conventional industrial structure for the enclosure of this facility. Soil 
stability is not possible over a closed landfill with continued subsidence occurring as subsurface 
refuse decomposes and compresses. Fundamentally, it is impossible to develop a code 
compliant structure over a landfill that is continually settling. Further, with the weight and 
vibration of heavy equipment utilized in the operation of the facility, highly reinforced concrete 
and steel will be required in the construction. 

According to staff's inquiry with the Department of Building and Safety officials, excavation 
(down to stable soil) and recompaction of the soil would likely be required to achieve a suitable 
foundation in order to construct a building. Due to the extensive grading needed, feasibility of 
constructing a conventional building is questionable. Therefore, an enclosed building for the 
Green Waste recycling activity would present a hardship situation for the applicant. Staff 
considered other alternatives locations on the site for the green waste recycling; however, these 
portions are occupied by equipment or easements. Staff notes that a majority of this site is 
utilized by landfill with the exception of the existing administrative offices and the proposed area 
for construction of the TS/MRF (See Exhibit A-4). Moreover, the present location is a significant 

'"People of the State of California, Plaintiff, v. Waste Management Recycling and Disposal Services of 
California, Inc., Defendanf', Case No. BC343538 executed on December 8, 2005 in Los Angeles County. 
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3,000 feet from any residential zone surrounding the property - making the present site the 
optimal location for such use, in terms of distance from sensitive uses. 

The operation of green waste primarily creates objectionable odors and dust along with 
equipment emissions. Odors and dust have been adequately mitigated with the implementation 
of the court ordered improvements and will be mitigated via similar means for the expansion. 
Staff has included conditions requiring plans for modification/expansion of the existing odor 
mitigation and dust control misting system. Staff also recommends annual monitoring reports 
be submitted to the Planning Department to ensure that adequate effectiveness of the 
conditions is maintained. Should there be a need to enhance the existing dust/odor control 
measures; the Plan Approval monitoring process will afford an opportunity to require additional 
conditions to address such issues. 

Landfill Closure 

Landfill closure activities on Bradley West/West Extension and portions of Bradley East would 
continue as a result of the facility reaching capacity and the decision of the applicant to abandon 
vertical expansion component. According to Alternative D2 in the FEIR, closure activities will 
occur during Phase II, thereby providing less intense truck traffic and conflict with construction 
traffic during Phase I. Closure procedures would include the installation of final cover, including 
importation of approximately 120 loads (240 truck trips) of dirt per day for approximately 254 
days and continuation of acceptance of up to 50 loads (100 truck trips) per day (500 tpd) of inert 
debris for use in closure construction; planting of vegetation on all slopes, as well as the landfill 
cap; constructing surface water control structures and transition of the landfill to an end use. 
Staff recommends that the temporary plywood barrier remain throughout the closure activities to 
supplement noise mitigation. 

Environmental Justice Considerations 

Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless 
of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and 
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that no 
group of people, including a racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group, should bear a 
disproportionate share of the negative environmental consequences resulting from industrial, 
municipal, and commercial operations or the execution of federal, state, local, and tribal 
programs and policies. Meaningful involvement means that: (1) potentially affected community 
residents have an appropriate opportunity to participate in decisions about a proposed activity 
that will affect their environment and/or health; (2) the public's contribution can influence the 
regulatory agency's decision; (3) the concerns of all participants involved will be considered in 
the decision making process; and (4) the decision makers seek out and facilitate the 
involvement of those potentially affected. 9 

Environmental Justice is not required for review by CEQA because it is not a physical condition 
that exists. In this case, it is a concern that needs to be addressed. The environmental justice 
movement was spawned during the 1990s by a Presidential Executive Order signed by then 
President Clinton. Under the order, the US Environmental Protection Agency would be the 
coordinating agency to develop guidance criteria. The California Government Code Section 
65040.12 has incorporated the definition of environmental justice and calls for the State Office 
of Planning and Research to coordinate this effort. The City of Los Angeles has adopted a map 
identifying an Environmental Justice area. State Federal, State and City policy have developed 
as a result of this movement. However, little legislation has been established to create a means 

9 US Environmental Protection Agency, www.epa.gov/enironmentaljustice/, definition. 
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of incorporating legal authority to various Federal and State laws to implement environmental 
justice; only policy has been developed. 

The subject property is located within a City identified Environmental Justice Improvement Area. 
Projects within the boundaries are identified to be reviewed for impacts to the proposed 
activities and mitigation measures are to be made to address these impacts. Industrial land 
uses targeted for environmental justice processing include applications for active or closed 
landfills, waste transfer stations, solid waste, solid waste vehicle yards, auto-dismantling or 
recycling facilities, green waste, and any other facilities that use hazardous materials. The 
official status of this area is that it has been demarcated by a motion of City Council on July 20, 
2005. There are no development standards of which to apply restitution or fees, nor any 
administering entity for fees collected. Environmental justice is typically implemented by 
proactive regulatory measures towards existing uses or effectuated onto new uses via turnover 
of businesses. For the present case, implementation will be through the discretionary action. 

As applied to the subject vicinity, Environmental Justice is a valid concern to be addressed. The 
adjacent community is primarily composed of demographic characteristics that would warrant 
environmental justice concems10

• Only 50% of the 86,391 community plan population is native 
born citizens of the United States. Approximately 66 percent of the community is composed of 
Hispanic origins compared to 46 percent citywide. The community plan is composed of 22,500 
households that have a mean annual income of $39,700/household compared to $55,647 
citywide. Almost one third of these households draw their income from retirement sources or 
from public assistance compared to 35.6 percent citywide. Within the overall community plan 
population, approximately 19 percent are within the poverty level; however, within the immediate 
census tracts 11

, between 19 to 25 percent are within the poverty range - all in comparison to 21 
percent poverty level citywide. Of the individuals over the age of 24, only 10 percent have 
obtained a college degree12 compared to 21.7 percent citywide. Similarly, the EIR had 
performed a broader analysis of a 3 mile radius utilizing more conservative thresholds and 
arrived with a consistent conclusion. 

Thus far, the Environmental Review Process as well as the Public Hearing Process for the 
instant case has afforded the general public with several opportunities to review and comment, 
in a public forum to the lead agency and the hearing officer. Spanish translation was made 
available at the public hearing. Staff has considered multiple comments from the community in 
regards to the EIR and development and operational aspects of these comments for 
incorporation into the subject case. Further, the socio-economic characteristics of the 
community have been considered against that of the citywide characteristics. The resulting 
information indicates that indeed, a disparity of impacts will be induced upon residents of an 
ethnic group in a community afflicted with poverty levels higher than the citywide norms. 

Unmitigated environmental impact of air pollutants generated from the project's operation will 
continue with collection and outbound trucks used for transporting the refuse and recyclable 
materials. The applicant has volunteered a host fee of $1 00,000/year. This host fee is not a 
recommendation of the Planning Department and is voluntary on behalf of the applicant as a 
benefit to the community. It is suggested that this is the compensation towards achieving 
environmental justice for impacts sustained by the community. Staff attributes this to the new 
standard for the cost of doing business in such an Environmental Justice Improvement Area. 

1° Calculations were extrapolated through data from the 2000 Census. 
11 Census Tracts immediately abutting the subject property, including potential haul routes affecting 
neighboring owners were considered (Census Tract Nos. 121100, 121210, 121220, 121800, 121900, and 
121110). 
12 These values include individuals 24 or older, who have completed an Associate of Arts or a Bachelors 
degree. 
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Along with the host fee, staff recommends the following measures be implemented with this 
entitlement based upon federal suggested guidelines 13

: 

• Low emissions diesel fuel for both collection and outbound trucks. 
• Aggressive program for replacing the existing diesel truck fleet with alternative clean air 

fuel vehicles (powered by CNG or LNG). The program shall include a fee each time a 
diesel powered collection vehicle deposits refuse, recyclables, green waste, or wood 
waste to the site. 

• Roadside cleanup of litter on access routes including but not limited to San Fernando 
Road, Glenoaks Boulevard, Bradley Avenue, Tujunga Avenue, Wicks Street, Wicks 
Place, Ralston Avenue, Sutter Avenue, Art Street, Tuxford Street, and Penrose Street. 

• Restrictions on vehicle traffic routes (as noted in the conditions of approval). 
• Financial support for regulatory agencies to assist with facility oversite. 
• A fee paid to the local government for every ton of waste received at the facility. 
• Free reduced-low cost use of the facility the for community's residents and businesses. 
• Preferential employment to the community's residents. 
• Funding for road or utility improvements: 
• Provisions for an environmental education center. 

The fund should be administered by a variety of community members including a representative 
of the City Council Offices, Neighborhood Councils, the recycling/refuse industry, the 
educational field, and the medical field. Staff further recommends that the moneys collected by 
the Environmental Justice component be directed to the community at large with funds spent on 
environmental education; subsidize prescription drugs for respiratory related ailments in local 
non-profit medical clinics; and employment placement programs. 

Site Plan Review: 

Both facilities will be adequately set back from their closest respective property lines. The 
Transfer station/Materials Recycling building will be approximately 115 feet from the 
southwesterly property line which is adjacent to the railroad right of way with San Fernando 
Road beyond. The height of the proposed waste transfer station building will be 57 feet high. 
This is within the parameters of equipment height on the adjacent parcel of land owned and 
operated by Vulcan Industries. Because the adjacent grade is lower than the grade at San 
Fernando Road, the building will appear 8 to 1 0 feet lower. Moreover, the landscape plans 
indicate a buffering row of trees that will further screen the building from view along the 
southerly property line. Staff notes that the elevation plans are incorrectly labeled - probably 
due to the 180 degree rotation of the TS/MRF building since originally filed. 

In the case of the Wood and Green Waste Recycling Facility, the existing perimeter fencing is 
already screened from view by an existing landscape buffer and fence along Peoria Street. The 
facility is approximately 17 feet tall to the top of the existing fence and misting system. The 
facility is consistent with the height or scale of other adjacent structures or equipment in the 
immediate neighborhood. 

Staff reviewed the project for compliance with the "Walkability Checklist". The Commission's 
policies generally address a building that is adjacent or within visual contact of the public street. 
This involves interface with the pedestrians requires building, parking, and landscaping 
treatment. The existing administration building is the only building that is close enough to the 
entrance of the site to be considered to be oriented to the public street. Because the site is well 

13 Waste Transfer Stations: A Manual for Decision Making, United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, "Host Community Agreements" Implied Provisions for Implementation of Community Benefits, 
page 18. 
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over 200 acres and the proposed development project is not within the proximity of the public 
right-of-way, many of these policies would not apply to a property of this size. The buildings or 
facilities are and will be substantially setback from property lines and required to be screened 
from view. These are requirements generated from former entitlements of multiple agencies 
and a lawsuit settlement. The TSIMRF is sited over 115 feet north of San Fernando Road, to be 
screened from vision with an earthberm and a tree-lined landscape buffer. Further, the green 
and wood recycling area is already screened from view from Tujunga Avenue. However, some 
of the Walkability criteria that may be applied included the following: 

• To reduce massiveness and scale, the building should have a variety of facades by 
employing plane variation, varied roof/parapet line or height, windows, color, different 
textures or construction material or other architectural elements. 

• Off-Street Parking and Driveways - All surface parking adjoining the street should be 
screened by a durable barrier (i.e., a solid wall, fence, berm, hedge) and landscaping 
that is tall enough to at least screen car headlights. 

• Easily identifiable pedestrian walkways should be provided from the parking to the 
sidewalk and to the entrance of the building. Techniques, such as landscaped lightwells 
and surface treatments, could be used. 

• All parking areas and integrated pedestrian walkways should be illuminated with 
adequate, uniform and glare-free lighting such that there is even light distribution and 
there are no harsh shadows. 

• Other Pedestrian scale criteria (i.e. Building Signage, walkways etc.) generally do not 
apply in this case due to the truck transportation aspect of the use activity. At best, the 
entrance may be upgrade to reflect an attractively landscaped driveway with 
identification and directional signs to the appropriate transfer station/recycling venues. 

• Utilities should be placed underground. 

Identification Signage has not been described for the subject application. Staff recommends 
that any future signs be in compliance with the standards of the M3 and M2 zones and 
requested variations be subject to Plan Approval Review by the Planning Department as 
identified by the conditions of approval. 

No trees will be removed on the site as a result of the proposal. Development of the project will 
require a landscape buffer in strategic locations with approximately 203 trees to be installed per 
the landscape condition recommended. A variety of shrubs and ground cover are also 
proposed to compliment the buffer around the TS/MRF. Most of the installation will occur on the 
landscape buffer with some landscape treatment within and around the proposed parking lots 
and the building's periphery. The number of trees proposed around the parking area will meet 
the minimum code requirement of 1 tree for every 4 parking stalls. 

The applicant proposes a total of 63 spaces based upon the industrial and office uses. The 
floor area of industrial warehouse is 104,960 square feet which will require 39 spaces in 
accordance with the warehouse parking standard14

• Combined with the floor area for the office 
area of 3,600 square feet to be calculated at a minimum of 1 space per 500 square foot 
standard, 7 spaces will be required for a total of 46 parking spaces. According to the applicant's 
calculations, 63 parking spaces will be adequate to meet the requirement of the Municipal Code 
for the combination of uses. The Department of Building and Safety will confirm this during the 
time of plan check. Moreover, a condition has been recommended to require the LAMC 
standards for parking, with a minimum of 63 spaces. 

14 Sec. 12.21 A 4 c (1), " ... , in addition to the one automobile parking space for each 500 square feet of 
floor area for parking for the first 10,000 square feet, only one parking space need be provided for each 
5,000 square feet of floor area in excess of the first 10,000 square feet contained in such warehouse." 
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Trips from these uses have been weighed into the transportation analysis for the proposal. 
Phase I activities (closure of the land fill, construction of the TS/MRF, and expanded operation 
of the green and wood waste recycling facility) would generate an am peak of 328 trips and a 
PM peak of 382 trips where in combination of other trips, produce a daily total of 3,675 trips. 
Phase II activities (closure of the landfill, operation of the TS/MRF, and operation of the Green 
and wood waste recycling facility) would generate 406 AM peak trips, 405 PM peak trips and a 
daily total of 4399 trips. Once completed, the sole operational impacts of the project will 
generate slightly fewer than Phase II trips by contributing 365 AM peak trips, 367 PM peak trips 
with a total of 3960 daily vehicle trips. The traffic analysis within the EIR identifies that there will 
be traffic related impacts to various intersections within the study area. Of the nine intersections 
that were studied, six intersections (During Phase 1: Bradley Avenue and Tuxford Street, 
lnterstate-5 Southbound On/Off Ramps and Penrose Street, Bradley Avenue and Penrose 
Street; During Phase II: San Fernando Road and Sheldon Street, San Fernando Road and 
Tuxford street, Bradley Avenue and Tuxford Street, and Glenoaks Boulevard and Tuxford 
Street) had been identified to be significantly impacted as a result of the project. According to 
their recommendations, the resulting v/c ratio and Level of Service must be mitigated to 
acceptable thresholds15 in accordance with the following: 

• Bradley Avenue and Tuxford Street - payment of its fair share toward funding the 
Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC)/Adaptive Traffic Control System 
(A TCS) signal system improvements for this intersection. 

• lnterstate-5 Southbound On/Off Ramps and Penrose Street - a new traffic signal at this 
currently unsignafized location through the Golden State Corridor ATSAC/ATCS 
program. The fee under the ATSAC/ATCS is currently $143,000 per intersection. 

• Bradley Avenue and Penrose Street - The applicant shall pay its fair share toward 
funding a new traffic signal at this currently unsignalized location through the Golden 
State Corridor ATSAC/ATCS program and any fees paid by the applicant pursuant to the 
ATSAC/ATCS program shall be used by the City solely for the improvements needed at 
this intersection. 

• San Fernando Road and Sheldon Street - Applicant shall pay its fair share toward 
funding the City of Los Angeles expanded signal system improvement for this 
intersection through the A TSAC/A TCS and any fees paid by the applicant pursuant to 
the program shall be used by the City solely for the improvements needed at this 
intersection. This improvement will provide for increased capacity at the intersection. 
The ATSAC/ATCS provides signal synchronization through monitoring upstream and 
downstream traffic volumes and delay. The synchronization is enhanced through 
computer enhancement and manual monitoring by a centralized control system. 

• San Fernando Road and Tuxford Street- Participate in the contribution towards funding 
for the ATSAC/ATCS expanded signal system improvements. Lastly, DOT also 
recommends an additional mitigation measure that requires fair share contribution for 
the repair of the intersections adjacent to the project and streets leading to the project. 
The fair share contribution should be calculated using the parentage of truck traffic that 
Bradley Land fill contributes to the street network based on traffic counts. 

• G/enoaks Boulevard and Tuxford Street - Applicant shall pay its fair share toward 
funding the ATSAC/ATCS signal system improvements and any fees paid by the 
applicant pursuant to the program shall be used by the City solely for the improvements 
needed at this intersection. 

15 The significant transportation threshold for a project-related Level of Service (LOS) C is equal to or 
greater than a change in the volume to capacity ratio {v/c) of 0.040, LOS D is equal to or greater than a 
change of the v/c ratio of 0.020, and LOS ElF is equal to or greater than a change of the v/c ratio of 
0.010. 
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Following the implementation of these mitigations measures, said impacts would be mitigated to 
less than significant levels. In some intersections, the change in the level of service is slightly 
improved from the prior to the project. The applicant has disputed potential the inequity of 
requiring "fair share" contribution of intersection repair fees. Staff generally agrees with the 
signalization improvement conditions to be implemented; however, questions the methodology 
to be utilized by DOT to assess the fair share contribution of fees. 

Relationship to Previous Operating Entitlements 

The staff recommended action is intended to codify the conditions set forth in Case No. ZA 94-
0792 (ZA)(PA 1) with the current requested entitlements. Landfill closure and some operational 
conditions of the earlier variance are recommended to continue with the present request and 
conform to the same requirements in coordination with other regulatory agencies of the City, 
County, State, and Federal governments and their associated permits and requirements. 

Environmental Impact Report 

The Environmental Impact Report reviewed a range of five alternatives including a "no project" 
alternative. The most reasonable alternative became the proposed project, otherwise known as 
Alternative 02 due to substantial benefits from reduced trips and some air quality impacts which 
resulted from deletion of the vertical expansion of the landfill. This and the air quality impacts of 
construction/operation and noise that are discussed in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, the mitigation monitoring program is sufficient to lessen any environmental 
impacts to a level of insignificance in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Environmental impacts analyzed by the EIR include Land UsefPianning, Transportation{ 
Circulation, Air Quality, Noise, AestheticsNiews, GeologyfSoils, Hydrology, Hazardous 
Materials, and Utilities. The environmental impact report discusses a 43-foot high vertical 
expansion of the landfill. Since the draft, this Phase I expansion has been abandoned and is no 
longer proposed in the present entitlement application. Such an expansion would have involved 
the addition of 3.5 million tons of additional waste. The significant unmitigated impact of VOC, 
NOx, and PM10 on the expansion is due largely to the additional vehicle trips involved in the 
landfill expansion. This portion of the project analyzed is no longer applicable. 

Land UsefPianning: 
There are no impacts to Land Use/Planning; therefore, no mitigation measures are required in 
this category. Incompatibility of the project to the surrounding area would potentially cause a 
cumulative impact to the vicinity; however, because the project is compatible to neighboring 
uses, no cumulative impact is created. 

TransportationfCirculation: 
TransportationfCirculation impacts of both phases of the project are listed above along with the 
appropriate mitigation measures to 6 intersections. These improvements include potential 
street widening, ATSAC signalization, proportionate fair share user fees, and restriping. With 
these appropriate mitigation measures, the project will be mitigated to a less than significant. 
The EIR also analyzed cumulative growth in the region. The traffic model used to identify 
impacts also considered mitigation measures that would be less than significant during both 
Phases I and II. 

Air Quality: 
Phase I - Significant unmitigated environmental air quality impacts from construction of the 
TS!MRF facility and operation of the GWWVI/RF. Such activity would exceed the AQMD's 
threshold for emission of VOC, NOx, and PM1 0 and create a significant and unavoidable impact 
in the following situations: 
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Construction activities would generate emissions from the use of construction equipment as part 
of the construction of the proposed TS/MRF facility. The emissions of NOx and PM10 would 
exceed the SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. Emissions of all other criteria 
pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than significant. 

Construction activfties and operational activities occurring concurrently would generate 
additional criteria pollutant emissions. The maximum Phase I Construction emissions of VOC, 
NOx. and PM10 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. Emissions of all 
other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than significant. 

Phase II -The combination or individual operation of the facilities and final closure of the landfill 
(construction vehicles), would create significant and unavoidable air quality impacts an noted 
below. 

Construction activities would generate emissions from the use of construction equipment to 
complete final closure of the landfill. Emissions of NOx would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and 
would be significant. Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD 
thresholds and would be less than significant. 

Complete, additional criteria pollutant emissions would be generated from operational activities, 
including continuing the expanded green and wood waste operation and operating the new 
TS/MRF. Emissions of NOx would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. 
Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less 
than significant. 

Construction, landfill closure activities and operational activities occurring concurrently would 
generate additional criteria pollutant emissions. The maximum Phase II Construction emissions 
of VOC. NOx, and PM10 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. 
Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less 
than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts: Cumulative air quality and health risk impacts would occur to the extent 
that criteria and toxic pollutant emissions generated by the Proposed Project combine with 
emissions from other new and/or ongoing sources in the vicinity. A total of 28 related projects 
are included in this EIR. As discussed in Section 4.4 of this EIR, the SCAB is presently 
designated non-attainment of State and Federal standards for CO, ozone, and PM10. Total 
daily air emissions from activities occurring on the project site during Phase I and Phase II of the 
Proposed Project would exceed SCAQMD thresholds for VOCs, NOx, and PM10 and would be 
significant. The 28 related projects would also contribute VOC, NOx, and PM10 emissions into 
the SCAB. Therefore, the Proposed Project and the related projects would contribute to 
significant cumulative air quality impacts. 

While individual project emissions exceed the SCAQMD thresholds on a localized level, overall 
the project has the potential to reduce emissions across the SCAB. Materials no longer 
transported to Bradley, must be disposed of at other municipal and private landfill sites 
throughout Southern California. Potential disposal sites are as much as 120 miles away from 
Bradley therefore, contributing to emissions across the Basin. As such, the additional disposal 
capacity that would be provided under Phase I of the Proposed Project would result in reduced 
regional emissions by offering the potential to reduce these trip lengths. In addition, the 
additional transfer capacity that would be provided in Phase II of the Proposed Project would 
potentially reduce trip lengths by allowing loads to be consolidated for transfer to outlying 
landfills. Finally, continued compliance with GARB regulations requiring reduction in emissions 
from trash vehicles and the applicant's programs to convert its fleet to low emissions fuels and 
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alternative fuels would result in long-range benefits to regional air quality over the course of the 
Proposed Project. 

The analysis of local CO concentration impacts associated with implementation of the Proposed 
Project considers the effects of growth in traffic associated with the Proposed Project and the 
related projects listed in Section 2.0. Consequently, impacts of cumulative growth are already 
incorporated into the projections utilized to model the future CO concentrations. As indicated, 
impacts of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with related project and other regional growth 
with respect to CO concentrations would not exceed state or federal standards and would 
therefore be less than significant 

Noise: 
Impacts of noise from both phases of the project were analyzed. The EIR discovered that 
construction noise from the development of the TS/MRF facility would create a noise level 
during construction of up to 67 dBA experience at the nearest residential uses (sensitive 
receptor). This is 14 dBA in excess of the existing ambient level at this location. Even with the 
recommended mitigation measures, the EIR finds the noise impacts from construction would 
remain significant and unavoidable. Activities linked to the Final Landfill Closure as identified in 
the FEIR would generate noise from the heavy equipment and trucks delivering and moving dirt 
for final cap. These impacts of up to 82dBA as measured at the sensitive receptors will be 
mitigated by the developed landscaped berms along San Fernando Road and the TSIMRF. 
Staff further recommends a condition limiting Closure Activities subsequent to the completion of 
Phase I and installation of the landscape berms. With such mitigations, Landfill Closure 
activities will be less than significant. Other sources of noise generated from the proposed 
project are able to be mitigated and are less than significant. Potential cumulative effects 
resulting from the incremental effect of Alternative D2, in conjunction with related Project's 
construction activity occurring in the same area, and at the same time, as Alternative D2 could 
occur to the extent that high noise level events associated with these activities were to overlap. 
To the extent that this occurs, construction noise impacts would be cumulatively considerable. 

AestheticsNiews: 
Any impacts that were once created by the vertical expansion of the land fill are no longer 
applicable to the elimination of the 43 foot expansion once proposed. Added dirt due to the 
landfill closure activities will provide no impact due to its limited fill. Potential ight impacts 
generated from exterior lighting from the TS/MRF will be mitigated by shielding and directing the 
light source onto the site. Any impacts will be mitigated to less than significant levels. 
Cumulative impacts to the aesthetic value of the vicinity would need to include multiple related 
projects which could result in cumulative changes to the visual environment The proximity of 
these projects are not immediately adjacent to the subject property and therefore provide no 
such impacts. Blocked views and ambient lighting will be of no cumulative impact since the site 
is detached from other similar uses and the project will no longer add vertical expansion nor 
glare to the atmosphere. Further, illumination and views will be screened due landscape 
buffering. 

Geology/Soils: 
Impacts related to Geology/Soils will be mitigated to a level of in significance by the 
implementation of conditions to reduce wind-borne erosion impacts. This will include any 
grading activities of the TS/MRF construction and Landfill closure activities. There will be no 
cumulative impacts relative to the relationship between the development of the project and 
related projects. 

Hydrology: 
Impacts resulting from hydrology by the project were analyzed and determined to be less than 
significant Impacts relative to the vertical transition are no longer applicable as this portion of 
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the project is removed. Monitoring of ground water quality would continue at adjacent 
downgradient wells. Impervious surfaces created from the construction of the TS/MRF and the 
GWI/VWRF would generate additional stormwater runoff that would be directed to the onsite 
retention basin that is able to contain a volume to accommodate the 50-year storm. There will 
be no cumulative impacts from storrnwater runoff from the development of the project because 
all runoff will be retained on-site. As such, no incremental contribution to the municipal 
storrndrain system will incur a cumulative effect. 

Hazardous Materials: 
Hazardous Materials will not be accepted to the closed landfill, nor operation of the new 
TS/MRF, or the GWI/VWRF, therefore, less than significant impacts are anticipated. Should 
household hazardous waste appear in the MRF, there materials would be adequately screened 
for potential hazards and handled in accordance with the existing procedures. Screening will 
include a radiation detection system to be installed at all points of entry for incoming materials. 
Cumulative impacts will be less than significant due to continued programming to detect and 
remove any potentially hazardous waste found in the landfill. If found, remedial measures will 
be implemented, on a case by case basis, in accordance with provisions of applicable laws and 
regulations. 

Utilities: 
The project will not generate any potential or significant environmental impacts in this category. 
The primary concern was wastewater generated from the project or leachate generated by the 
landfill that would infiltrate the ground water. Neither of these components would produce 
wastewater due to clarifiers to be installed in the TS/MRF, absorption of rainwater into the green 
and wood waste piles in the GWI/VWRF, and closure of the landfill. No cumulative impacts 
would be significant as to discharge of wastewater to the city's sanitary sewer system. 

Greenhouse Gas: 
An addendum of Section 3 of the Final EIR adds impacts of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 
and Global Climate Change. Accordingly, no significant impacts are anticipated with the 
addition of this latest topic to the EIR. Federal nor CEQA standards for greenhouse gas 
thresholds have not been established. Title 24 regulations, required by the California Code of 
Regulations to reduce electrical consumption, has had an indirect effect on reduction of GHGs. 
The EIR also notes that California Environmental Protection Agency (CaiEPA) has initiated 
efforts to reduce GHG emissions through actions of California businesses, local government 
and community actions, as well as through state incentive and regulatory programs. 

Statement of Overriding Considerations. The EIR identified that the following impacts are not 
mitigated to a less than significant level for the proposed Project: Aesthetics {Aesthetic 
Construction Impacts); Air Quality (Various VOC, NOx, and PM10 emissions during 
Construction and Operations); Air Quality (VOC, NOX, and PM10 emissions during Landfill 
Closure Construction); and Noise (Construction Noise Impacts). It is not feasible to mitigate 
such impacts to a less than significant level. 

Accordingly, the City may adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations that recognizes that 
significant and unavoidable impacts would result from implementation of the Project. Having (i) 
adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected alternatives to the Project discussed 
above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, and (iv) balanced the benefits of the 
Project against the Project's significant and unavoidable impacts, the project benefits outweigh 
and override the significant unavoidable impacts for the reasons stated in the Findings Section 
G. The stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the proposed Project, 
and provide the detailed rationale for the benefits of the Project. These overriding 
considerations of economic, social, aesthetic, and environmental benefits for the Project justify 
adoption of the Project and certification of the completed Final EIR. Many of these overriding 
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considerations individually would be sufficient to outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of 
the Project and justifY adoption of the Project and certification of the completed EIR In 
particular, achieving the underlying purpose for the Project would be sufficient to override the 
significant environmental impacts of the Project. 

Project Alternatives 

The EIR considered a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the Proposed Project to 
provide informed decision-making in accordance with Title 14, Article 9, Section 15126.6 of the 
California Code of Regulations (State CEQA Guidelines). The alternatives analyzed in this EIR 
include: (A); No Project; (B) Reduced Transitional Vertical Expansion (19-foot increase); (C) 
Reduced TS/MRF; (D) Transfer Station Only, No Vertical Expansion; and (D2) Transfer Station 
Only, No Vertical Expansion. (NOTE: Alternative B is no longer applicable, as discussed above. 
Further, due to the expiration of the Variance on April 14, 2007, the transitional vertical 
expansion is no longer applicable to any alternative.) 

Alternative A: No Project Alternative 
Under Alternative A, the Proposed Project would not be constructed. No transitional vertical 
expansion would occur and the proposed TS/MRF would not be constructed. The landfill would 
continue to operate under its current permits until the existing capacity is reached, but not later 
than April 14, 2007 and would then discontinue acceptance of waste for disposal in the landfill 
and undergo final closure in accordance with the requirements of current regulations. Activities 
on Bradley East would continue at their current levels in accordance with SWFP No. 19-AR-
0004, which would not expire. Expansion of green/wood waste operations would not occur. 
When the landfill closed in 2007, solid waste currently handled at BLRC was required to be 
disposed at other regional landfills. This MSW would require processing atanother location for 
efficient transport to another landfill facility in order to avoid having packer trucks with their 
smaller loads travel long distances to landfills. 

Alternative 8: Reduced Transitional Vertical Expansion- 19' Increase 
NOTE: This alternative is no longer applicable, as discussed above. 
Under Alternative B, the proposed transitional vertical increase would be reduced from the 
proposed 43-foot increase to a 19-foot increase. All other components of the proposed BLRC 
Transition Master Plan would remain the same. The proposed TS/MRF would be constructed, 
and green and wood waste and Phase I MRF operations would be expanded. Closure activities 
would take place on the landfill in accordance with regulatory requirements as soon as the 
capacity provided by the reduced transitional vertical expansion is reached, in any event, no 
later than April14, 2007. 

Alternative C: Reduced Transfer Station 
Under Alternative C, the proposed TS/MRF capacity would be reduced by 25 percent, to a 
3,000 tpd TS and 750 tpd MRF. All other components of the proposed BLRC Transition Master 
Plan would remain the same. Green and wood waste and Phase I MRF operations would be 
expanded. The proposed 43-foot transitional vertical increase would occur and closure 
activities would take place on the landfill in accordance with regulatory requirements as soon as 
the capacity provided by the transitional vertical expansion is reached, but no later than April14, 
2007. 

Alternative 0: Transfer Station Only, No Vertical Expansion 
Under Alternative D, no transitional vertical expansion would occur within the landfill. The 
landfill would close and closure activities would be undertaken on the landfill in accordance with 
regulatory requirements as soon as the existing capacity is reached, but no later than April 14, 
2007. All other components of the Proposed Project would remain the same. The proposed 
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TS/MRF would be constructed, green and wood waste and Phase I MRF operations would be 
expanded. 

Alternative 02 - Transfer Station Only, No Vertical Expansion, Revised Design (proposed 
Project) 
Alternative 02, a variation on Alternative D analyzed in the Draft EIR, has been identified to 
encompass all proposed activities that may be permitted to occur on the project site subsequent 
to the expiration of the landfill operating permit on April 14, 2007. These activities include: (1) 
landfill closure (required by State regulations governing the management of landfills in 
California); (2) expansion of the existing MRF (previously referred to as the Phase I MRF); (3) 
construction of the new TS/MRF; (4) closure of the existing MRF and operation of the new 
TS/MRF; and (5) expansion of green and wood waste operation. 

In addition, the applicant is proposing to modify the design of the new TS/MRF where trucks 
would enter the TS/MRF building via a roadway located on the northeast side of the building 
and then exit the facility via a roadway located on the southwest side of the building. Under 
Alternative 02, no transitional vertical expansion would occur within the landfill. Landfill closure 
activities will be undertaken on the existing landfill in accordance with regulatory requirements. 
All other components of the Proposed Project would remain the same. The proposed TSIMRF 
would be constructed, and green and wood waste and Phase I MRF operations would be 
expanded. 

Environmentally Superior Alternative 
As stated from the FEIR, "Unlike many projects, the environmental effects of solid waste 
disposal projects and alternatives must be considered within the context of the regional solid 
waste handling and disposal system. Regardless of whether the proposed project is built, solid 
waste continues to be generated in the City of Los. Angeles and elsewhere in the region. 
Therefore, the effects of constructing the Proposed Project or one of the alternatives would vary 
depending on developments elsewhere in the regional system. If solid waste generation is 
reduced through implementation of new technologies that reduce the need for landfills, the 
additional landfill capacity provided by the Proposed Project and Alternatives 8 and C would not 
be needed and these alternatives would merely prolong the impacts associated with the landfill 
operation at BLRC. Similarly, if adequate transfer capacity is available in the region, then the 
potential impacts associated with hauling waste to outlying landfills using an increased number 
of trucks that have less capacity than transfer trucks would not occur. However, in the short 
term, it is clear that reduction in the need for /andfilling will not occur, as the shift to new 
technologies is only in the exploratory stage and will require many years at a minimum to 
implement. In addition, in the absence of reduction in the volume of waste requiring landfill 
disposal, coupled with a commitment on the part of the City of Los Angeles to discontinue 
disposal within the City limits, demand for transfer capacity will continue to rise for the 
foreseeable future. As such, consideration of the potential environmental superiority of the 
alternatives to the Proposed Project must be conducted under the assumption that the 
Proposed Project provides needed enhancement to the regional solid waste disposal system 
and that, in the absence of the Proposed Project, the effects, particularly with respect to 
increased truck traffic to outlying landfills, would result. The discussion below is reflective of this 
context. n 

"Alternative 8, the 19 foot height increase, would be environmentally superior to the proposed 
Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center Transition Master Plan because it would avoid the 
significant and unavoidable impact related to aesthetics (view blockage) that would result from 
both the Proposed Project and Alternative C, Reduced Transfer Station. This alternative would 
increase the maximum height by 24 feet less than the Proposed Project, allowing views of the 
surrounding mountains from San Fernando Road to remain. This alternative also allows for 
continued operation of the landfill until such time that construction of the new TSIMRF can be 
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completed. Alternative 8 would be environmentally superior to the No Project Alternative and 
Alternative D, No Height Expansion, if alternative methods of processing solid waste are not 
implemented or if adequate transfer capacity is not provided in the City or the region." 

"In the event, however, that adequate transfer capacity is available or the City implements 
advanced technologies that reduce the need for waste to be transported to landfills, the No 
Project Alternative would be environmentally superior to the Proposed Project and Alternative 8, 
since none of the impacts of the additional landfill capacity or transfer station would be 
experienced in the Sun Valley community. Similarly, under this circumstance, Alternative C, 
Reduced Transfer station, would be environmentally superior to the Proposed Project because 
of reduced traffic, air quality and noise impacts." 

This FEIR Summary; however, makes no mention of the addendum within the body of the 
document that identifies Alternative D2 as the environmentally superior alternative. Alternative 
D2 was included in the FEIR to address the potential expiration of the variance entitlements, 
reduce other environmental impacts, "which considers and analyzes the remaining activities of 
the Proposed Project that would be allowed after the expiration of the zone variance and 
considers other combinations of these activities in light of the modified timing necessitated by 
expiration of land use permits and commencement of landfill closure activities. This analysis 
concludes that, even though a different combination and sequence of activities would take 
place, the impacts of the remaining allowable activities would not exceed the levels of impact 
identified for the Proposed Project, as originally contemplated." 

Alternative C then no longer became the environmentally superior alternative due to its inclusion 
of aesthetic/view impact from the vertical landfill expansion and archaic scheduling of 
construction and potential .traffic impacts. Alternative. B was then eliminated due to the . 
expiration of the variance entitlements in April 2007. It became similar to Altsrnative D in 
relation to the project characteristics. Alternatives A (No Project), Alternative C (Reduced 
TS/MRF); Alternative D (No Transitional Vertical Expansion), and Alternative D2 (Transfer 
Station Only, No Vertical Expansion, adjusted project to current timing) have become the 
feasible remaining alternatives. 

Alternative D2, a variation on Alternative D analyzed in the Draft EIR, has been identified to 
encompass all proposed activities that may be permitted to occur on the project site subsequent 
to the expiration of the landfill operating permit on Apri114, 2007. These activities include: (1) 
landfill closure (required by State regulations governing the management of landfills in 
California); (2) expansion of the existing MRF (previously referred to as the Phase I MRF); (3) 
construction of the new TS/MRF; (4) closure of the existing MRF and operation of the new 
TS!MRF; and (5) expansion of green and wood waste operation. 

Under Alternative D2, on-site circulation of trucks would be modified such that incoming trucks 
would enter on the same roadway but would enter the TS/MRF on the south side of the building, 
then proceed through the building to discharge their loads, then exit the building at the 
southwest comer and exit the facility via the same roadway as proposed under Alternative D. 
This revised circulation pattern would allow the loading of waste transfer trucks and recyclables 
trucks to take place on the north side of the new TS/MRF building. This activity would be 
screened by the TS/MRF building from residential uses located on the west side of San 
Fernando Road. The access roadway that would be used by incoming waste trucks would be 
located behind an earthen berm that would include a fence and vegetative plantings on top of 
the berm. This berm would extend the length of the TS/MRF site parallel to San Fernando 
Road and would completely screen the roadways into and out of the TSIMRF and the parking 
area from San Fernando Road. In addition, the roadway used by waste transfer and 
recyclables trucks on the north side of the TSIMRF building would be located below the floor 
elevation of the TS/MRF building, further screening these trucks from San Fernando Road. 
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The same design features for the TS/MRF under the Proposed Project (enclosed on all sides, 
maintenance of negative pressure to contain odors within the building, odor control system) 
would be incorporated into the building. The maximum processing capacity of the TS/MRF 
under Alternative D2 would be the same as the Proposed Project (4,000 tpd TS/1 ,000 tpd 
MRF). The TS/MRF would be expected to reach stabilized operation in 2012. 

Under Alternative 02, no transitional vertical expansion would occur within the landfill. Landfill 
closure activities will be undertaken on the existing landfill in accordance with regulatory 
requirements. All other components of the Proposed Project would remain the same. The 
proposed TS/MRF would be constructed, and green and wood waste and Phase I MRF 
operations would be expanded. 

The Planning Department Staff accepted variations of other alternatives which would meet the 
following Project Objectives: 

• To provide for an orderly transition of the BLRC from a landfill operation to a TS/MRF 
operation that results in closure of the landfill on or before the permitted date of April 14, 
2007. 

• To implement a TS/MRF that reduces environmental impacts and provides 
environmental benefits by facilitating consolidation of loads and transfer to other regional 
landfill sites and extracts recyclable materials for transfer to recyclables processing 
facilities. 

• To provide state-of-the-art facilities, cost-effective disposal and TS/MRF services that 
will assist Los Angeles County and cities within the County to achieve local and state 
mandated waste diversion goals, including ·those set forth in the California Integrated 
Waste Management Act of 1989. 

• To provide additional landfill space at a centralized location within the City of Los 
Angeles to continue to serve the solid waste disposal needs of the City and other 
Southern California communities. 

• To provide expanded capacity to process green and wood waste generated in the City of 
Los Angeles in order to promote increased recycling of such materials, consistent with 
the City and State goals. 

• To provide end uses that will serve the surrounding community for the portion of the 
BLRC site that is presently receiving and has historically received municipal solid waste. 

• To include TS/MRF facility design features that minimize environmental impacts on 
surrounding land uses. 

Effectively, Alternatives A through D2 would feasibly obtain the scope of these objectives. The 
range of alternatives is reasonable to create a discussion to mitigate environmental impacts of 
the project. Enough variations were discussed to identify the many categories of impact 
including Land Use/Planning, Transportation/ Circulation, Air Quality, Noise, AestheticsNiews, 
Geology/Soils, Hydrology, Hazardous Materials, and Utilities. 

Staff notes that the applicant's representative had submitted proposed findings along with an 
argument supporting Alternative D2 as the environmentally superior alternative. A portion of 
their reasoning is that there is a demand for a certain volume of municipal waste needed to be 
processed which could only be diverted to other facilities - if not to Bradley. It is this share of 
demand volumes that will be appropriately mitigated via environmental conditions of approval 
that would improve the community rather than continually engaging other MRFs to process 
refuse without mitigation. 
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Issues 

Non-mitigated environmental impacts including Aesthetics (Aesthetic Construction Impacts); Air 
Quality (Regional NOx Construction Emissions during Construction); Air Quality (Localized 
PM10 Construction Emissions during Construction); and Noise (Construction Noise and Landfill 
Closure Activities) are issues that were identified as concerns of the community during the 
public hearing. These impacts are addressed by the Statement of Overriding considerations 
because they are not feasible to mitigate to a less than significant level. As noted, noise 
impacts generated from construction would be temporary in nature, lasting specifically for Phase 
I & II of the proposed Project Other impacts related to air quality will perpetuate for the duration 
of the project's operation - predominantly generated from the diesel fueled vehicle exhaust. In 
addition to the standard environmental conditions, Staff recommends imposing conditions to 
advance the reduction of these vehicles via aggressive truck fleet replacement program, fees 
imposed for any refuse collection vehicle powered by diesel fuel, mandatory utilization of low 
sulfur content diesel fuel are measures recommended as conditions of approval. 

Opposing members of the community note that several environmental impacts will not be 
mitigated by the mitigation monitoring and reporting program of the FEIR and the Transfer 
Station/Materials Recycling Facility project should be downsized in order to minimize impacts to 
the community. Air quality impacts from operation vehicles will provide NOX emissions in 
excess of allowable thresholds and vehicle trips will substantially impact the residents. 
Downsizing the operation capacity will only detour some of the refuse/recyclables volume to 
other refuse handlers in the vicinity. Allowing the requested capacity will enable the conditions 
of approval to control and effectively reduce air quality impacts to the region. 

Health risks for contracting cancer was a concern that was addressed in the FEIR. It was noted 
that the maximum exposed individual worker (at Art Street and Sutter Avenue) is predicted to be 
exposed to a MICR from DPM of 9.56 in one million. The maximum exposed individual resident 
(on Ralston Avenue) is predicted to be exposed to a MICR from DPM of 8.36 in one million. 
This compared to the "SCAQMD standard of 1 0 in one million for new sources as a 
conservative threshold for identifying significant impacts." Therefore, the health risk is less than 
the established threshold of significance; incremental cancer risk for the project is not a 
significant impact. 

Staff notes that the $1 00,000/year host fee is voluntary on behalf of the applicant as a benefit to 
the community and not a recommendation of the Planning Department Some members of the 
community are requesting a much higher fee of up to 1 00,000/year host fee plus a per tonnage 
fee for incoming materials, while the Council Office has agreed with creating a proportionate fee 
which was not specified. Such higher fee structure is supposedly based upon the 
environmental impacts that are not able to be mitigated by any reasonable means. Staff feels it 
is reasonable to target VOC, NOX, PM10, and GARB producers (mainly diesel powered trucks) 
for reasonable fee charges in accordance to Federal Environmental Justice guidelines that may 
be imposed as a part of this entitlement grant. 

The applicant has disputed potential the inequity of requiring "fair share" contribution of street 
intersection repair fees. Staff generally agrees with the signalization improvement conditions to 
be implemented; however, questions the methodology to be utilized by DOT to assess the fair 
share contribution of fees. The issue of maintaining and improving public streets in the vicinity 
of the Environmental Justice Area will become a fiscal issue due to the high levels of truck trips 
that advance wearing of pubic streets. Creation of an assessment district would be one answer 
to addressing continual public street improvements. 
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Conclusion 

Staff's recommendation is for approval of the requested conditional use permit, variances, and 
site plan review requests. Wrth the recommended conditions of approval, the proposed project 
will coexist harmoniously with the surrounding industrial and residential uses beyond. The 
compliance reporting (Condition No. 7) along with along with other conditions of approval will 
assure the site intensifies appropriately. These conditions include an annual review of the 
facility and pertinent conditions. The project will meet the goals of the Sunland-Tujunga-Lake 
View Terrace-Shadow Hills-East La Tuna Canyon Community Plan. 

The multiple conditions of approval and mitigation monitoring and reporting program (Condition 
No. E - 9) along with along with other conditions of approval will assure the site intensifies 
appropriately. These conditions include an annual review of the school, additional traffic related 
conditions. 

Statement of overriding consideration produces adequate justification to set aside unmitigated 
impacts that are not mitigated to a less than significant level. Construction impacts would be 
temporary in nature, lasting only for the construction phase of the proposed Project. Other 
ongoing impacts will persist for the life of the project. Uniquely, this case involves 
Environmental Justice concerns that have been addressed in the conditions of approval with 
Host Fees, full-cost recovery fees, and other user fees where funds will contribute toward the 
betterment of the community impacted by these environmental issues. 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

A. Entitlement Conditions: Conditional Use and Variance for Waste Transfer Station and 
Materials Recycling Facility 

1. Entitlement Grant. Pursuant to Section 12.24 U 22 (d) of the Municipal Code, a 
Conditional Use for a Recycling Materials Sorting Facility in the M and MR Zones when 
the facility is not in compliance with the following conditions set forth in Section 12.21 A 
18 (e) 
a. Locate a recycling materials sorting facility within 1,000 feet of a more restrictive 

zone; 
b. Operate a recycling materials sorting facility beyond the hours of 7 A.M. to 8 P.M.; 

Note: No authorization is granted to the petitioner of the subject entitlement for any 
expansion of the existing Bradley Landfill. Landfill activities are subject to all applicable 
governmental regulatory measures required for landfill closure. This grant is void of 
providing such authorization. 

2. Entitlement Grant. Pursuant to Section 12.27 of the Municipal Code, a Variance from 
Section 12.20 A 37 (i) is hereby granted to operate a solid waste transfer station in the M 
Zone within 500 feet of a more restrictive zone; 

3. The applicant is prohibited from accepting further refuse to the landfill with exception to 
any closure of landfill operations as allowed by the permitting agencies, including but not 
limited to the Local Enforcement Agency, Bureau of Sanitation, Regional Water Quality 
Control Board and California Integrated Waste Management Board. 

4. Use. The use of the property shall be limited to the following operational requirements: 

a. Transfer Station and Materials Recycling Facility: Construction and operation of a 
new enclosed Transfer Station/Materials Recycling Facility !IS/MRFl, that will 
receive, sort, consolidate and prepare municipal solid waste and 
commercial/residential recyclable materials for transport to other region~! landfills 
and recycled materials processing facilities. A Transfer Station TS/MRF building of 
104,960 square-feet and a 2-story office building of 3,600 square-feet, approximately 
26.2 feet in height, are proposed. The Transfer Faeility Station will accept up to 4,000 
tons per day and the Materials Recycling Facility will accept 1,000 tons per day. The 
facility will utilize the existing scale facility and existing driveway from Tujunga 
Avenue that previously served the closed landfill. The project encompasses 
approximately 11.86 acres, with an additional 2.14 acres for entrance road and scale 
facilities, for a project total of 14 acres within a parcel of land totaling 99.36 acres. 

b. Should the storage of any materials be necessary, municipal solid waste or 
recyclable materials shall be stored within the structure. Storage of any materials on 
the subject property shall not exceed a period of 48 hours. 

c. Any increase to the above project description shall require a new application for a 
Conditional Use review per Section 12.24 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

5. Project Phasing: 
a. Phase 1-

• Construction of a 4, 000 tpd TS and 1, 000 tpd MRF capacity adjacent to the 
existing landfill. These construction activities will oeeur near the end of Phase I 
am:! will include the importation of dirt for the foundation of the TS/MRF, 
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associated grading activities, installation of paving and curbing, and erection of 
the pre-engineered metal building for the new TS/MRF. No demolition will be 
required as part of this phase. 

• Continued monitoring and maintenance for the existing inactive Bradley Landfill 
in compliance with state and local permits (with consideration of the required 
closure date of April 14, 2007). No additional acceptance of municipal solid 
waste is permitted. Landfill closllre activities, especially the delivery and moving 
dirt is strictly prohibited during Phase I. 

• Expansion of capacity for the Green Waste and Existing MRF on Bradley East 
would include expansion of the existing green and wood waste operation from 
1,260 tpd to 2,500 tpd to provide additional capacity to process green and wood 
waste materials that are currently processed at another facility in the Sun Valley 
area, and changes to the existing MRF operation to expand capacity from 92 tpd 
to 99 tpd. 

• Implementation of long range ongoing plan convert retrofit or replace the 
applicant's Sun Valley fleet of refuse collection trucks to reduce emissions meet 
the requirements of the California Air Resources Board (CARB\ Waste Collection 
Vehicle fWCV\ Regulation Full Compliance with this regulation for all solid 
waste collection vehicles in the state of California is required by the end of 2010. 

b. Phase 2-
• Operation of a New Transfer Station/MRF with a capacity of 4,000 tpd TS and 

1,000 tpd MRF to replace the current landfill operation. Completion and 
installation of the landscape berms, parking lots access driveways. /',s the 
landfill capacity is depleted, the applicant proposes to transition the existing 
landfill operation into a TS/MRF operation where MSW and recyclable materials 
'NOllld be received, sorted, consolidated and transported to other regional landfills 
and recycled materials processing facilities. 

• Closure Activities of the landfill would continue on Bradley WestJVVest Extension 
and portions ef Bradley East that have not 11ndergone closure would also 
encompass activities associated with slosin!J the landfill. These would include: 
(1) installation ef final cover, insluding importation of approximately 120 loads 
(240 truck trips) of dirt per day for approximately 2§4 days and continuation of 
acceptance ef up to aO loads (1 00 truck trips) per day (aOO tpd) of inert debris for 
use in closure construction; (2) planting of vegetation on all slopes, as •.veil as the 
landfill sap; (a) constructing surface water control structures and (4) transition of 
the landfill to an end use. Landfill Closure Activities shall not commence until the 
completion ef Phase I (TS/MRF Certificate ef Occupancy) and installation of the 
landscape berms has been completed. 

• Continual Operation of the Green and Wood Waste Operations - During post­
closure of the landfill, there would be a continuation of the existing wood and 
green waste operation, the leachate collection and removal system operation, the 
landfill gas collection and flaring operation, and electricity generation. In addition, 
the applicant's Sun Valley truck fleet would be converted to operate on low 
emission alternative fuels during Phase II of the Proposed Project and 'Nould 
work toward meeting emissions reducing requirements for waste truck fleets 
established by regulations of the California Air Resources Board. 

• Compliance with GARB WCV Regulation. Retrofitting or replacement of the 
applicant's Sun Valley truck fleet to meet the requirements of the GARB WCV 
Regulation would be completed prior to or during Phase II of the Proposed 
Project. Under state law, the applicant would be required to maintain compliance 
with this regulation throughout the time frame of TSIMRF operation. 
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c. Closure Activities of the landfill would continue throuahout Phase I and Phase II on 
Bradley Wes~st Extension and portions of Bradley East that have not undergon~ 
closure would also encompass activities associated with closing the landfill. These 
would include: {1 \ installation of final cover. including importation of approximately 
120 loads 1240 truck trips\ of dirt per day for approximately 254 days <ID.d 
continuation of acceptance of up to 50 loads (100 truck trips} per day {500 tpdl of 
inert debris for use in closure construction: 12) planting of vegetation on all slopes as 
well as the landfill cap· 13) c<mmLucting surface wate.r control structures and (4\ 
transition of the landfill to an end use. 

6. Site Plan. The use and development of the subject property shall be in substantial 
conformance with the site plans, floor plans, elevations, and landscape plans labeled 
Exhibit "B-1 to B-5" and dated April 23, 2009. Minor deviations may be allowed in 
order to comply with provisions of the Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the 
intent of the subject permit authorization. The applicant shall submit building elevations 
that includes articulation of the exterior building walls visible from public property, in a 
accordance with the following: 
a. The fagade shall include a variety of features such as: a combination of different 

textures, colors and materials; distinctive architectural features; display windows; 
sign age setbacks and differentiated massing roofing; shade and shadow textures. 

7. Height. The height of all proposed buildings and structures on the subject property shall 
not exceed 57 feet, as defined in Section 12.21.1 of the Municipal Code and shall be in 
substantial compliance with the elevation plans labeled Exhibit "B-5" and dated April 
23,2009. 

8. Floor Area. The floor area for the new Transfer Station/Materials Recycling Facility 
shall not exceed 104,960 square-feet and the 2-story office building shall be limited to 
3,600 square-feet. 

9. Access. Access to the subject project shall be strictly limited to the entrance on Bradley 
Avenuerrujunga Avenue. Emergency, service, or maintenance access may be provided 
from the Glenoaks Boulevard or San Fernando Road gates as well. In the event of 
disasters, the applicant may file a Plan Approval application to request temporary access 
from other gates/driveways on subject the property. 

10. Parking. Parking shall be required by the provisions of Section 12.21 A of the Municipal 
Code. However, a minimum of 63 parking spaces shall be maintained for the project as 
shown on the site plan labeled Exhibit "B-1" and dated April 23, 2009. 

11. Air Filtration (TS/MRF). The project shall maintain a continuous negative air pressure 
system which will be filtered by roof mounted equipment that will treat outgoing air. The 
TSIMRF building shall be equipped with exhaust fans to provide six air exchanges every 
hour. The air leaving the building at the roof exhaust fans shall be treated by an odor 
neutralizing misting system to mitigate any odors. Negative pressure will be maintained 
at the building entrance so no untreated air will leave the building. An odor neutralizer 
may be mixed with dust control water in the ceiling mounted misting systems for extra 
odor mitigation as needed. 

12. Landscape Buffer. A landscape buffer a minimum of 10 feet wide adjacent to the 
proposed TS/MRF shall be required on the southwesterly and southeasterly property 
illllin.dary lines adjacent to San Fernando Road and Tujunga Avenue, respectively. A 
minimum of 103 trees and other plant materials in according to the landscape plan 
Exhibit No. E - 6, dated April 23, 2009, shall be installed to the satisfaction of the 
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Department of City Planning. A total of 221 trees and plant matedals shall be planted 
throughout the overall development site in accordance with the landscape plan. 

13. Greenhouse Gases. The project. including all new construction shall meet or exceed 
2008 Title 24 building energy efficiency requirements. 

14. Community Plan Design Guidelines: 
a. Designing the site and building(s) to convey visual interest and to be visually 

compatible with adjacent uses. 
b. Treating large expanses of blank walls and tilt-up concrete walls visible from the 

public right-of-way with contrasting complementary colors, building plane vadation, 
murals, planters and/or other landscape elements to create visual interest. 

c. Screening of mechanical and electdcal equipment from public view. 
d. Screening of all rooftop equipment and building appurtenances from public view. 
e. Requidng the enclosure of trash areas for all projects. 
f. Requidng freestanding walls to conform to the requirements of Section A.2b above. 
g. Directing extedor lighting onto the project site and locating flood lighting so as not to 

impact any surrounding residential uses. 

15. Traffic and Circulation. The project shall comply with the following conditions to the 
satisfaction of the Department of City Planning: 
a. Delivery of refuse, recyclable matedals, green waste or wood waste shall be 

performed completely on the subject property within the area designated for pick­
up/drop-off. 

b. Stacking for vehicles shall occur completely on site and not languish occur in the 
public dght-of-way. 

c. Within the Transportation Demand Management (TOM) Plan, the applicant shall 
implement the following: 
i. The applicant shall hire or assign an individual to direct traffic at the driveway 

entrance of the subject facility at Tujunga Avenue/Bradley Avenue. The monitor 
shall direct traffic entedng the site to ensure no blockage occurs on the public 
street during the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 7:30 p.m. 

16. Environmental Justice. The following conditions related to environmental justice shall 
be performed by the applicant in the spidt of furthering environmental justice and jn an 
effort to off-set the non-mitigated impacts identified by the Environmental Impact Report 
lair qualiM: 
a. Contdbute "host fee" for use in the Sun Valley Community. The applicant shall 

contribute a Host Fee of $100,000 fler year for the life of the project in accordance 
with the following fees for the deposit of refuse. green waste or wood waste 
transported to the site. Qhese fees shall be adjusted for inflation in accordance with 
the Consumer Price Index each year..) 
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CPI tied to MSA of LA, 
Riverside 

C-5 

CPI tied to MSA of LA, 
Riverside 

b. Fleet Replacement Plan. Aggressive program for replacing the existing diesel truck 
fleet with alternative clean air fuel vehicles (powered by CNG, ef LNG, electricaL or 
other clean-air vehicle). The program shall include a fee each time a diesel poweroci 
collection vehicle deposits refuse, recyclables, green waste, or wood waste to the 
site. The applicant shall submit a truck fleet replacement plan to the satisfaction of 
the Department of City Planning which will include the following: 
i. The aoolicant shall replace lor retrofit\ their existing fleet of vehicles each year to 

meet the requirements of the Califorllia Air Resources Board CCARBl Waste 
Collection Vehicle (WCVl Regulation. Full Compliance with this regulation for all 
solid waste collection vehicles in the state of California is required by the e..JJ.!i.Qf 
2010. until the entire fleet of collection trucks are completely converted to cJruill 
air vehicles - 10 years from the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy of the 
TS/MRF. 

ii. The applicant shall submit a fue of $10.00/month for every diesel fueled 
Collection Vehicle which transports refuse, recyclable materials, green waste or 
wood 'Naste into the site. 

iii. An assessment of the existing MSW refuse collection fleet (at the time of 
condition clearance) which denotes each vehicle, its age, mileage and fuel type 
used. Identification ef the lifu of a typical diesel powered refuse collection truck. 

iv. Cost/benefit analysis of the optimal operating duration for diesel powered trucks, 
leading to the most beneficial time to retire such trucks fur replacement with 
clean fuel vehicles. 

v. An aggressive fleet replacement program, to the extent feasible, in order to 
replace or retrofit existing vehicles fur clean fuel vehicles. /\ detailed schedule of 
vehicle replacement or retrofitting shall be indicated on the plan provided to the 
Department ef City Planning. 

c. The applicant shall submit a fue ef $5 .. 00 per ton of refuse, recyclable materials, 
green waste or 'Nood waste transported f3'Nay from the site. Incentives for Reducing 
Diesel Emissions in Sun Valley. The Aoplicant shall imolement a program for 
encouraging the use of diesel trucks meeting GARB emissions requirements and 
vehicles powered by alternative-fuel engines such as vehicles powered by n"tural 
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gas to bring refuse to the site and to remove refuse and other materials from the 
site. This program shall consist of the following components; 
i. The applicant shall offer a reduction in the host fee charged to qualifving vehicles 

that transport refuse into the site. This reduction shall be % for vehicles 
meeting the requirements of the GARB On-Road Heaw Dutv Vehicles !In-Use} 
Regulation and % for vehicles powered by alternative-fuel engines. 

ii. At the time of condition clearance for the operation of the TS/MRF. the applicant 
shall document to the Department of City Planning that all solid waste collection 
vehicles in the applicant's waste hauling fleet are in compliance with the GARB 
WCV regulation. 

iii. The applicant shall require that all bidders/vendors that may provide transfer 
truck services to transport waste and recyclables from the site demonstrate full 
compliance with the GARB On-Road Heaw Duty Vehicles !In-Use) Regulation. 
Contractors not in compliance with this regulation shall be disqualified from 
consideration to provide services hauling materials from the site. The applicant 
shall also provide preference in the bidding process to haulers that commit to 
exceed the compliance requirements of the GARB On-Road Heavv Puty 
Vehicles !In-Use) Regulation as one. but not the only. factor for selection to 
provide such hauling services. 

d. The applicant shall utilize ultra low sulfur diesel fuel or B5 biodiesel (or an equivalent 
GARB-approved low emission alternative fuel) in the collection and transfer trucks. 

e. Weekly roadside cleanup of litter for typical truck access routes including but not 
limited to San Fernando Road, Glenoaks Boulevard, Bradley Avenue, Tujunga 
Avenue, Wicks street, Wicks Place, Ralston Avenue, Sutter Avenue, Art Street, 
Sheldon Street, Tuxford Street, and Penrose Street. 

f. Collection and. o~;~tbound Approaching and departing trucks (including earthmoving 
trucks) shall be limited to the following public right-of-ways in the immediate vicinity 
while in route to or from the subject property; 
i. San Fernando Road between Sheldon Street and Tuxford Street 
ii. Glenoaks Boulevard between Sheldon Street and Peoria Street 
iii. Sheldon Street between San Fernando Road Golden State Freeway and 

Glenoaks Boulevard 
iv. Bradley Avenue between Penrose and Tujunga Avenue 
v. Tujunga Avenue between Bradley Avenue and Peoria Street 
vi. Peoria Street between Tujunga Avenue and Glenoaks Boulevard 
vii. Tuxford Street, between Lankershim Golden State Freeway and Glenoaks 

Boulevard 
viii. Penrose Street between San Fernando Read Golden State Freeway and 

Glenoaks Boulevard 
g. Financial support for regulatory agencies to assist with facility oversite through the 

"Full Cost Recovery" means already implemented for environmental and casework 
established by the Department of City Planning. 

h. Free reduced lew cost ~;~se of the facility the for community's residents and 
businesses, for a maximum of a times each calendar year per residenllbusiness 
address. The applicant shall conduct a "Free Pump Day" two times per year at the 
facilitv to encourage community residents !limited to those living within the 91352 zip 
code) to properly dispose of waste generated within their property. On these days 
the applicant shall accept such waste delivered to the site free of charge up to one 
ton per residence. and promote the program within the Sun Valley community. 

i. Preferential employment to the community's residents shall be afforded to individuals 
residing within Sun Valley-La Tuna Community Plan Area. The applicant shall rnake 
screen employment prospects for resident status when reviewing candidates and 
strive to hire, to the extent feasible, individuals residing within the community plan 
area. However. the ultimate discretion as to whether or not to hire such individuals 
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lies solely wjth the Applicant. subject to the requirements of Federal. State and local 
laws. 

j. Provisions for an environmental education program shall be developed to the 
satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, in consultation to the Council Office. 
Such educational programs shall be offered to the local organizations 4 times each 
year, free of charge. 

k. Financial support for other community based activities shall be generated from the 
above conditions. Administration of such fees shall be the responsibility of the City 
Clerk for the Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center as described below. 

I. Bradley Landfill Community Trust Fund. Funds collected from the Environmental 
Justice requirements of this condition shall be administered in accordance with the 
existing fund practices as follows: 
i. Puroose of the Fund. All moneys collected by the Environmental Justice 

component be limited to the Boundaries of the Sun Vallev-La Tuna Canyon 
Communitv Plan area with funds spent on environmental education, subsidize 
prescription drugs for respiratory related ailments, employment placement 
programs, to mitigate environmental impacts from the Bradley Landfill and 
recycling facility that has not otherwise been mitigated. and other purposes to 
further Environmental Justice16

. 

ii. Appropriation of the Fund. The Citv Clerk is authorized to deposit all revenue 
collected from the applicant and utilized by the local citizenrv within the Sun 
Valley La Tuna Canyon Community Plan. 

iii. Expenditures from the Fund. Aooropriations from the Fund may be made to pay 
for the environmental education. subsidize prescription drugs for respira!orv 
related ailments in local non-profit medical clinics. employment placement 
programs. public · workshops/meetings, and other purooses to further 
Environmental Justice as recommended by Council District. in consultation with 
the Affected Neighborhood Council(s) and Applicant to the Bradley Land_fill 
Community Trust Fund. and authorized by the Citv Council. in accordance with 
Section 5.527 of the LAMC. 

iv. Interest. All interest and earnings attributable to monies in the Fund shall be 
g;_edited to the Fund and shall be devoted to the purooses thereof. 

v. administration of the Fund. The fund shaU be administered and expenditures 
shall be authorized by the City Clerk. The Citv Clerk shall report annually to the 
Mayor and City Council identifving the amount and source. of all receipts into thE; 
Fund. all expenditures out of the Fund. and the purposes of such exPenditures. 
Each report shall cover a fiscal year and shall be submitted within 60 days after 
the close of the fiscal year. 

m. Environmental Justiee Committee. Funds collected from the Environmental J01stice 
requirements of this condition shall be administered by the Environmental J01stice 
Committee. 
i. Committee Composition and Appointment. The Council Office(s) of the district 

shalf appoint a total of 7 members of comm01nity incl!dding a representative of the 

16 Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, 
color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that no group of people, including a 
racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic group, should bear a disproportionate share of the negative 
environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the 
execution of federal, state, local, and tribal programs and policies. Meaningful involvement means that: 
(1) potentially affected community residents have an appropriate opportunity to participate in decisions 
about a proposed activity that will affect their environment and/or health; (2) the public's contribution can 
influence the regulatory agency's decision; (3) the concerns of all participants involved will be considered 
in the decision making process; and (4) the decision makers seek out and facilitate the involvement of 
those potentially affected. 
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City Council Offices (2), Neighborhood Council (1), a representative of the 
recycling/refuse industry (1), representative of the education field (1), and 
representative of the healthoare field (1). 
(1) The board members shall be limited to a maximum of 2 terms of 4 years 

eaeR,. 

(2) The Committee shall elect the following officers: 
(a) Chair 
(b) Go Chair 
(c) Secretary 
(d) Treasurer 

(3) The Committee shall operate under "Roberts Rules of Order". 
(4) The Committee shall meet monthly to discuss and determine expenditure of 

the moneys and distribution of the funds. 
ii. All moneys collested by the Environmental Justice component be limited to the 

Boundaries community at large 'Nith funds spent on environmental education, 
subsidize prescription drugs for respiratory related ailments in local non profit 
medical clinics, employment placement programs, and other purposes to further 
Environmental Justice, as seen fit by the Committee. 

iii. Prescription subsidies and employment placement programs shall be targeted 
tmvards minority and/or low income individuals residing '.'lithin a two mile radius 
of the subjest property's boundary 

iv. Modification to these operating requirements shall require a Plan Approval 
request to the Department of City Planning on the applicant's behalf, with fees 
paid by the Committee. 

n. The project shall abide by any future requirements of the pending Environmental 
Justice Improvement A[ea as that may be established by the Los Angeles. City 
Council, as well as any future assessment districts for the same purpose, provided 
that such requirements are generally applicable to all other similarly situated 
businesses and facilities in the area. 

17. Review of Compliance and Project Impact (Compliance Report). Within one year 
after the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy for the expanded operation of the 
Green and Wood Waste Recycling Facility or the TS/MRF Building; and each year for a 
period of 5 years, and once every 5 years thereafter, the applicant/owner shall be 
required to file an annual Compliance Report (using Plan Approval forms), including the 
TDM report with the Director of Planning, the Department of Transportation (lADOT), 
Local Enforcement Agency, and the applicable Council District Office for the purpose of 
evaluating the Project's compliance with the operating requirements of this permit 
authorization and to evaluate the traffic effects of the Project (including parking) upon the 
surrounding community. 
a. Upon issuance of the Project's first Certificate of Occupancy, the applicant shall 

provide a copy of the certificate of occupancy to the Director of Planning for inclusion 
in the subject City Plan Case file. 

b. Upon review of this annual report, the Director shall determine whether there will be 
need for additional conditions or measures, and state accordingly in his/her written 
determination. 

c. If the annual report provides evidence that corrective measures are necessary, the 
Director may require modifications to these conditions or additional conditions of 
approval pursuant to the purpose, authority, and procedures set forth in Section 
12.27.1 of the Municipal Code. 

d. The applicant shall submit as part of the annual report to assist the Director in 
reviewing and evaluating permit compliance a record of any complaints received by 
the facility, from the surrounding community, about project traffic, air quality, 
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operations, noise and measures undertaken to resolve legitimate community 
concerns. 

e. The annual report must be accompanied by the payment of appropriate fees and be 
accepted as complete by the Department of City Planning. The applicant's fee shall 
the same as the Plan Approval Fee in accordance with Section 19.01 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code. 

f. The Plan Approval shall be detenmined by the Director of Planning, or the City 
Planning Commission on appeal. Should the Director require a public hearing, public 
notice shall be made to owners and occupants of property within a radius of 500 feet. 

g. The Plan Approval shall include the latest status of a detailed schedule of vehicle 
replacement or retrofitted vehicles as noted on Condition No. 15 b. This requirement 
shall no longer be applicable once the applicant is 1 00% compliant with the CARB 
WCV Regulation. 

18. Hours of Operation. The applicant shall comply with the following hours of operation: 
a. Normal hours of operation for the overall facility shall be 24 hour operations Monday 

through Saturday, and closed Sunday. Each facility within the Bradley complex will 
be subject to the following limitations: 
i. The Transfer Station/Materials Recycling Facility shall be limited to general 

operating between the hours of 5:00 a.m. to midnight Monday through Saturday 
(includes cleaning and maintenance). 
(1) Waste and recyclables shall be accepted for disposal between 6 a.m. to 8 

p.m. Monday through Saturday. 
(2) Outbound transfer of waste and recyclable materials shall be limited to 

Monday through Saturday 5 a.m. to 10 p.m. 
(3) .. Loading and unloading of trucks for outbound shall be limited to Monday_ .. 

through Saturday 5 a.m. to 10 p.m. 
ii. All exterior doors of the TS/MRF shall be closed between the hours of 9:00 pm to 

6:00am. 
iii. Landfill closure activity hours in which trucks and other heavy earthmoving 

machinery shall be limited to operate between the hours of 6:00a.m. to 8:00p.m. 
Monday through Saturday. 

b. Electrical generators shall be limited to operate between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 
B:OO p.m. Monday through Saturday. 

c. Administrative Office hours shall be bei>Neen not exceed the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 
6:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. 

d. Site monitoring (i.e security), emergency repairs, landfill monitoring, and 
maintenance activities (within an enclosed building) may be permitted 24 hours a 
day, 7 days a week. 

19. Complaint Response/Community Relations: 
a. Monitoring of complaints. The property owner shall coordinate with the local division 

of the Los Angeles Police Department regarding appropriate monitoring of 
community complaints concerning activities associated with the subject facility. 

b. Complaint monitoring. A 24-hour "hot line" phone number for the receipt of 
complaints from the community regarding the subject facility shall be: 
i. Posted at the entry. 
ii. Posted at the reception desk. 
iii. Provided to the immediate neighbors and local neighborhood association, if any. 
iv. Mailed at least once a year to all property owners of property located within 500 

feet of the subject property. 
v. Log. The property owner shall keep a log of complaints received, the date and 

time received and the disposition of the response. The log shall be retained for a 
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minimum of one year and shall be made available on request to the Planning 
Department for review. 

c. The property owner shall designate a community liaison. The liaison shall meet with 
representatives of the residential neighbors and/or residential neighborhood 
association, at their request, to resolve neighborhood complaints regarding the 
subject project. 
i. An advisory council shall bo established by the property owner. The council shall 

include at least two property owners 'Nho live and ovm property 'Nithin 600 feet of 
the subject property. Neither community member shall have a past or present 
affiliation .,.,qth the subject institution. The council shall meet at least twice a year 
and an agenda item shall be institution community problems. 

d. Condition dissemination. Copies of the relevant neighborhood impact mitigation 
conditions (hours, parking, behavior, noise, use, maintenance, etc.) conditions shall 
be mailed to the membership at least once a year. The initial copy is to be reviewed 
and approved by the Planning Department. 

e. Condition availability. 
i. These Conditions of Approval shall be retained on the property at all times and 

shall be produced immediately upon the request of the Police Department or 
other government officials. 

ii. A clearly legible and easily readable copy(ies) of these conditions shall be posted 
in a conspicuous location in the entry area where it can be readily read by 
customers and employees. 

iii. Said sign(s) shall be in English, Spanish and the predominant language of the 
clientele of the subject facility. 

20. Public Address System and Paging System. The installation and operation of an 
exterior public address system shall be limited to the "Transfer Station/Materials 
Recycling Facility area• and "Green and Wood Waste Processing Station area•. 
Outdoor address or paging systems shall be designed by a qualified audio sound 
engineer with the following minimum specifications: · 
a. Only low-pressure type speakers shall be used, which are designed to have a 

minimum coverage area of approximately 400 square feet each. 
b. Distance between speakers shall not exceed 40 feet. 
c. Amplified signals shall be inaudible beyond the boundaries of the subject property. 

21. Signs. All signs shall be of an identifying nature only and shall be arranged and located 
so as not to be a distraction to vehicular traffic or adjacent residential areas. 
a. The building fayade should include pedestrian-scale signage, i.e., at a height and of 

size that is visible to pedestrians, assists in identifying the structure and use, and 
facilities access to the entrance. 

b. All standards of signage shall be in compliance with the Municipal Code unless a 
Plan Approval application to vary such standards is filed and determined. 

22. Loading (Freight and Supplies). Prior to clearance of building permits, the applicant 
shall provide a plot plan clearly identifying the location of a loading area for the subject 
project. Loading and unloading activities shall not interfere with traffic on any public 
street. Public sidewalks, alleys and/or other public ways shall not be used for the parking 
or loading or unloading of vehicles. The location of said loading area shall be to the 
satisfaction of the Planning Department. 

23. Public Improvements: Bureau of Sanitation 
a. The Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) is to be submitted to the 

Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division 
(WPD) for review and approval. If the existing on-site retention basin is to be used 
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for treatment of additional surface runoff from the new facilities, the applicant must 
demonstrate sufficient capacity of the retention basin for treatment of the additional 
flow and include these calculations in the SUSMP. Guidelines for preparation and 
submitting the SUSMP documents can be found on the City of Los Angeles' website 
at www.lastormwater.org. 

b. Prior to issuance of the building/grading permit, the City of Los Angeles Department 
of Building and Safety (LADBS) requires that the project applicant shows proof of 
obtaining a Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) Number from the Los Angeles 
regional Water quality control Board (LARWQCB). The WDID No. can be obtained 
by filing an NOI with LARWQCB and paying the applicable fees. 

c. There are no existing or known sewer service problems/deficiencies in the project 
area at this time. Further detailed gauging and evaluation will be required as part of 
the permit processing to identify a sewer connection point. If the local sewer lines at 
the time have insufficient capacity, the project applicant will be required to build a 
secondary line to the nearest sewer line with sufficient capacity. A final approval for 
sewer capacity and connection permit will be made at that time. 

d. Dedication(s) and lmprovement(s). Prior to the issuance of any building pennits. 
public improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the 
subject property shall be guarant<led to the satisfaction of the Bureau of Engineering. 
Department of Transportation Fire Department (and other responsible City regional 
and federal government agencies as may be necessary\ for the following: 
i. As part of early consultation. plan review. and/or project penni! review the 

applicant/developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure that any 
necessarv dedications and improvements are specifically acknowledged by the 
applicant/developer. 

ii. Prior to issuance of sign offs for final site plan approval and/or proiect permits by 
the Planning Department the applicant/developer shall provide written 
verification to the Planning Department from the responsible agency 
acknowledging the agency's consultation with the applicant/developer. The 
required dedications and improvements may necessitate redesign of the project 
Any changes to project design requited by a public agency shall be docume.otOO 
in writing and submitted for review by the Planning Department. 

24. Fire Protection. The following Fire Department requirements, as recommended by their 
letter dated April 26, 2006, shall be complied with to their satisfaction: 
a. Fire-flow. A minimum residual water pressure of 20 pounds per square inch (PSI) is 

to remain in the water system, with the require gallons per minute flowing. The 
required fire-flow for this project is 9,000 gallons per minute (GPM) from 6 fire 
hydrants flowing simultaneously. 

b. Firefighting Access. 
i. A minimum of 2 ingress/egress roads for each area shall be required to 

accommodate major fire apparatus and provide evacuation during emergency 
situations. 

ii. Adequate off-site and on-site private fire hydrants may be required. Their 
number and location shall be determined after the Fire Department review of 
the plot plan. 

iii. Private streets and entry gates will be to City Standards to the satisfaction of 
the City Engineer and Fire Department. 

iv. Businesses that intend to handle regulated substances (previously called 
extremely hazardous substances) which are listed in Section 2770.5 of the 
California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 19, Division 2, Chapter 4.5 may be 
required to participate in the California Accidental Release Prevention Program 
(CaiARP). These businesses shall notify the fire Department's Unified Program 
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Agency in writing. For Additional information regarding Unified Program, 
please contact the Technical Section of the fire Department at {213) 978-3680. 

v. Risk Management Plans involve all administrative and operation al procedures 
of a business which are designated to prevent the accident risk of regulated 
substances, including, but not limited to programs which include design safety 
of new and existing equipment standard operating procedures, preventative 
maintenance programs, operator training and accident investigation 
procedures, risk assessment for unit operations or operating alternatives, 
emergency response planning, and internal external audit procedures to 
ensure that these programs are being executed as planned. Refer to CCR 
Title 19, Division 2, chapter 4.5 and Federal regulations 40 CFR Part 68: 
"Chemical Accidental Prevention Provisions" for further information and 
requirements regarding this program. If a business is required to submit a Risk 
Management Plan, the plan shall be also submitted to the Fire Department 
prior to the facility being operational. 

vi. In order to mitigate the inadequacy of the fire protection in travel distance, 
sprinkler systems will be required throughout any structure to be built in 
accordance with the Los Angeles Municipal code, Section 57.09.07. 

vii. Submit plot plans indicating access road and turning area for Fire Department 
Approval. 

viii. Construction of public or private roadways in the proposed development shall 
not exceed 15 percent grade. 

ix. The width of private roadways for general access use and fire lanes shall not 
be less than 20 feet clear to the sky. 

x. Fire lanes, where required and dead ending streets shall terminate in a cul-de­
sac or other approved turning area. No dead ending street or fire lane shall be 
greater than 700 feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 

xi. Access roads and/or fire roads shall be developed to the required standards 
and the Fire Departments satisfaction. 

xii. All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained in an unobstructed 
manner, removal of obstructions shall be at the owners, expense. The 
entrance to all required fire lanes or required private driveways shall be posted 
with a sign no less than 3 square feet in area in accordance with Section 
57.09.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

xiii. Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire lane must 
accommodate the operation of Fire Department aerial ladder apparatus or 
where fire hydrants are installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in 
width. 

xiv. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 150 feet 
from the edge of a roadway of an improved street, access road or designated 
fire lane. 

xv. Where access for a given development requires accommodation of Fire 
Department apparatus, overhead clearance shall not be less than 14 feet. 

xvi. Adequate public and private fire hydrants shall be required. 
xvii. Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and into all structures 

shall be required. 
xviii. The proposed project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes and 

ordinances, and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire Prevention 
Plan, as well as the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of the General 
Plan of the City of Los Angeles {CPC 19708). 

xix. Any required fire hydrants to be installed shall be fully operational and 
accepted by the Fire Department prior to any building construction. 
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xx. Private streets shall be recorded as Private Streets, AND Fire Lane. All private 
street plans shall show the words "Private Street and Fire Lane" within the 
private street easement. 

xxi. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet 
from an approved fire hydrant. Distance shall be computed along path of 
travel. Exception: Dwelling unit travel distance shall be computed to front door 
of unit. 

xxii. The applicant shall submit a plot plan for approval by the Fire Department 
either prior to the recordation of a final map or the approval of a building permit. 

25. Police Services: 
a. The plans shall incorporate the design guidelines relative to security, semi-public and 

private spaces, which may include but not be limited to access control to building, 
secured parking facilities, walls/fences with key systems, well-illuminated public and 
semi-public space designed with a minimum of dead space to eliminate areas of 
concealment, location of toilet facilities or building entrances in high-foot traffic areas, 
and provision of security guard patrol throughout the project site if needed. Please 
refer to Design out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental 
Design published by the Los Angeles Police Department's Crime Prevention Section 
(located at Parker Center, 150 N. Los Angeles Street, Room 818, Los Angeles, (213) 
485-3134. These measures shall be approved by the Police Department prior to the 
issuance of building pennits. 

b. The applicant shall provide the Foothill Area Commanding Officer with a diagram of 
each portion of the property. The diagram should include access routes and any 
additional information that might facilitate police response. 

26. Conditions of Case No. ZA 90 1421 94-0792(ZV)(PAD): The following conditions from 
previous grant of entitlement No. ZA-94-0792(Z\OfPADl APPROVAL OF PLANS dated 
June 2, 1998. although primarily governing the use of the site as a landfill operation, 
remain pertinent as they represent the amalgamated terms and conditio!Jli..Qf_approval of 
prior cases !Case No. ZA 92-0002(Z\I) and Case No. ZA 94-0792(Z\f)J. Therefore the 
following applicable tenns and conditions shall continue with the parenthetical indicating 
the previous condition number as stated in the June 2. 1998 entitlemEillt. 

a. The scope of this grant is as expressly stated within the grant clause and the 
conditions herein. Any further discretionary authorizations sought beyond those 
granted by this and prior approvals shall require the filing of new applications and a 
new environmental review process. ill), 

~f the San Fernando Road driveway or the proposed Glenoaks Boulevard drive'fmys 
are used for access by solid waste disposal vehicles, the applicant shall implement 
dust control measures at each such driveway in accordance with an approved 
SCAQMD Rule 404 Plan. 

c. Driveway and parking plans shall be submitted to the Bureau of Engineering and to 
the Department of Transportation for approval, prior to the issuance of building 
permits. ill), 

d. The area in front of the masonry wall along Tujunga Avenue shall be landscaped 
with Oleander or similar shrubs and have a pennanently installed watering system 
provided. fm 

e. The applicant shall dedicate and impreve all streets and highways adjoining the 
subject ownership, including street trees and street lights to the satisfas!ion of the 
Bureau of Engineering and with fire.-flydrents provided to !he satisfaction of the Fire 
Department or such improvements suitably guaranteed at no cos! to the City. 

f. All entrance and exit driveways and all parking areas shall be suitably surfaced with 
a concrete, gravel or asphaltic surfacing of adequate thickness to withstand heavy 
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trucking operations and shall be maintained in good condition at all times to prevent 
dust and nuisances. illl 

g. Any salvaged rnaterials shall be stored in suoh a rnanner that they are oontained and 
not subjest to wind dispersal or otherwise beoerne a nuisanoe and shall net rernain 
on the property fer any e>rtended period ef tirne. 

h. Cornplete .plans fer any new buildings or structures or any relooation of any existing 
buildings or structures, together with the detailed plot plan showing the exterior 
portions of the property, the location and dirnensions of all existing and proposed 
buildings and structures, oonveyor belts, equiprnent, parking areas, type of surfacing, 
enolosing fi>rtures, drainage channels, water rnains, fire hydrants, signs, etc., shall be 
subrnitted to and approved by the Departrnent of City Planning prior to issuance of 
any perrnits. Prior to the subrnission ef the above referred plans to the Departrnent ef 
City Planning, said plans shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Los Angeles 
Envirenrnental Affairs Departrnent, Bureau of Engineering, Fire Departrnent, and the 
Departrnent ef \'Vater and Po'l.<er. The oopy ef any such plans subrnitted to the 
Departrnent of City Planning shall bear the endersernent of each of said departrnents 
to the effeot that all details shown thereon fully cornply with tl'le requirernents ef said 
departrnents. 

i. Compliance with permit conditions pertaining to landfill development operation QI 
closure activities and maintenance, including installation of leachate and gas 
migration control systems, shall be maintained in accordance with the City of Los 
Angeles Environmental Affairs. Department, Regional Water Quality Control Board 
and the South Coast Air Quality Management District. ~ 

j. The herein approved refuse disposal operations on the subject property shall be 
filled to an elevation and slope as shown in Exhibit "D", dated May 1998. The final 
cover shall be constructed in accordance with the Closure Plan(s) per CCR Title 14 
and Title 23, as approved by the City of Los Angeles Environmental Affairs 
Department, Regional Water Quality Control Board and California Integrated Waste 
Management Board. lli}, 

k. The property in the subject ownership shall continue to be enclosed along the 
exterior sides thereof with a masonry brick wall or chain link fence, with trees and 
landscaping adjacent to any street to screen the fence, and with the wall and fence 
not exceeding 10 feet in height. !1!ll 

I. All new \<ehicular entrances or exits 111ust be approved by the Departrnent of 
Transportation prior to oonstrustion. Adequate off street autornobile parking facilities 
shall be provided on the property fer ernployees and visitors. All roacf>Nays leading to 
the sanitary landfill site shall be lirnited to those that are existing on the site and any 
ne•N roadways proposed shall first be subrnitted for approval by the Departrnent of 
City Planning before being oonstrusted and used. 
Use of San Fernando Road or Wicks Street as aocess points to the Bradley Landfill 
property fer vehioles related to closure astivities shall require prior approval by a 
Departrnent of City Planning and the issuance of a Letter of Clarification. The Los 
Angeles Unified School Distrist's Director of Real Estate and Asset Management and 
the Prinoipal of Byrd Middle School shall be notified of all requests fer approval 30 
days prior to the issuance of a Letter of Clarifioation to allow tirne fer cornrnent. A 
oopy of the Letter of Clarification shall be rnailed to the aferenoted Direstor and 
Prinoipal, and shall be appealable. 

m. As long as the property is utilized for the privileges granted herein, a bond or trust 
fund in the principal sum of at least $50,000 approved as to form by the City 
Attorney, and payable jointly and severally to the City of Los Angeles, the 
Department of Water and Power, and the Los Angeles County Flood Control District 
shall, be filed with the City of Los Angeles, said bond or trust fund to assure 
compliance with the herein required conditions and methods of operation and 
indemnifying the said City, Department and District, against any liability for damages 
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or expense in the event of damage to public facilities or rights by any operation 
conducted pursuant to this variance, or to defray expenses or damages in the event 
that said public agencies find it necessary to undertake corrective measures as a 
result of dumping operations to protect public health, safety or general welfare. Such 
bond shall be continued in full force and effect to a date two years subsequent to the 
expiration of the authority granted therein, or for a period of two years subsequent to 
the date that said operations are wholly and completely abated. 

n. Additional future streets shall be dedisated along Tujunga A¥enue and Peoria Street 
to bring them to surrent standards, limited to those portions abutting the subject 
property and northerly thereof to Glenoaks Boulevard within the same ownership, in 
a manner satisfactory to the City Engineer. Nesessary arrengements shall be made 
to either dedicate future streets to bring 'Nicks Street, within the subject property, to 
surrent standards or that proceedings be initiated to vacate said lJViol~ Street within 
the subject property, all in a manner satisfastory to the City En§ineer or the Board of 
Publio 1/Vorks. 

o. Exsept as herein permitted or required, all dumping operations on the property 
involving of Group Ill wastes and ether use of the property, in acsordanoe •.vith-4RB 
authority herein §rented, shall be sonfined and conducted at all times in strict 
compliance with the requirements of the "Minimum Regulations for Sanitary Landfills 
in the City of Los Angeles", as adopted by the Board of Publis 'Jilorks under date of 
September 22, 1971, a sopy of said regulations being attached to the file and hereby 
made a part of this determination. The requirements outlined in the various 
sonditions contained in said copy of regulations shall have the same effect as if 
llerein restated in detail. 

p. All requirements of the South Coast Air Quality Management District, State Water 
Resources Control Board, the State Regional Water Quality Control Board, the 
County Health Department, and the City Departments of Water and Power and Fire 
and other concerned public agencies shall be strictly complied with in connection 
with the use of the property for the purposes herein approved. ,(2jl 

q. No dumping operations shall be maintained on the property involved unless a 
Certificate of Oscupanoy from the Department of Building and Safety and permits 
from the Board of Public IA'orks and Regional 1/'later Quality Control Board have 
been secured. 

r. The neeessary permits shall be obtained from the Department of Building and Safety 
for all grading operations. Grading operations shall conform with all requirements of 
the City's Building Code. 123) 

s. Provisions shall be made for the necessary temporary and permanent control of the 
surface and drainage waters in or near the project in a manner satisfactory to the 
Bureau of Engineering. 

t. All trucks and other equipment, including graders, bulldozers and similar equipment 
sued in transporting refuse or materials to or in the general operations of disposing of 
refuse or waste materials to or in the general operations of disposing of refuse or 
waste materials on the property involved, shall be equipped with a type of muffler 
which will assure that the noise.level emanating from such equipment will be kept at 
a level that is in accordance with the City's Noise Ordinance, and not greater than 
the ambient noise oft he adjacent area and streets as measured from adjacent 
property. 

u. In no event shall there be any incineration of rubbish or other materials on the 
premises. Adequate fire prevention controls and fire quenching equipment be 
installed and maintained on the property in a manner satisfactory to the City Fire 
Department for the prevention of fires and for the quenching of such fires as may 
inadvertently occur. 126) 

v. Proper dust abatement procedures shall be employed in connection with the 
operations in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 403 to prevent creating a dust 
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nuisance. Adequate and properly protected sanitary toilet facilities shall be made 
available on the premises. 127\ 

w. In no event shall there be any salvaging of materials upon the property nor use 
thereof for any other purpose, except that of filling the excavated areas with 
materials as herein permitted and for such uses as are pennitted by right in the 
zones which apply to the property or for resource recovery operations as approved 
by the Solid Waste Facility Permit 19-AR-0004 and 19-AR-0008 issued by the 
California Integrated Waste Management Board and City of Los Angeles 
Environmental Affairs Department. 

x. At the expiration of each .day or 'Nhen landfilling activities are suspended or 
cornf:>leted in any given area, all exposed solid waste shall tle covered with a thick 
layer of gooa earth which shall be wetted down if necessary, and firrn\y COffif:lacted 
and/or covered v.4th a daily cover in accordance with the provisions of Solid Waste 
Perffiits 19 AR 0004 and 19 /\R 0008. The Of:>erations shall be so conducted as to 
include coffiplete protection against rodent and verffiin infestation in accordance v.1th 
CCR Title 14, Solid VVaste Conditions, the City of Los Angeles Environffiental Affairs 
Departffient, and the County of Los Angeles Departffient of Health Services. 

y. Only existing identification and directional signs may be used, and in no event shall 
any signs other than those limited to no trespassing signs, shall be installed on the 
property, nor shall any signs, bills, or posters be established or maintained on the 
exterior sides of the herein required enclosing fixtures. 

z. An attendant, properly instructed as to all applicable zoning tenns and conditions, 
shall be on duty at all times the property is open for refuse disposal activities. Any 
time the facility is not open, the gates leading to the refuse disposal area of the 
premises shall be kept closed and locked so that the materials cannot be brought 
onto any portion of the premises without the proper authorization. 

aa. The final closure of the landfill shall be performed in accordance with the Final 
Closure Plan(s) as approved by the City of Los Angeles Environmental Affairs 
Department, Regional Water Quality Board and the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board, and in accordance with CCR Title 14 and Title 23. 

bb. At the expiration of this grant, the premises shall be left in a neat and orderly manner 
with no uncovered materials, debris or waste products on the premises. It shall be 
understood that the property may be maintained in a park-like appearance, but in 
any event, weeds shall be occasionally plowed under or cultivated, or controlled to 
the satisfaction of the City Fire Department. 

cc. The herein af:>proved refuse disposal operations on the subject property shall tle 
progressively filled according to Phasing Plans as contained in Exhibit "0" and shall 
bEH:onsistent 't.1th the Facility Report of Disposal Site lnforffiation sutlffii!ted to the 
City of Los Angeles Environffiental Affairs Departffient and ti'le California lntegratea 
\1\laste Managernent Board. 

dd. Relationship to Lawsuit Settlement17 The subject use shall operate in a 
consistent manor with the settlement conditions as described in the Final .Judgement 
of Case No. BC343538 All stipulations made in the instant case shall comply with 
odor and dust control measures including the following: 
i. A 24-hour Communitv Hotline Number that can be used to register odor 

complaints and other concerns, 
ii. Greenwaste is processed and removed within 24 hours of receipt. 
iii. Daily Odor Inspections Inspections are conducted twice a day and consist of 

checking for odors and proper operation of odorant sprayer systems. 

17 The People of the State of California, Plaintiff, v. Waste Management Recycling and Disposal Services 
of California, Inc., Defendant. Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles, 
Case No. BC343538, December 8, 2005. 
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iv. Operation of four odor suppressant systems including the greenwaste area. 
perimeter odor sprayer system. two portable misting systems. and a tractor 
mounted orchard-type sprayer. 

v. Odor Best Management Practices. 
vi. Spraying unpaved surfaces with water. Odor eating enzymes are added t~ 

water truck for use within and around the greenwaste operations area. 

ee. Hours of Operation: The Green and Wood Waste Recycling Facilitv shall accept 
materials Monday through Saturday between the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m 
!.llildlog and outbound transportation of these materials shall be limited to Monday 
through Saturday 5 a.m. to 10 p.m. 

B. Entitlement Conditions: Variance for 1!1Jood Waste!Green Material Chipping and 
Gfl.nding Facilit;• 

1. Entitlement Grant. Pursuant to Section 12.27 of the Municipal-GOOe, a Variance from 
Section 12.19 A 15 is hereby granted to operate a wood/green material chipping and 
grinding facility in an unenclosed facility within the M Zone. 

2. Use: The property may be utilized fer the purpose of a Green and Weod 'Naste 
Processing Station. Operation of an unenclosed green and wood waste processing 
station to include an increase from 1,290 tons per day ts 2,500 tons per day. The facility 
'Nill utilize the existing scale facility and exicting drivev.'ay from Tujunga /\venue that 
J*eViously served the closed landfilL The preject encompasses approximately 13.25 
acres, with an additional 1.25 acres for the entrance read, for a projeGt total of 14.5 
acres within a parcel of land totaling 148.39 acres. 

3. Equipment. In continuing the green 'Haste recycling use and expanding the volume 
capacity to 2,500 tons/day, the applicant shall comply with the follov.<ing requirements: 
a. Misting System. The volume of water and deodorant shall be adjusted as needed to 

suppress odors and dust generated b)' the added volume of green waste processed, 
at all times. Any new equipment including trammels and conveyors shall be installed 
with similar misting devises to depress odors and dust 

b. The fence and wind resistant material shall be maintained in A 1 condition at all 
times. The applieant shall inspeGt the fence system on a daily basis and repair or 
replace the fence materials as necessary. 

e. Equipment limitations include the existing conveyor system pennitted by eourt 
settlement 

d. A maximum of 2 conveyor sort lines, 3 grinders, 4 trammel screens, and 5 loaders 
shall be pennitted in the daily operations. Any new equipment (conveyor, grinders, 
or trommel screens) shall be powered by a clean air source including but not limited 
to eleGtricity, natural gao, or the like. 

4. Relationship to Lawsuit Settlement.~" The subjeGt use shall operate in a consistent 
maner Vlith the settlement conditions as described in the Final Judgement of Case No. 
BC343538. All stipulations made in the instant case shall comply with odor and dust 
control measures ineluding the follev.-ing: 
a. A 24 hour Community Hotline ~lumber that can be used to register odor complaints 

and other oonoems. 
b. Grecm'laste-is processed and removed within 24 hours of recolflh 

18 The People of the State of California, Plaintiff, v. Waste Management Recycling and Disposal Services 
of California, Inc., Defendant Superior Court of the State of California for the County of Los Angeles, 
Case No. BC343538, December 8, 2005. 
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c. Daily Odor Inspections Inspections are conducted twice a day and consist of 
cheGking for odors and proper operation of odorant sprayer systems. 

d. Operation of four odor suppressant systems including the greenwaste area, 
perimeter odor sprayer system, two portable misting systems, and a tractor mounted 
orshard type sprayer. 

e. Odor Best Management Practices. 
f. Spraying unpaved surfaces with water. Odor eating enzymes are added to the water 

truck for use within and around the greenwaste operations area. 

5. Hours of Operation: The Green and 1Nood V\laste Recycling Facility shall accept 
materials Monday through Saturday between the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
Loading and outbound transportation of these materials shall be limited to Monday 
through Saturday 5 a.m. to 10 p.m. 

6. Site Plan. The use and development of the subject property shall be in substantial 
conformance 'A'ith the site plans, floor plans, elevations, and landscape plans labeled 
Ex:hibit "B 1 to B 4" ana Elated April 23, 2999. Minor deviations may be allowed in 
order to comply '.'lith provisions of the Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the 
intent of the subject permit authorization. The applicant shall submit building elevations 
that includes articulation of the exterior building walls visible from public property, in a 
accordance 'Nith the following: 

7. Re¥iew of Compliance ana Project Impact (Complianee Report). The subject 
variance entitlement grant shall be subject to Condition No. A 15 of the instant 
conditional use permit, in that the Green and 'Nood Waste facility will be reEJuired to 
report annually, the on the operational effectiveness of these conditions. 

C. Entitlement Conditions: Site Plan Review: 

1. Entitlement Grant Pursuant to Section 16.05 of the Municipal Code, a Site Plan 
Review Approval is granted for the subject project having more than 50,000 square feet 
of non-residential floor area. The project shall consist of a maximum of 104,960 square 
foot building for the purpose of a waste transfer/materials recycling station. 

2. Height. The height of the proposed building shall be limited to a maximum of 57 feet. 

3. Floor Area. The project (TS/MRF) shall not exceed a maximum of 104,960 square feet. 

4. Site Plan. The use and development of the subject property shall be in substantial 
conformance with the site plans, floor plans, elevations, and landscape plans labeled 
Exhibit "8-1 to 8-5" and dated April 23, 2009. Minor deviations may be allowed in 
order to comply with provisions of the Municipal Code, the subject conditions, and the 
intent of the subject permit authorization. 

5. Landscape Plan. All open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking areas, 
recreational facilities or walks shall be attractively landscaped and maintained in 
accordance with a landscape plan, including an automatic irrigation plan, prepared by a 
licensed landscape architect. 

6. Loading/Unloading Area. For the materials waste transfer/materials recycling station 
shall be within the proposed building. 

7. Walkability Characteristics. 
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a. To reduce massiveness and scale, the building should have a variety of facades by 
employing plane variation, varied roof/parapet line or height, windows, color, different 
textures or construction material or other architectural elements. 

b. Off-Street Parking and Driveways - All surface parking adjoining the street should be 
screened by a durable barrier (i.e., a solid wall, fence, berm, hedge) and landscaping 
that is tall enough to at least screen car headlights. 

c. Easily identifiable pedestrian walkways should be provided from the parking to the 
sidewalk and to the entrance of the building. Techniques, such as landscaped 
lightwells and surface treatments, could be used. 

d. All parking areas and integrated pedestrian walkways should be illuminated with 
adequate, uniform and glare-free lighting such that there is even light distribution and 
there are no harsh shadows. 

e. Pedestrian scale (i.e. Building Signage, walkways etc.). The entrance may be 
upgrade to reflect an attractively landscaped driveway with identification and 
directional signs to the appropriate transfer station/recycling venues. 

f. Utilities should be placed underground. 

8. Light. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, so that the light 
source cannot be seen from adjacent properties. 

9. Air Filtration (Office). The applicant shall install air filters within occupied office areas 
of the project that is capable of achieving a Minimum Efficiency Rating Value (MERV) of 
at least 11 or better in order to reduce the effects of diminished air quality on the 
occupants of the project. 

10. Erosion/Grading/Short-Term Construction Impacts: 

Air Quality 
a. All unpaved demolition and oonstruction areas shall be wetted at least t'Nice daily 

during exoavation and construction, and temporary dust savers shall be used t-o 
reduoe dust emissions and meet SGAQMD Distriet Rule 40g. 'JilDtting oould reduce 
fugitive dust by as mush as 50 percent. 

b. The owner or eontractor shall keep the eonstrllction area suffieiently dampened to 
eontrcl dllst callsed by eonstruction and hauling, and at all times provide reasonable 
eontrol of dust eaused by wind. 

e. All loads shall be secured by trimming, watering, or other appropriate means to 
prevent spillage and dust. 

d. All materials transported off site shall be either sllfficiently watered or securely 
eovered to prevent excessive amollnt of dust. 

e. All elearing, earth moving, or exeavation activities shall be diseontinued during 
f**ieds of high winds (i.e., greater than 15 mph), so as to prevent excessive 
amounts of dust. 

f. General contractors shall maintain and operate oonstruction equipment so as to 
minimize exhallst emissions. 

Noise 
g. The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144,331 

and 161,574, and any subsequent ordinances, which prohibit the emission or 
creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically infeasible. 

h. Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to 6:00 pm 
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday. 

i. Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating 
several pieces of equipment simultaneously. 

j. The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art 
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noise shielding and muffling devices. 
k. The project sponsor shall comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of Title 24 of 

the California Code Regulations, which insure an acceptable interior noise 
environment. 

General Construction 
I. Sediment carries with it other work-site pollutants such as pesticides, cleaning 

solvents, cement wash, asphalt, and car fluids that are toxic to sea life. 
m. All waste shall be disposed of properly. Use appropriately labeled recycling bins to 

recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, 
broken asphalt and concrete, wood, and vegetation. Non recyclable materials/wastes 
shall be taken to an appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes must be discarded at a 
licensed regulated disposal site. 

n. Leaks, drips and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil 
on paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 

o. Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 
used whenever possible. 

p. Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 
under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

q. Gravel approaches shall be used where truck traffic is frequent to reduce soil 
compaction and the tracking of sediment into streets shall be limited. 

r. All vehicle/equipment maintenance, repair, and washing shall be conducted away 
from storm drains. All major repairs shall be conducted off-site. Drip pans or drop 
clothes shall be used to catch drips and spills. 

11. Parking Lots with 25.or more spaces or 5,000 square-feet of lot area. (Residential, 
Commercial, Industrial, Public Facility): 
a. Project applicants are required to implement stormwater BMPs to retain or treat the 

runoff from a storm event producing 3/4 inch of rainfall in a 24 hour period. The 
design of structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development Best 
Management Practices Handbook Part B Planning Activities. A signed certificate 
from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs 
meet this numerical threshold standard is required. 

b. Post development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the 
estimated pre-development rate for developments where the increase peak 
stormwater discharge rate will result in increased potential for downstream erosion. 

c. Maximize trees and other vegetation at each site by planting additiomil vegetation, 
clustering tree areas, and promoting the use of native and/or drought tolerant plants. 

d. Promote natural vegetation by using parking lot islands and other landscaped areas. 
e. All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area must be stenciled with 

prohibitive language (such as "NO DUMPING - DRAINS TO OCEAN") and/or 
graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

f. Signs and prohibitive language and/or graphical icons, which prohibit illegal dumping, 
must be posted at public access points along channels and creeks within the project 
area. 

g. Legibility of stencils and signs must be maintained. 
h. Materials with the potential to contaminate stormwater must be: (1) placed in an 

enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar stormwater 
conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment structures such as 
berms, dikes, or curbs. 

i. The storage area must be paved and sufficiently impervious to contain leaks and 
spills. 

j. The storage area must have a roof or awning to minimize collection of stormwater 
within the secondary containment area. 
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k. Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement 
diverted around the area(s). 

I. Trash container areas must be screened or walled to prevent off-site transport of 
trash. 

m. Reduce impervious land coverage on parking lot areas. 
n. Infiltrate runoff before it reaches the storm drain system. 
o. Runoff must be treated prior to release into the storm drain. Three types of 

treatments are available, (1) dynamic flow separator; (2) a filtration or (3) infiltration. 
Dynamic flow separator uses hydrodynamic force to remove debris, and oil and 
grease, and are located underground. Filtration involves catch basins with filter 
inserts. Filter inserts must be inspected every six months and after major storms, 
cleaned at least twice a year. Infiltration methods are typically constructed on-site 
and are determined by various factors such as soil types and groundwater table. 

p. Any connection to the sanitary sewer must have authorization from the Bureau of 
Sanitation. 

q. The owner(s) of the property will prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning 
Department binding the owners to post construction maintenance on the structural 
BMPs in accordance with the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and or per 
manufacturer's instructions. 

r. Prescriptive methods detailing BMPs specific to this project category are available. 
Applicants are encouraged to incorporate the prescriptive methods into the design 
plans. These Prescriptive Methods can be obtained at the Public Counter or 
downloaded from the City's website at: www.lastormwater.org. (See Exhibit D). 

12. Safety Hazards. The applicant shall submit a parking and driveway. plan th<Jt. 
incorporates design features that reduce accidents, to the Bureau of Engineering and 
the Department ofT ransportation for approval. 

D. Environmental Conditions: 

1. Transportation and Circulation: 
a. Bradley Avenue and Tuxford Street- Post signs prohibiting parking on the north side 

of Tuxford Street east of Bradley Avenue and on the south side of Tuxford Street 
west of Bradley Avenue to convert existing east and westbound lane configurations 
from left tum lane, through lane and shared throughfright to a dedicated left turn 
lane, two through lanes and dedicated right tum lane. Applicant shall pay its fair 
share toward funding the Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control 
(ATSAC)IAdaptive Traffic Control System (ATCS) signal system improvements for 
this intersection and any fees paid by the applicant pursuant to the ATSACIATCS 
program shall be used by the City solely for the improvements needed at this 
intersection. (MM 4.3-1) 

b. lnterstate-5 Southbound OnfOff Ramps and Penrose ~ Avenue - Design and 
install a new traffic signal at this currently unsignalized location through the Golden 
State Corridor ATSACIATCS program. The fee under the ATSACIATCS is currently 
$143,000 per intersection. The applicant shall contact the lADOT prior to payment 
to determine the actual cost at the time of payment. (MM 4.3-2). 

c. Bradley Avenue and Penrose ~ Avenue - The Applicant shall do one of the 
following; 
Applicant shall pay its fair share toward funding a new traffic signal at this currently 
unsignalized location through the Golden State Corridor ATSACIATCS program and 
any fees paid by the applicant pursuant to the ATSAC/ATCS program shall be used 
by the City solely for the improvements needed at this intersection. The fee under the 
ATSAC/ATCS is currently $143,000 per intersection. The applicant shall contact the 
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LADOT prior to payment to detenmine the actual cost at the time of payment. (MM 
4.3-3). 

The Applicant shall widen the west leg of this intersection to provide an exclusive 
eastbound left-tum lane and right-through lane and widen the east leg of the 
intersection to provide an exclusive westbound right-tum lane CLADOT April 21. 2009 
memorandum). 

d. San Fernando Road and Sheldon Street - The Applicant shall do one of the 
following: 
Applicant shall pay its fair share toward funding the· City of Los Angeles expanded 
signal system improvement for this intersection through the ATSAC/ATCS and any 
fees paid by the applicant pursuant to the program shall be used by the City solely 
for the improvements needed at this intersection. This improvement will provide for 
increased capacity at the intersection. The ATSAC/ATCS provides signal 
synchronization through monitoring upstream and downstream traffic volumes and 
delay. The synchronization is enhanced through computer enhancement and 
manual monitoring by a centralized control system. (MM 4.3-4) 

The Applicant shall provide protective only left-tum traffic signal phasing in the 
eastbound direction at Sheldon Street onto railroad tracks CLADOT April 21. 2009 
memorandum\. 

e. Glenoaks Boulevard . and Tuxford Street - The Applicant shall do one of the 
following: 
Applicant shall pay its fair share toward funding the ATSAC/ATCS signal system 
improvements and any fees paid by the applicant pursuant to the program shall be 
used by the City solely for the improvements needed at this intersection. (MM 4.3-5) 

The Applicant shall provide protective only left-tum traffic signal phasing in the 
northbound direction CLADOT April 21. 2009 memorandum). 

f. San Fernando Road and Tuxford Street - The Applicant shall do one of the 
following: 
Participate in the contribution towards funding for the ATSAC/ATCS expanded signal 
system improvements. (MM 4.3-6) 

The Applicant shall provide protectjve-penmissive left-tum traffic signal phasing in all 
four directions CLADOT April 21. 2009 memorandum\ 

2. Air Quality. 
a. Prior to beginning Phase I construction activities, the project applicant shall develop 

a Construction Emission Management Plan for the Proposed Project. The Plan shall 
include measures to minimize emissions from vehicles including, but not limited to: 
(MM 4.4-1) 
i. Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to moving soil and conduct 

necessary watering to prevent visible dust emissions from exceeding 100 feet in 
any direction. 
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ii. Apply non-toxic chemical stabilizers according to manufacturers' specifications or 
apply non-toxic dust suppressants or vegetation sufficient to maintain a stabilized 
surface to disturbed surface areas (completed grading areas) that are to be left 
inactive for five working days or more. 

iii. Exposed pits (i.e., gravel, soil, dirt), if any, with 5% or greater silt content shall be 
watered twice daily, enclosed, covered or treated with non-toxic soil stabilizers 
according to manufacturers' specifications. 

iv. Water excavated soil and debris piles hourly or cover them with tarp, plastic 
sheets or other coverings. 

v. Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm conditions. Water as 
often as needed on windy days when winds are less than 25 miles per hour or 
during very dry weather in order to maintain a surface crust and prevent the 
release of visible emissions from the construction site. 

vi. All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose materials off-site shall be covered 
prior to leaving the construction site or shall maintain at least two feet of 
freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical distance between the top of the material and the 
top of the truck). Mud-covered tires and under-carriages of trucks shall be 
washed before leaving the construction sites. 

vii. Continue sweeping adjacent streets, as needed, to remove dirt dropped by 
construction vehicles or mud that would otherwise be carried off by trucks 
departing the project site. 

viii. Securely cover loads with a tight fitting tarp or similar covering device on all 
trucks leaving the construction site. 

ix. Cease excavating and grading during periods when winds exceed 25 miles per 
hour. 

x. Cease excavating and grading during second stage smog alerts. 
xi. Low VOC-emission paints shall be utilized in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 

1113. 
xii. Truck deliveries shall be scheduled outside peak traffic hours and consolidated to 

the maximum extent feasible. 
b. Use electricity or alternative fuel for on-site equipment to the extent feasible; for all 

other equipment use GARB-approved diesel fuel. Contractor and applicant shall 
maintain invoices on-site for inspection for diesel fuel purchases. (MM 4.4-2) 

c. Maintain construction equipment tuned up and with two to four degree retard diesel 
engine timing. This measure is obsolete based on new CARB rules requiring more 
stringent standards, as outlined in Mitigation Measures 4.4-6 and 4.4-8. (MM 4.4-3) 

d. Use on-site electricity rather than temporary power generators in portions of the 
landfill where electricity is available. (MM 4.4-4) 

e. Use GARB-approved diesel (as defined in SCAQMD Rule 431.2), which shall be 
identified in the Construction Emission Management Plan prepared by the Applicant 
and Contractor (Mitigation Measure 4.4-1). (MM 4.4-5) 

f. Use construction equipment that meets EPA Tier I, II or Ill emission requirements; 
the specific equipment to be utilized shall be identified in the Construction Emission 
Management Plan prepared by the Applicant and Contractor (Mitigation Measure 
4.4-1). (MM 4.4-6) 

g. When diesel particulate filters (DPF) are required, use GARB-verified particulate filter 
traps. (MM4.4-7) 

h. Any new off-road equipment purchased shall meet a minimum of EPA Tier Ill 
standards and/or apply diesel particulate filters (DPF) meeting GARB-verified Level 3 
standards for off-road engines; the specific equipment to be utilized shall be 
identified in the Construction Emission Management Plan prepared by the Applicant 
and Contractor (Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 ). (MM 4.4-8) 

i. Prohibit material delivery heavy-duty truck idling in excess of five minutes. (MM 4.4-
9) 
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j. Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference. (MM 4.4-10) 
k. Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases of 

construction to maintain smooth traffic flow. (MM 4.4-11) 
I. Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system to off­

peak hour to the extent practicable. (MM 4.4-12) 
m. Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas. 

(MM 4.4-13) 
n. Provide dedicated tum lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on­

and off-site. (MM 4.4-14) 
o. Give preferential consideration to qualified contractors who use clean fuel 

construction equipment; emulsified diesel fuels; construction equipment that uses 
ultra low sulfur CARS diesel and is equipped with oxidation catalysts, or other retrofit 
technologies. Justification shall be included in the Construction Emission 
Management Plan. (MM 4.4-15) 
i. Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to moving soil and conduct 

necessary watering to prevent visible dust emissions from exceeding 1 00 feet in 
any direction. 

ii. Apply non-toxic chemical stabilizers according to manufacturers' specifications or 
apply non-toxic dust suppressants or vegetation sufficient to maintain a stabilized 
surface to disturbed surface areas (completed grading areas) that are to be left 
inactive for five working days or more. 

iii. Exposed pits (i.e., gravel, soil, dirt), if any, with 5% or greater silt content shall be 
watered twice daily, enclosed, covered or treated with non-toxic soil stabilizers 
according to manufacturers' specifications. 

iv. Water excavated soil and debris piles hourly or cover them with tarp, plastic 
sheets or other coverings. 

v. Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm conditions. Water as 
often as needed on windy days when winds are less than 25 miles per hour or 
during very dry weather in order to maintain a surface crust and prevent the 
release of visible emissions from the construction site. 

vi. All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose materials off-site shall be covered 
prior to leaving the construction site or shall maintain at least two feet of 
freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical distance between the top of the material and the 
top of the truck). Mud-covered tires and under -carriages of trucks shall be 
washed before leaving the construction sites. 

vii. Continue sweeping adjacent streets, as needed, to remove dirt dropped by 
construction vehicles or mud that would otherwise be carried off by trucks 
departing project site. 

viii. Securely cover loads with a tight fitting tarp or similar covering device on all 
trucks leaving the construction site. 

ix. Cease excavating and grading during periods when winds exceed 25 miles per 
hour. 

x. Cease excavating and grading during second stage smog alerts. 
xi. Low VOC-emission paints shall be utilized in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 

1113. 
xii. Truck deliveries shall be scheduled outside peak traffic hours and consolidated to 

the maximum extent feasible. 
xiii. Replace ground cover in disturbed areas inactive for ten days or more. 
xiv. All streets shall be swept at least once a day using SCAQMD Rule 11 86 certified 

street sweepers or roadway washing trucks or whenever visible soil materials are 
carried to adjacent streets (recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water). 

xv. To reduce dust caused by track-out from vehicles exiting the site, an extra wide 
rumble strip (minimum ten feet) should be used at all exits. 
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xvi. Street cleaning on all access roads to reduce dust in streets should be 
mandatory at least twice daily. 

p. Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on­
site construction activity including resolution of issues related to PM1 0 generation. 
Identification of the construction relation officer shall be posted at the entry gate to 
the project site, including name and contact phone number. (MM 4.4-17) 

q. A weather station indicating temperature, wind speed and direction should be 
constructed and maintained on-site. Weather information should be recorded and 
available for LEA use for at least 30 days. (MM 4.4-18) 

r. If complaints are received and verified by the LEA, limited and reasonable monitoring 
for dust will be conducted by qualified firms or individuals, under the LEA's direction 
if determined to be necessary by the LEA. Reports and/or results will be provided to 
the LEA by the facility operator at the operator's expense. If project dust levels are 
found to be unacceptable, the LEA may require the operator to implement 
appropriate and reasonable dust control measures. (MM 4.4-19) 

s. The Project Applicant shall obtain Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
(LEED) certification for the TS/MRF at the Basic level, at a minimum. (MM 4.4-20) 

t. Investigate the technological feasibility of using a diesel oxidation catalyst or PM filter 
trap on an off-road device (i.e. construction equipment). Although there are a few 
Level Ill devices that are GARB-verified for off-road applications, the Applicant will 
conduct a technological feasibility analysis on one piece of equipment, to be 
reviewed by the California Air Resources Board (GARB). If successful, the Applicant 
will consider extending the program beyond 2008. In addition, the Applicant will 
comply with recently-adopted state regulations to reduce emissions from off-road 
vehicles and equipment. (MM 4.4-21) 

u. Conduct a pilot study using a GARB-verified Diesel Particulate Filter that is also 
verified to reduce NOx emissions on one refuse hauling truck. If successful, the 
Applicant will consider extending the program to 2008. Applicant will also participate 
in the SCAQMD SOON program to accelerate NOx reductions from off-road 
equipment, as required. (MM 4.4-22) 

v. Maintain construction equipment tuned up and with two to four degree retard diesel 
engine timing during landfill operation and closure activities. This measure is now 
obsolete, see Mitigation Measure 4.4-3. (MM 4.4-23) 

w. Purchase and use an electric wood grinder in lieu of a traditional diesel grinder. (MM 
4.4-24) 

x. Applicant shall establish a preference or fee reduction for all solid waste collection 
vehicles (SWCVs) and other on-road heavy-duty vehicles visiting the landfill, 
TS/MRF or green/wood waste facilities, that are alternative fueled or model year 
(MY) 2009 or newer diesel vehicles equipped with GARB-verified DPFs. This 
program shall be posted at the scale house by the Applicant. (MM 4.4-25) 

y. Conduct pilot test on GARB-verified DPF and Lean NOx Catalyst (e.g., Cleaire Flash 
and Catch and Longview devices); determine feasibility; develop incentive program 
(e.g., reduced tipping fees) for use of emission control device in on-road heavy-duty 
vehicles visiting the landfill, TS/MRF or green/wood waste facilities. [25% NOx 
control and 85% PM control] The test and program shall be reviewed and approved 
by GARB. (MM 4.4-26) 

z. Only loading of bailed or contained recyclables shall be loaded outdoors. (MM 4.4-
27) 

aa. The applicant will maintain a 24-hour call-in number for residents in the event of 
nighttime odor complaints. Assigned personnel will respond to any calls to 
determine whether or not the source of odor is coming from BLRC. In the event that 
BLRC is the source of odors, appropriate measures will be implemented to mitigate 
such odors. (MM 4.4-28) 
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3. Noise. 
a. Construction contracts shall specify that all construction equipment must be 

equipped with mufflers and other applicable noise attenuation devices. (MM 4.5-1) 
b. Construction shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. Monday 

through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Saturday and prohibited at anytime on Sunday 
or a Federal holiday. (MM 4.5-2) 

c. Temporary plywood noise barriers shall be constructed along the BLRC property line 
on San Fernando Road between the TS/MRF construction site and residential area 
located west of San Fernando Road. Plywood shall be installed to the height 
necessary to block the line of sight between the construction site and the nearest 
residential unit to the construction site. Plywood shall be a minimum of one-half inch 
thick, in order to provide a minimum 1 0 dB reduction in noise levels between the 
construction activity and the receptor. Noise barrier design shall be reviewed and 
approved by the Department of Building and Safety to ensure that the design results 
in the required 10 dB minimum reduction. (MM 4.5-3) 

d. If complaints are received by the LEA, limited and reasonable monitoring for noise 
will be conducted by qualified firms or individuals, under the LEA's direction if 
determined to be necessary by the LEA. Reports and/or results will be provided to 
the LEA by the facility operator at the operator's expense. (MM 4.5-4) 

e. The applicant shall document to the Department of Building and Safety that the wall 
and roof panels in the TS/MRF building provide at least 20 dBA noise attenuation for 
the lowest sound frequencies associated with the equipment to be utilized within the 
building. (MM 4.5-5) 

4. Aesthetics. New lighting sources shall be shielded to direct light downward and onto 
the project site and not toward the sky to minimize atmospheric light pollution. (MM 4.6-
1) 

5. Geology and Soils. 
a. All soil disturbance and travel on unpaved surfaces shall be suspended if winds 

exceed 25 miles per hour. (MM 4. 7-1) 
b. Mitigation measures defined in Section 4.4, Air Quality, of this EIR related to site 

watering and watering of unpaved roads to prevent wind-borne erosion. (MM 4.7-2) 
c. All grading activities shall be performed in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 

IX, Division 70, of the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Code, Title 14 of the 
California Code of Regulations and with the rules and regulations established by the 
City Department of Building and Safety. (MM 4.7-3) 

6. Hydrology and Water Quality. 
a. Adjacent downgradient wells shall be in service during sampling periods. (MM 4.8-1) 
b. The applicant will re-calculate drainage flows based on additional impervious 

surfaces to ensure drainage facilities can continue to accommodate the 50-year, 96-
hour storm. The applicant shall document the results of the calculations for the City 
of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering, the LARWQCB, 
City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Sanitation, and the 
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. (MM 4.8-3) 

7. Hazardous Materials. At all entry points for incoming materials, a radiation detection 
system shall be installed, maintained, and periodically calibrated as approved by the 
LEA and CIWMB. Testing of such devices shall be conducted yearly. (MM 4.9-2) 

E. Administrative Conditions: 

1. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 
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verification of consultations, review or approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Planning Department for placement in the 
subject file. 

2. Code Compliance. Area, height and use regulations of the M2 and M3 zone 
classification of the subject property shall be complied with, except where herein 
conditions are more restrictive. Further, compliance with the provisions of Section 
190.01. Solid Waste Enforcement Program is required. 

3. Covenant Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 
concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the 
County Recorder's Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding 
on any subsequent property owners, heirs or assign. The agreement must be submitted 
to the Planning Department for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a 
copy bearing the Recorder's number and date shall be provided to the Planning 
Department for attachment to the file. 

4. Definition. Any agencies, public officials or legislation referenced in these conditions 
shall mean those agencies, public officials, legislation or their successors, designees or 
amendment to any legislation. 

5. Enforcement. Compliance with these conditions and the intent of these conditions shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Planning Department and any designated agency, or the 
agency's successor and in accordance with any stated laws or regulations, or any 
amendments thereto. 

6. Building Plans. Page 1 of the grants and all the conditions of approval shall be printed 
on the building plans submitted to the City Planning Department and the Department of 
Building and Safety. 

7. Indemnification. The applicant shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City, its 
agents, officers, or employees from any claim, action, or proceeding against the City or 
its agents, officers, or employees to attack, set aside, void or annul this approval which 
action is brought within the applicable limitation period. The City shall promptly notify the 
applicant of any claim, action, or proceeding and the City shall cooperate fully in the 
defense. If the City fails to promptly notify the applicant of any claim action or 
proceeding, or if the City fails to cooperate fully in the defense, the applicant shall not 
thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the City. 

8. Project Plan Modifications. Any corrections and/or modifications to the Project plans 
made subsequent to this grant that are deemed necessary by the Department of 
Building and Safety, Housing Department, or other Agency for Code compliance, and 
which involve a change in site plan, floor area, parking, building height, yards or 
setbacks, building separations, or lot coverage, shall require a referral of the revised 
plans back to the Department of City Planning for additional review and final sign-off 
prior to the issuance of any building permit in connection with said plans. This process 
may require additional review and/or action by the appropriate decision making authority 
including the Director of Planning, City Planning Commission, Area Planning 
Commission, or Board. 

9. Mitigation Monitoring. The applicant shall identify mitigation monitors who shall 
provide periodic status reports on the implementation of the Environmental Conditions 
specified herein, as to area of responsibility, and phase of intervention (pre-construction, 
construction, post-construction/maintenance) to ensure continued implementation of the 
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Environmental Conditions. 

10. Implementation/Cost Recovery. The permittee shall provide fees as determined by 
the Director of Planning to pay for the mitigation monitoring, enforcement program and 
related personnel costs incurred by the Local Enforcement Agency and other city 
departments. Such costs may include activities relating to inspection, permitting, and 
enforcement of the landfill, closure activities, coordination of mitigation monitoring, 
administrative support, technical studies, and other efforts as may be required, including 
the hiring of independent consultants to assist the Local Enforcement Agency. This shall 
also include funds for staff to ensure compliance. 

11. Utilization of Concurrent Entitlement The subject Conditional Use, Variance, and 
Site Plan Review requires completion of all applicable conditions of approval herein to 
the satisfaction of the Department of City Planning and the effective date of the 
Conditional Use, Variance, and Site Plan Review shall coincide with that of the 
associated Conditional Use on the property involved. The applicant/owner shall have a 
period of two years from the effective date of the subject Conditional Use to effectuate 
the terms of the Variance entitlement(s) by either securing a building permit or a 
Certificate of Occupancy for the authorized use, or unless prior to the expiration of the 
time period to utilize the grant, the applicant files a written request, and is granted an 
extension to the termination period for up to one additional year pursuant to applicable 
provisions of the Municipal Code. 

The applicant/owner shall have a period of three years from the effective date of the 
subject grant for Site Plan Review to effectuate the terms of this entitlement by securing 
a building permit. 

Thereafter, the entitlements shall be deemed terminated and the property owner shall be 
required to secure a new authorization for the use. If a building permit is obtained during 
this period, but subsequently expires, this determination shall expire with the building 
permit. 
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FINDINGS 

A. General Plan/Charter Findings 

1. General Plan Land Use Designation. The subject property is located within the area 
covered by the Sun Valley-La Tuna Canyon Community Plan, updated and adopted by 
the City Council on August 13, 1999. The existing Plan designates the subject property 
as Light Industrial and Heavy Industrial with corresponding zones of MR2 and M2, and 
M3, respectively. The existing M2-1-G, [T][Q]M2-1-G, [T][Q]M2-1, M3-1-G, and 
[T][Q]M3-1-G zones are consistent with the existing land use designations. The 
proposed use with the requested entitlements is in substantial conformance with the 
purposes, intent and provisions of the General Plan as reflected in the adopted 
community plan. 

2. General Plan Text. The Sun Valley-La Tuna Canyon Community Plan text identifies 
that, "Exhausted mining operations include CaiMat's Trout/Schweitzer Pond and Peoria 
Street Site, Los Angeles By-Products Company's Strathem Street Site and the Bradley 
Landfill. Both the Peoria Street Site and the Strathem Street Site are being fil/ed with 
inert landfill material. It is projected that the Bradley Landfill will be filled by the year 
2003. Once filled, the site will be converted into a state-of-the-art recycling center - the 
"Sun Valley Recycling Park of Los Angeles". Further the text includes the following 
relevant land use goals, objectives, policies and programs: 

Goa/.6 SUFFICIENT LAND FOR A VARIETY OF INDUSTRIAL USES WITH 
MAXIMUM EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE COMMUNITY'S 
WORK FORCE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT AND WHICH HAVE MINIMAL 
ADVERSE IMPACT ON ADJACENT USES. 

Objective 3-1 To provide for the retention of existing industrial uses and promote 
future industrial development which contributes to job opportunities and minimizes 
environmental and visual impacts. 

Policy 3-1.1 The City should utilize land use, zoning, and financial incentives to 
preseNe the economic viability of the Plan's existing industries. 
Program: The Community Plan provides for the retention of existing industrial 
development 
Program: A portion of Sun Vaf/ey-La Tuna Canyon is included within the federal 
empowerment zone. Businesses within the zone are eligible for a $3,000 per 
employee tax credit 
Program: The City has prepared a Preliminary Plan for the proposed Northeast 
San Fernando Vaf/ey Project Redevelopment Plan. The proposed project 
boundaries include Glenoaks Boulevard, San Fernando Road, Laurel Canyon 
Boulevard, Lankershim Boulevard, and Tuxford Street. 

Policy 3-1.2: Require that projects be designed and developed to achieve a high 
level of quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with existing uses in 
accordance with design standards. 
Program: The Plan includes an Urban Design component which establishes 
Design Standards for industrial development to implement this policy. 

Policy 3-1.3: Adequate mitigation should be achieved through design treatments 
and compliance with environmental protection standards, for industrial uses 
where they adjoin residential neighborhoods and commercial uses. 
Program: The Plan establishes design standards for industrial development 
including industrial/residential interface areas. The decision-maker for specific 
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projects should condition any approval within these guidelines. Environmental 
protection standards and health and safety requirements are enforced by other 
public agencies. 

Objective 3-2 To encourage the conservation and strengthening of viable industrial 
development throughout the plan area. 

Policy 3-2.1: Industrially planned parcels located in predominantly industrial 
areas should be protected from development by other uses which do not support 
the industrial economic base of the City and the community. 
Program: The Community Plan and City's Planning and Zoning Code 
administered by the Department of City Planning and the Department of Building 
and Safety contain provisions to maintain industrially designated areas for 
industrial uses. 

Objective 3-3 To assure mitigation of potential negative impacts generated by 
industrial uses when they are located in proximity to residential neighborhoods, the 
Plan proposes design guidelines for new industrial uses when so located. 

Policy 3-3. 1: Encourage new industrial uses adjacent to residential 
neighborhoods to mitigate their impact on the residential neighborhoods to the 
extent feasible. 
Program: New development of industrial uses located adjacent to residential 
neighborhoods shall comply with the Industrial/ Residential design guidelines 
found in the Urban Design Chapter (Chapter v; Section I. B. 1) of this Plan. 

The project will meet the above policies and programs of the Sun Valley-La Tuna 
Canyon Community Plan by providing direction for the subject property, Bradley Landfill 
to transition into a state of the art recyciing facility for which is requested by the 
applicant. The opportunity for implementing the community plan will become realized 
with the subject application. 

The proposed project is located adjacent to other heavy industrial uses that perform 
waste management services. The 'project furthers the general plan policies of retaining 
the existing business and transitioning the site to a recycling facility. Commerce in the 
Sun Valley neighborhood is salvaged with the implementation of the project. Program 
incentives for industrial uses offered by the Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone is 
available for the subject proposal. The latest city records indicate no currently active 
redevelopment overlay zone for the subject property. Inasmuch as the city has available 
programs, conditions of approval and environmental mitigations are imposed to meet all 
applicable municipal code requirements for public safety purposes. 

The project also is consistent with industrial uses that dominant the area and the land 
use plan of the Sun Valley - La Tuna Canyon Community Plan. Retention of the land 
use designation provides preservation of the industrial nature of the immediate area as 
intended by the plan. Implementation of as much of the design guidelines for new 
industry will be achieved by required conditions of approval. 

3. Housing Element 

Phase I and II would not conflict with any applicable policies of the City of Los Angeles 
Housing Element and would implement a number of those policies. A new landfill would 
not be created as a result of the Project. The uses immediately surrounding the landfill 
are other industrial and commercial uses. While two residences are located within 500 
feet of the landfill expansion operations, they are considered legal non-conforming uses. 
A residential zone is however, located approximately 350 feet from the boundary of the 



CPC 2007-3888-CU-ZV-SPR F-3 

property line and 1 ,400 feet from the expansion operations. The placement of the new 
TS/MRF approximately 700 feet from the nearest residential use provides an adequate 
health-based buffer zone. (Policy 2.3.5) 

Section 5.4 of the EIR discusses potential adverse impacts to groups of individuals 
based on their race and/or income level. In general, the preparation of the EIR has been 
completed in a manner that attempts to disclose all the potentially significant impacts of 
the Project and thereby treats all residents fairly. Individuals living within three miles of 
the Bradley Landfill were notified by mail of the Project and a Community Advisory 
Group was formed to provide input to Waste Management regarding the concerns and 
opinions of the community. The Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR to the public for 
comment was provided in accordance with Section 15087 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines. (Policy 3.1. 7) 

4. Noise Element 

Phase I would not conflict with any applicable policies of the City of Los Angeles Noise 
Element. Noise monitoring is performed at the gas plant and recycling facilities. 19 

Phase I activities would include constructing the new TS/MRF and expansion of the 
existing MRF and green and wood waste operations. Phase I would also include the 
continued conversion of the trash trucks to low emission alternatives. Increased noise 
levels may be generated during construction activities; however, due to compliance with 
the City Noise Ordinance and the distance between the location of the construction 
activities and the nearest sensitive receptors, any potential noise increase would be less 
than significant (see Section 4.5, Noise). Conversion of the trash trucks to a low 
emission alternative would not generate additional noise impacts. 

Under Phase II of the Project, noise impacts would be generated by the trash trucks 
entering/exiting the Project site, the operation of the flares, generators, and any 
construction equipment required to establish the final contours of the landfill. Mitigation 
measures have been identified in Section 4.5, Noise, for any noise impacts which may 
be potentially significant. (Policy 2.2) 

5. Air Quality Element 

Phase I and II of the Project would not conflict with any applicable policies of the City of 
Los Angeles Air Quality Element. During activities associated with the construction of 
the TS/MRF, particulate emissions may be generated (e.g., dust from grading). 
Construction-type activities associated with the closure of the existing landfill, including 
installation of final cover; planting of vegetation on all slopes; and constructing surface 
water control features, would also have the potential to generate particulate emissions. 
During these operations, mitigation measures would be implemented and Tier Ill engines 
will be used by the contractor to reduce the amount of particulate emissions generated. 
These measures are listed in Section 4.4, Air Quality, under the Mitigation Measures 
headings. (Policy 1.3.1) · 

Fugitive dust would be generated by trucks driving on the landfill and on the streets 
surrounding the landfill. Measures to control particulate emissions from these activities 
(e.g., watering truck routes on the landfill and street sweeping) are in place and will be 
continued under the Project. These procedures would not change and no new 

19
/ Waste Management, Bradley Landfill & Recycling Center's Report of Disposal Site lnfonmation, 

August 2002. 
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particulate emission impacts are anticipated. See Section 4.4, Air Quality, for a detailed 
discussion of air quality impacts associated with Phase I of the Project. (Policy 1.3.2) 

Waste Management has been using ultra low sulfur diesel fuel in all of the collection and 
transfer trucks since November 2005. As part of Phase I the current refuse collection 
trucks will continue to either be converted to or replaced by a low emission alternative. 
This would reduce the amount of energy consumed and would shift the type of fuel 
consumed to a less polluting and renewable energy source. The Sun Valley Hauling 
fleet collection and transfer trucks will also utilize B5 biodiesel (or an equivalent GARB­
approved low emission alternative fuel). The use of biodiesel reduces petroleum 
dependence. (Policy 5.1.2) 

During Phase I, construction of a new TS/MRF and expansion of the existing green 
waste facility would occur. These facilities would be utilized upon completion of existing 
landfill operations (2007) and would allow for increased amounts of recycling and reuse 
to occur. (Policy 5.1 .4) Under Phase li of the Project, the new MRF and the expanded 
greenwaste facility would be fully operational and the landfill would be closed. All loads 
entering the new MRF would be sorted and the residual trash sent to other area landfills. 
The new MRF would accept up to 1,000 tpd and the green and wood waste area would 
accept 2,500 tons tpd. (Policy 5.1 .4) 

Waste Management has been using ultra low sulfur diesel fuel in all of the collection and 
transfer trucks since November 2005. During Phase II of the Project, the current refuse 
collection · trucks would continue to be converted to or replaced by low emission 
alternatives and/or would be modified with devices such as diesel PM10 traps to reduce 
the amount of emissions generated (see Mitigation Measure 4.4-7 in Section 4.4, Air 
Quality). The Sun Valley Hauling fleet collection and transfer trucks will also utilize B5 
biodiesel (or an equivalent GARB-approved low emission alternative fuel). The use of B5 
biodiesel will further reduce the amount of air emissions (e.g., particulate matter and 
C02} generated under the Project. Therefore, emissions generated by the operation of 
the trash trucks would be reduced during Phase II. (Policy 5.2.1) 

6. Transportation Element 

Phase I of the Project would not conflict with any applicable policies of the City of Los 
Angeles Transportation Element. While telecommuting and teleconferencing are not 
viable options for a majority of employees at the Bradley Landfill due to the nature of the 
work, employees do work a variety of shifts in order to satisfy the needs of the BLRC. 
This allows the employee trips to be spread out over the course of the day instead of 
lumped into one or two time periods. No change in the existing procedures regarding 
work hours is anticipated as a result of construction activities associated with the new 
TS/MRF, or the expansion of the existing MRF, and green and wood waste operations. 
(Policy 2. 7) During Phase II of the Project, some activities would be occurring 24 hours, 
six days a week. Since activities would be occurring throughout a 24-hour time period, 
employee arrival and departures would be staggered throughout the day reducing the 
number of employee trips during peak traffic hours. (Policy 2. 7) 

A traffic analysis was completed in order to address potential impacts associated with 
implementation of Phase I of the Project The recommendations of the traffic analysis 
have been included in the EIR as mitigation measures in order to reduce potentially 
significant traffic impacts. Further discussion of traffic impacts can be found in Section 
4.3, Transportation/Circulation. A copy of the traffic report can be found in Appendix E. 
(Policies 2.8 and 3.1) 
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As identified in the traffic report, the Applicant would be required to contribute towards 
funding the City of Los Angeles' expanded signal system improvement where traffic 
signals are interconnected and known as the Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control 
(ATSAC)/Automated Traffic Control System (ATCS) at San Fernando Road and Sheldon 
street. This contribution would help the City actively support intelligent traffic systems. 
Funding of this system would reduce the potential traffic impacts associated with Phase 
II of the Project to the maximum extent feasible. (Policy 2.35) 

Waste Management has been using ultra low sulfur diesel fuel in all of the collection and 
transfer trucks since November 2005. As part of the Phase I operations and continued 
into Phase II the fleet of refuse collection trucks owned by Waste Management will 
continue to either be converted to a low emission alternative and/or modified with 
devices such as diesel PM10 traps to reduce the amount of emissions generated. The 
Sun Valley Hauling fleet collection and transfer trucks will also utilize B5 biodiesel (or an 
equivalent GARB-approved low emission alternative fuel). The use of B5 biodiesel will 
further reduce the amount of air emissions (e.g., particulate matter and C02) generated 
under the Project. (Policies 2.36 and 2.37) 

The criteria for significance used in the EIR are the standard ones utilized by the City of 
Los Angeles to determine traffic impacts. While traffic impacts associated with Phase I 
and II of the Project were identified, none of these direct impacts would remain 
significant with incorporation of the identified mitigation measures. In order to determine 
the future traffic levels for 2007, 2008, and 2012 (Project phases), traffic from known 
related projects was added. In order to account for general increases in traffic, a 2% 
growth factor per year was included. Therefore, the discussion of traffic impacts 
includes cumulative traffic impacts. With the implementation of the Project-specific . 
traffic mitigation measures, cumulative traffic impacts would also be less than significant. 
Additionally, none of the impacted intersections are located within residential 
neighborhoods. (Policy 3.2) 

The Project's consistency with the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) was analyzed 
as part of the traffic analysis. The Project's impacts on the freeway segments utilized by 
the BLRC's trucks were analyzed and it was determined that the Project would not 
significantly impact any CMP facilities. A detailed description of the CMP analysis 
performed for Phase I and II of the Project can be found in Section 4.3. (Policy 3.3) 

Mitigation measures were identified which reduce significant traffic impacts at the three 
specified intersections. In some instances, the resulting conditions at these 
intersections, after implementation of the mitigation measures, would be better because 
of the Project. (Policy 3.11) 

Section 5.4 of the EIR discusses the potential for disproportionate adverse impacts to 
groups of individuals based on their race and/or income level. Individuals living within 
three miles of the Bradley Landfill were notified by mail of the Project and a community 
advisory group was formed to provide input to Waste Management regarding the 
concerns and opinions of the community. The Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR to 
the public for comment was provided in accordance with Section 15087 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines. (Policy 7.3) 

7. Conservation Element 

Phase I and II of the Project would not conflict with any applicable policies of the City of 
Los Angeles Conservation Element and would implement a number of those policies as 
discussed in the EIR. (See DEIR, p. 4.2-25.) 
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8. Safetv Element 

Phase I and II of the Project would not conflict with any applicable policies of the City of 
Los Angeles Safety Element. The Bradley Landfill is a Class Ill landfill and does not 
accept hazardous materials. The landfill has procedures in place which ensure that 
hazardous materials are not disposed of at the landfill. These procedures would remain 
the same. During construction of the new TSIMRF, all applicable federal, State, and 
local laws and regulations would be adhered to with respect to the use and disposal of 
hazardous materials and wastes (e.g., paints, solvents, etc). (Policy 1.1.4) 

9. Framework Element Findings: 

Land Use 

GOAL 3J- INDUSTRIAL GROWTH THAT PROVIDES JOB OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
THE CITY'S RESIDENTS AND MAINTAINS THE CITY'S FISCAL 
VIABILITY. 

Objective 3.14 Provide land and supporting services for the retention of 
existing and attraction of new industries. 

Wastewater 

Policy 3.14.8 Encourage the development in areas designated as 
"Industrial-Heavy" of critical public facilities that are necessary to support 
the needs of residents and businesses but normally are incompatible with 

·residential neighborhoods and commercial districts, such as corporate 
yards. 

Policy 3.14.9 Initiate programs for lot consolidation and implement 
improvements to assist in the retention/expansion of existing and 
attraction of new industrial uses, where feasible. 

Approval of the BLRC project will retain employment in the region once 
held by the same employer prior to expiration of the previous Landfill 
entitlement. Growth of a cleaner, high tech waste and materials sorting 
and processing facility is within the community plan policies and 
consistent with retention of the subject project. The TS/MRF and 
GWWWRF will be consistent with the heavy industrial use that is critical 
of the public needs, yet are controversial in terms of its use within a 
distance of residential uses. This is a typical reaction from the public 
where a waste handling facility is proposed. The BLRC has undergone 
extensive scrutiny within the public process. Programs offered to the 
industrial and commerce via the Community Development Department 
who oversees the State Enterprise Zone/ Employment and Economic 
Incentive Program Area. Such overlay Zone will provide programs for 
consolidation and retention of these uses. 

GOAL 9A- ADEQUATE WASTEWATER COLLECTION AND TREATMENT 
CAPACITY FOR THE CITY AND IN BASINS TRIBUTARY TO CITY­
OWNED WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES. 
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POWER 

Objective 9.2 Maintain the wastewater collection and treatment system, 
upgrade it to mitigate current deficiencies, and improve it to keep pace with 
growth as measured by the City's monitoring and forecasting efforts. 

Policy 9.2.1 Collect and treat wastewater as required by law and 
Federal, State, and regional regulatory agencies. 

Wastewater generated by BLRC and stormwater runoff from the Project 
site are collected and treated as required by local, State, and federal 
agencies. Under Phase II of the Project, wastewater from the closed 
landfill would continue to be collected and treated as prescribed in the 
Industrial Wastewater Permit Stonnwater and irrigation runoff would be 
retained on site. 

Objective 9.3 Increase the utilization of Demand Side Management (DSM) 
strategies to reduce system demand and increase recycling and reclamation. 

Policy 9.3. 1 Reduce the amount of hazardous substances and the total 
amount of flow entering the wastewater system. 

BLRC does not accept hazardous wastes for disposal. Trucks entering 
the landfill are screened to ensure the loads do not contain hazards 
materials/waste. Water runoff from irrigation and/or stonn events is 
primarily contained on-site and handled in accordance with all applicable 
laws and regulations. Wastewater (leachate) and landfill gas condensate 
generated by the landfill is collected and treated as necessary prior to 
disposal into the sewer system. 

Objective 9.9 Manage and expand the City's water resources, storage 
facilities, and water lines to accommodate projected population increases and 
new or expanded industries and businesses. 

Policy 9.9.7 Incorporate water conservation practices in the design of 
new projects so as not to impede the City's ability to supply water to its 
other users or overdraft its groundwater basins. 

BLRC utilizes water conservation principles in its day-to-day operations. 
These principles and practices would not change with implementation. 
The vegetative cover that is installed is drought resistant and requires 
less water than other plant species. During construction of the new 
TS/MRF, any watering of dirt exposed during grading would be 
accomplished as required by the mitigation measures. Water 
conservation is employed in these activities to the maximum extent 
feasible. 

GOAL 9M- A SUPPLY OF ELECTRICITY THAT IS ADEQUATE TO MEET THE 
NEEDS OF LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER 
ELECTRIC CUSTOMERS LOCATED WITHIN LOS ANGELES. 
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Objective 9.29 Provide electricity in a manner that demonstrates a 
commitment to environmental principals, ensures maximum customer value, 
and is consistent with industry standards. 

Policy 9.29.2 Promote the responsible use of natural resources, 
consistent with City environmental policies. 

Byproducts produced from the decomposition of landfilled refuse primarily 
include carbon dioxide (C02) and methane (CH4) gas which is either 
flared through controlled combustion or used to generate electricity. 
Waste Management has been using ultra low sulfur diesel fuel in all of the 
collection and transfer trucks since November 2005. As part of Phase I 
activities, the current refuse collection trucks will continue to be converted 
to or replaced by low emission alternatives. The Sun Valley Hauling fleet 
collection and transfer trucks will also utilize 85 biodiesel (or an 
equivalent GARB-approved low emission alternative fuel). The use of 
biodiesel reduces petroleum dependence. 

Policy 9.29.3 Promote conservation and energy efficiency to the 
maximum extent that is cost effective and practical, including potential 
retrofitting when considering significant expansion of existing structures. 

The current refuse collection trucks will continue to be converted to or 
replaced by low emission alternatives. This would conserve existing 
energy sources (fossilfuels) and utilize a fuel that is renewable and more 
easily obtained than other fossil fuels. 

Policy 9.29. 7 Encourage additional markets for electrical energy, such 
as environmentally friendly alternative fuel for transportation in electric 
buses and light-duty vehicles. 

Although Phase I would not utilize buses or light duty vehicles, it would 
utilize refuse collection trucks. Waste Management has been using ultra 
low sulfur diesel fuel in all of the collection and transfer trucks. During 
Phase I, the current refuse collection trucks will continue to be converted 
to or replaced by low emission alternatives. The Sun Valley Hauling fleet 
collection and transfer trucks will also utilize 85 biodiesel (or an 
equivalent GARB-approved low emission alternative fuel). The use of 
biodiesel reduces petroleum dependence and will further reduce the 
amount of air emissions (e.g., particulate matter and C02) generated 
under the Project. 

The Project would include the construction of a new TS/MRF and the expansion of the 
existing green waste operation that would allow continued solid waste processing 
services to the City of Los Angeles, thereby helping the City attain its recycling and 
diversion goals. This facility would also allow for solid waste to be consolidated in one 
location before being shipped to other landfills outside of the Sun Valley area. This 
would allow for the BLRC to continue providing solid waste processing services, at a 
slightly reduced daily tonnage capacity, without operating an active landfill on the Project 
site. 

10. Charter Findings: Pursuant to Section 556 of the city Charter, the subject Conditional 
Use is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of the 
General Plan. The Los Angeles Municipal Code permits the filing, review, and 
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detennination of conditional use applications as outlined in Section 12.24. Provided 
findings of fact are made herein for the subject case action, the decision maker may act 
appropriately. 

B. Conditional Use Findings 

1. The location of the project will be desirable to the public convenience or welfare. 

The proposed project is desirable to the public convenience or welfare for all of the 
following reasons: The project will provide a public service to handle municipal solid 
waste generated from the city's residents. Closure of the landfill has spawned a new 
direction in the refuse industry that the applicant has elected to pursue. Provision of 
these services includes the transference of municipal solid waste after sorting activities 
occur. Both refuse and recyclable materials that have been sorted will be shipped to 
remote landfills or recycling centers for processing. Such service will provide the latest 
solution in MSW handling in the most efficient and recent technology to service the 
community. Providing this opportunity for a much needed service within the City, Waste 
Management can help relieve waste handling in the City of Los Angeles. Other venues 
in the vicinity of the north San Fernando Valley to the project site provide similar services 
that are converting or upgrading to similar MSW handling techniques. 

The new TS/MRF will replace and be located adjacent to the closed Bradley Landfill in a 
heavily industrialized zone. Because of this, future users of the new facility area already 
familiar with the site as a destination for disposal and recycling of solid waste, making 
continuation of these services very convenience for local residents and businesses. The 
TS/MRF will be a fully enclosed state of the art facility. The building, site, and 
landscaping design will be aesthetically pleasing and an improvement over current 
aesthetic features of the area. It will also move material recycling activity that has been 
outside and potentially dusty to an indoor location. Additionally, the applicant has a solid 
waste collection facility adjacent to the new facility which will minimize collection vehicle 
travel distances and associated impacts on public streets. Air quality and noise. 
Therefore, the location of the new facility will be desirable to the public welfare. 

Extended hours of operation will be equally desirable to the public convenience. Intake 
of materials will begin at 6:00 am and end at 8:00 pm while being respectful to 
neighboring sensitive uses to the south. These uses are over 300 feet from the 
proposed project activities." · Other hours of operation and activities will extend into the 
evening and close all day on Sundays. The subject TS/MRF is proposed to have 
general operating hours from 5:30a.m. to midnight Monday through Saturday, including 
preparing to accept waste for the day (which begins at 6 a.m. and ends at 8 p.m. 
Monday through Saturday), conducting cleaning, and perfonning maintenance (e.g. on 
the MRF equipment, the transfer station building, scales, front loaders, lift trucks, etc.). 
Waste sorting at the MRF, as well as outbound waste and recyclables, are proposed for 
24 hours per day Monday through Saturday, and closing on Sunday. Design of the 
facility will lessen the noise and dust impacts. No earthmoving for landfill closure will be 
performed during late night or early morning hours and no intake of refuse or recyclables 
will be accepted as well during these hours. 

2. The proposed project will be proper in relation to adjacent uses or the development of 
the community. 

The subject property is an irregular shaped parcel and has 148.36 acres. The site is 
occupied with a landfill (in process of closure), an inactive materials recycling facility with 
appurtenant equipment, and a green and wood waste recycling facility. Accessory 
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activities on the property include environmental monitoring to meet Local, State and 
Federal operating requirements. Landfill gases are also collected and sold, utilized for 
electrical generation or combusted with flaring equipment. The property is zoned M2-1-
G, rn[Q]M2-1-G, rn[Q]M2-1, M3-1-G, and rn[Q]M3-1-G, and is designated Light 
Manufacturing and Heavy Manufacturing by the Community Plan. A "Refuse Collection 
Yard" symbol and boundary denotes the property. Further, the property is within a Los 
Angeles State Enterprise Zone and an Environmental Justice Improvement Area. These 
two designations identify that there is potentially economic incentive programs available 
or discretionary policy to consider. 

"The first known economic use of the subject property consisted of excavation and 
mining activities for sand and gravel production. Landfill operations at the subject 
property began in, and have been ongoing since 1959. Case No. ZA 92-0002(ZV), and 
modifications thereof contained in Case No. ZA 94-0792(ZV), penni! the development 
and use of the property as a non-hazardous solid waste landfill. These approvals 
authorized 184 of the 209 acres contained within the ownership for use as a landfill, with 
an average grade of 10% for the slopes and a maximum elevation of 1,010 feet. Under 
Case No. ZA 94-0792(ZV)(PAD), dated May 30, 1997, a review of operations was 
conducted and an updated, comprehensive list of applicable conditions from the two 
previous Zoning Administrator detenninations was established. The variance 
applications were filed to obtain authorization for landfill operations in the M2 Zone 
portion of the site. These tenns and conditions as well as the landfill authorization 
tenninate April 14, 2007."20 

Adjacent to the northwest is a City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
transmission line right~of-way (zoned PF-1XL, designated Public Facilities), with 
Manufacturing uses beyond. Across Glenoaks Boulevard to the northeast is a landfill 
use zoned A1-1XL-G, designated by the Plan as Open Space with a Surface Mining 
icon. Across Tujunga Avenue, Peoria Street and Bradley Avenue on the east is an 
automobile wrecking yard and a recycled rock materials business, zoned M3-1-G and 
designated Heavy Manufacturing. To the south is a concrete manufacturing facility 
zoned M3-1-G, and the Southern Pacific Railroad/Metrolink rail line on the west zoned 
PF-1XL and designated Public Facilities. San Fernando Road with various commercial 
uses are established beyond. On the west, single family homes and a trucking company 
are situated on properties zoned rn[Q]M2-1 and designated Heavy Manufacturing. 

The TSIMRF will be 57 feet tall at its highest measurement; however, its predominant 
height is 41 feet throughout the majority of the building. An office portion will be 2 stories 
and 26 feet high. The loading dock at the north and west elevations show the full height 
of this building. The building will be approximately 53 feet by 220 feet, with appendages 
that house the administration/employee facilities and extended warehouse on its south 
and north elevations, respectively. 

Vehicles arriving from to the TS/MRF facility will be directed into an access road loop 
around the proposed facility. The facility will provide 2 parking lots with a total of 63 
passenger vehicle parking spaces adjacent to the building's southwest side. Trucks 
delivering waste will enter the building on the west side and unload refuse in the 
unloading area (tipping floor). Waste will be sorted for export to disposal sites from 
recyclable materials. Incoming recyclables will be sorted and readied for export as well. 
All loading and unloading and processing activities will be within the building. Once 
materials are sorted, recyclables and refuse will be packed and loaded onto trucks 
waiting at a loading dock to the east for transference to appropriate destinations. Exiting 

20 Reference: Case No. ZA 94-0792(ZV)(PA1), Determination Letter June 2, 1998, Discussion, page 8. 
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trucks will leave the building on the east side. As processing occurs, the interior of the 
building is maintained with a negative air pressure to contain and treat odors prior to air 
cleaning and release into the atmosphere. Up to 6 times the volume of air within the 
building is treated during each hour. The application notes that the air cleaning process 
includes filtration and deodorization within the misting system to be employed on the 
rooftop. 

The proposed capacity of the new Wf/MRF facility will be 4,000 tons per day for the 
Waste Transfer Station and 1,000 tons per day for the Materials Recycling Facility. This 
is substantially reduced to one half from the previous allowed volume of up to 10,000 
tons per day under the Variance previously granted. 

The subject TS/MRF is proposed to have general operating hours from 5:30 a.m. to 
midnight Monday through Saturday, including preparing to accept waste for the day 
(which begins at 6 a.m. and ends at 8 p.m. Monday through Saturday), conducting 
cleaning, and performing maintenance (e.g. on the MRF equipment, the transfer station 
building, scales, front loaders, lift trucks, etc.). Waste sorting at the MRF, as well as 
outbound waste and recyclables, are proposed for 24 hours per day Monday through 
Saturday, and closing on Sunday. Because the general operations are enclosed within 
the building, little impacts would occur. Outbound waste and recyclables will be 
transported 24 hours a day except for Sunday. Loading of outbound materials occur 
using a hopper system that drops materials into the waiting trucks one level below the 
tipping floor level. This activity would also occur 24 hours each day and will contribute 
noise during evenings. There is noise buffering from the proposed TSIMRF building and 
earth berms. Loading of refuse, operation of this equipment, and idling of waiting trucks 
will likely produce noise. The same EIR also noted that during late hours when lower 
ambient noise levels exist, minor increases in noise levels are noticeable. Closure of all 
exterior doors between the hours of 9:00 pm to 6:00 am is required to further suppress 
noise impacts to sensitive receptors within 375 feet to the south. 

With the expansive land surrounding the site intended for the proposed transfer facility 
and adjacent masonry materials processing plant, it is appropriate to position the use at 
this location. Adequate area surrounding the proposed building will permit additional 
landscape and screening to adjacent areas - especially residential zones to the south. 
Additionally, there is an existing berm created by the adjacent railroad right-of-way that 
is approximately 8-10 feet high as measured from the adjacent grade. The building and 
facilities will be well-buffered from the adjacent neighborhood. 

The requested conditional use for a Recycling Materials Sorting Facility in the M Zone 
when the facility is not in compliance with two requirements: 1 ). Locating a recycling 
materials sorting facility within 1,000 feet of a more restrictive zone; and 2). Operating a 
recycling materials sorting facility beyond the hours of 7 A.M. to 8 P.M. 

The new TS/MRF is located in an M3 zone and is consistent with the predominantly M2 
and M3 zoning classification of the adjacent areas. The land uses surrounding the new 
TS/MRF consist primarily of industrial activities including the following: 

• Both active and closed landfills 
• Auto salvage yards 
• Manufacturing and assembly activities 
• Warehouses and distribution facilities 
• Inactive sand and gravel pits 
• Aggregate processing plants 



CPC 2007 -3888-CU-ZV-SPR F-12 

The nearest area zoned for residential use is located approximately 300 feet to the 
southwest of the transfer station and recycling building, with commercial development, 
San Fernando Road and the rail right of way in between. (Approximately four existing 
non-conforming residential uses on property zoned [T][Q]M2-1 are within 30 feet of the 
subject site; however, these uses will be more than 70 feet of the proposed TSIMRF 
building.21

) The TSIMRF building will be partially below grade from a line of site 
perspective looking from the southwest which reduces potential environmental impacts 
to the commercial and residential uses in that area. A draft environmental report has 
been prepared which addressed all potential impacts to surrounding land uses. 

The property is within 250 feet of an RA-1 zone and must be reviewed under the 
Conditional use procedure. The applicant wishes to also extend the duration of their 
hours of operation to 24 hours each day from Monday thru Sunday, beyond the hours 
permitted by right under the L.A.M.C. The analysis of the hours indicates that the 
substantial expansion of hours is needed to operate at a capacity that continues to move 
refuse and recyclables so that minimal time for storage of these materials is permitted. 
Overnight storage of refuse and recyclables is needed for non-delivery on Sundays 
when the facility will be closed. No storage of any materials longer than 72 hours on the 
site is permitted. 

3. The proposed project will not be materially detrimental to the character of development 
in the immediate neighborhood and will be in hannony with the various elements and 
objectives of the General Plan. 

As described above, the new TS/MRF is located in an M3 zone and is adjacent to 
predominantly M2 and M3 zoning classifications. Therefore any future development in 
those zones would inherently be industrial in nature and would be compatible with the 
proposed TSIMRF. Section 4.2 of the DEIR mentioned above comprehensively 
addresses compatibility of the proposed TSIMRF with the various elements and 
objectives of the City of Los Angeles, General Plan. In general, it concludes that the 
closure of the Bradley Landfill and construction and operation of the TSIMRF would not 
conflict with any applicable policies of the various elements and would work to 
implement a number of these policies as discussed in the EIR. In particular, the Sun 
Valley - La Tuna Canyon Community Plan specifically states the following: "It is 
projected that the Bradley Landfill will be filled by the year 2003. Once filled, the site will 
be converted into a state-of-the-art recycling center - the "Sun Valley Recycling Park of 
Los Angeles". The project is the conversion of that the General Plan describes. 

The Sun Valley - La Tuna Canyon Community Plan identifies the transition of use on the 
subject Bradley Landfill site to a "state-of-the-art" recycling center. The waste 
transfer/materials recycling use proposed will realize the vision of the community plan. 
The propose design of the latest technology and public necessity of a waste handling 
use will not be materially detrimental in this location. 

C. Variance L.A.M.C. Sec. 12.27: Findings for 1). The operation of a solid waste transfer 
station within 500 feet of a more restrictive zone, and 2). The operation of a 
wood/green material chipping and grinding facility in an unenclosed faci·lity within the 
Mzone. 

1. The strict application of the provisions of the zoning ordinance would result in practical 
difficulties or unnecessary hardships inconsistent with the general purposes and intent of 
the zoning regulations. 

21 Radius Map, CPC-2007-3888-CU-ZV-SPR, dated August 18, 2008. 
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Practical difficulties occur due to the subject property's slope and location of the landfill 
which limits the placement of the proposed Transfer Station/Materials Recycling building. 
Moreover, the building cannot be placed on top of an existing municipal solid waste 
landfill due to the differential of regular subsidence and lack of stability. The landfill will 
settle over time, as much as 3 feet each year with compaction of gravity and static 
weight of earth and buried refuse. The landfill also contains inert fill in the area between 
the proposed location and the existing MSW landfill to the north which has been 
identified as having insufficient strength to support the proposed building foundation 
which precludes the TS!MRF from being placed closer to the existing landfill. These 
factors represent practical difficulties that prevent location of the TS/MRF further away 
from the more restrictive commercial and residential zones across from San Fernando 
Road. 

The Bradley East Green and Wood Waste Processing Station (GWWPS) is an existing 
operation located on tip of a municipal solid waste (MSW) landfill. The underlying landfill 
undergoes continuous differential settlement due to the decomposition of the waste in 
the landfill. This makes it virtually impossible from a practical perspective to design and 
construct a building that will meet building code requirements for safety and stability. 
The subject variance request is no longer necessarv due to the latest interoretation of 
the Citv Council records. This is due to a recently discovered interpretation letter by the 
Chief Zoning Administrator to the Citv Council during the adoption of a code amendme.ill 
in 1994. The letter and attached documents provides research which indicates that the 
1994 code amendment requiring the enclosure of green waste facilities had been 
intended for the M2 zone only .. Other such uses that were already in operation at the 
time are not subject to this requirement and can continue based on non-conforming 
rights. Further green waste facilities within the M3 zones are not intended to be subject 
ill the enclosure requirement. Because there were already 6 such uses in operation 
(with the subject propertv/use as one of the uses) the Bradley green waste facilitv is not 
required to be enclosed as the report to council (dated August 24. 1994\ indicates. The 
letter brings compelling clarity to the code amendment and provides staff with a...illill_er 
understanding of its original intent 

2. There are special circumstances applicable to the subject property such as size, shape, 
topography, location or surroundings that do not apply genera/fy to other property in the 
same zone and vicinity. 

As noted in the above finding, practical difficulties create special circumstances to the 
subject property in terms of the available subsurface conditions and topography. The 
existing landfill that has created a non-buildable slope over the subject property will 
place a limitation as to locating the floorplate of the TS/MRF building. Such a space is 
between 300 feet and 700 feet along the southwest portion of the site, adjacent to San 
Fernando Road. 

The special circumstance applicable to this site is that it consists primarily of land fill 
which prohibits the development of any structures over this portion of the subject 
property as noted in the above finding. Enclosing the use of the green waste facility is 
prohibitive due to the subsurface conditions. The subiect...Ya.Ji<m.._q;u_equest is no longer 
necessary due to the latest interoretation of the City Council records as noted in the 
finding above. 

3. The variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of a substantial property 
right or use generally possessed by other property in the same zone and vicinity but 
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which, because of the special circumstances and practical difficulties or unnecessary 
hardships, is denied to the property in question. 

Special circumstances and practical difficulties exist with the noted topographical and 
subsurface characteristics of the property. These existing conditions prevent the 
property from enjoying substantial property rights of other neighboring sites with the 
same zoning regulations having no landfill characteristics and flat topographies. Other 
conventional sites allow latitude for access, fire lanes, and space for floorplates to be 
consolidated over the property without physical restrictions of the subject property's 
topography or subsurface conditions. 

The applicant has requested a variance from Section 12.20 A 37 (i) in order to operate a 
solid waste transfer station in the M Zone within 500 feet of a more restrictive zone -
RA-1 Zone 250 feet to the south, across the railroad right-of-way and San Fernando 
Road. The actual distance from the property line of the overall site to the closest 
residential zone is 250 feet, as measured per the Municipal Code. Other nonconforming 
residential units are closer . The EIR notes that there are, "Additional sensitive receptors 
located in the immediate vicinity of the Bradley Landfill include the residences located 
south of San Fernando Road to the southwest of the landfill (approximately 350 feet 
from the site boundary) , an apartment complex on Sheldon Street south of San 
Fernando Road {approximately 1,500 feet from the site boundary), Fernangeles 
Elementary School (approximately 1,800 feet), and the residences adjacent to the 
Stonehurst Recreation Center (approximately 1,750 feet from the site boundary)." 

The transfer station building will be sited in a location where the building will be a 
distance of 415 feet to the closest residential zone. Staff notes that the perimeter of the 
proposed transfer station will be set back 115 feet from the southern property line. The 
intent of the Municipal Code is to protect sensitive uses from impacts of sold waste 
transfer stations. To mitigate any associated impacts, the proposal includes an enclosed 
building that will house all the transference and sorting activities of the use. Further, a 
variable 8 to 10 high existing earth berm and a proposed landscape buffer will shield the 
transfer station from residents. With a substantial amount of mature landscaping, 
earthberm, enclosed building and an empirical distance of 415 feet, Staff feels that the 
proposed project will be sufficiently buffered. Functionally speaking, noise, dust, and 
visual impacts would be screened from residents. Moreover, the planned facility is 
situated on a portion of land owned by the property owner that is not formerty landfill 
refuse. This would provide sufficient ground stability for a conventional industrial 
building. Practical difficulties exists because this portion of site is a limited level plot with 
the toe of the landfill slope directly adjacent to the north, the applicant is restricted to 
developing the building here. Other portions of the site where landfill refuse are settling 
provide limited development because of the unstable subsurface conditions. 

Operation of a green and wood waste processing station is a by-right use in this zone 
(M3) as long as it is fully enclosed but it is not feasible to be enclosed and therefore 
needs a Zone Variance for reasons stated in #1 above. 

A variance from Section 12.19 A 15 to operate a wood/green material chipping and 
grinding facility in an unenclosed facility within the M Zone is requested. The applicant 
asserts that it is not possible to construct a building to enclose the facility due to the 
underlying landfill that continues to settle and provides no ground stability to lay a 
building foundation for such a building. Therefore, enclosing the facility with a building 
would not be possible to approve through the standards of the Department of Building 
and Safety. A building would unsafe for its occupants. As such, the applicant has 
requested a variance to conduct an open/unenclosed recycling facility that is in conflict 
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with the LAMC. There are obvious limitations to the development of a conventional 
industrial structure for the enclosure of this facility. Soil stability is not possible over a 
closed landfill with continued subsidence occurring as subsurface refuse decomposes 
and compresses. Fundamentally, it is a special circumstance to develop a code 
compliant structure over a landfill that is continually settling. Further, with the weight and 
vibration of heavy equipment utilized in the operation of the facility, highly reinforced 
concrete and steel will be required in the construction. 

According an inquiry with Department of Building and Safety officials, excavation (down 
to stable soil) and recompaction of the soil would likely be required to achieve a suitable 
foundation in order to construct a building. Due to the extensive grading needed, 
feasibility of constructing a conventional building is questionable. Therefore, an 
enclosed building for the Green Waste recycling activity would present an unnecessary 
hardship for the applicant. Consideration of other alternative locations on the site for the 
green waste recycling was taken; however, these portions are occupied by equipment or 
easements. A majority of this site is utilized by landfill with the exception of the existing 
administrative offices and the proposed area for construction of the TS/MRF (See Exhibit 
A-4). Moreover, the present location is a significant 3,000 feet from any residential zone 
surrounding the property - making the present site the optimal location for such use, in 
terms of distance from sensitive uses. 

The operation of green waste primarily creates objectionable odors and dust along with 
equipment emissions. Odors and dust have been adequately mitigated with the 
implementation of the court ordered improvements and will be mitigated via similar 
means for the expansion. Conditions were included requiring plans for 
modification/expansion of the existing odor mitigation and dust control misting system. 
Further, annual monitoring reports be submitted to the Planning Department to ensure 
that adequate effectiveness of the conditions is maintained. Should there be a need to 
enhance the existing dust/odor control measures; the Plan Approval monitoring process 
will afford an opportunity to require additional conditions to address such issues. 

As such, the variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of substantial 
property rights of other properties in the same zone and vicinity. The subject variance 
request is no longer necessarv due to the latest interoretatjon of the City Council re~ 
as noted in the finding above. 

4. The granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare, or 
injurious to the property or improvements in the same zone or vicinity in which the 
property is located. 

Granting a variance for the subject TS/MRF will not be detrimental to the public welfare 
or injurious to other properties in the vicinity due to the unique characteristics of the 
property noted above. Conditions of approval and environmental mitigation measures 
are imposed to address issues create by the project. A statement of overriding 
consideration has been adopted by the decision maker to further address non-mitigated 
impacts as outlined by the FEIR. 

Granting of the variance will not materially be detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to the other properties in the same zone/vicinity including residential uses, as 
the current mitigation measures of the Lawsuit settlement and conditions of approval are 
met in order to mitigate negative environmental effects of the Green Waste facility. 

The existing GWWPS has earthen berms, fencing, screening, and odor neutralizing 
misting systems in order to adequately control potential environmental impacts to the 
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surrounding community. In addition, the site is l<;~rge enough in size to provide a buffer 
zone of approximately 370 feet between the GWWPS and the closest adjacent property 
on the other side of Peoria Street which is an auto parts salvage yard. It is 
approximately 1,850 feet to the closest commercial areas along Sheldon Street to the 
northwest over 2100 feet to the closest residence to the north and 2, 700 feet to the 
closest residence to the southwest. These buffer zones provide additional protection to 
the surrounding properties from potential environmental impacts. 

In addition to the above, a complete lost of existing project features and proposed 
enhancements for the GWWPS are found in the final environmental impact report (FEIR} 
which has been prepared to address all potential impacts to the project's surroundings. 
The subject variance request is no longer necessarv due to the latest interpretation of 
the Citv Council records as noted in the finding above. 

5. The granting of the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 

The variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. The request is 
within the spirit and intent of the Municipal Code in that there are exceptional 
circumstances present that make this portion of the property cumbersome to develop. 
Moreover, relocation of the facility is not feasible due to subsurface and topographic 
characteristics. Such variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan 
or the policies of the Sun Valley- La Tuna Canyon Community Plan. 

The both the TS/MRF and GWWPS are located in an M3 zone and is adjacent to 
predominantly M2 and M3 zoning classifications. Therefore any future development in 
those zones would inherently be industrial in nature and would be compatible with the 
GWWPS. Section 4.2 of the DEIR comprehensively addresses compatibility of the 
project with the various elements and objectives of the city of Los Angeles General Plan. 
In general, it concludes that the implementation of the transition master plan, of which 
the GWWPS is a part, would not conflict with any applicable policies of the various 
elements and would work to implement a number of those policies as discussion in the 
EIR. In particular, the Sun Valley- La Tuna Canyon Community Plan specifically states 
the following: "It is projected that the Bradley Landfill will be filled by the year 2003. 
Once filled, the site will be converted into a state-of-the-art recycling center - the "Sun 
Valley Recycling Park of Los Angeles". The overall project that the TS/MRF and 
GWWPS is a part of is the conversion of that the General Plan describes. The TS/MRF 
and GWWPS will continue to be available to serve the surrounding community and 
provide increased capabilities for the procession of recyclable materials. The subject 
variance request is no longer necessarv due to the latest interoretation of the City 
Council records as noted in the finding above. 

D. Site Plan Review L.A.M.C. Sec. 16.05: 

1. The subject development as proposed by the applicant complies with all applicable 
provisions of the Los Angeles Municipal Code and with any applicable Specific Plan, 
except as permitted herein. 

The Transfer Station/Materials Recycling Facility and the Green Waste and Wood Waste 
Facility will comply with the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Both sites will be adequately 
set back from their closest respective property lines. 

Heights and floor area comply with the prescribed limitations of the L.A.M.C. in that the 
proposed floor area of 108,290 square feet is within the 1.5:1 FAR permitted. Further 
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the height of the building is 57 feet that is permitted by t he unlimited height limit of the 
Height District No. 1. 

The applicant proposes a total of 63 spaces based upon the industrial and office uses. 
The floor area of industrial warehouse is 104,960 square feet which will require 39 
spaces in accordance with the warehouse parking standard. Combined with the floor 
area for the office area of 3,600 square feet to be calculated at a minimum of 1 space 
per 500 square foot standard, 7 spaces will be required for a total of 46 parking spaces. 
According to the applicant's calculations, 63 parking spaces will be adequate to meet the 
requirement of the Municipal Code for the combination of uses. The Department of 
Building and Safety will confirm this during the time of plan check. Moreover, a condition 
of approval has been crafted to require the LAMC standards for parking. with a minimum 
of 63 spaces. Landscaping and other municipal code requirements will be confirmed 
during the plan check process. 

2. The subject development, as requested by the applicant, is·consistent with the adopted 
General Plan. 

As described above, the new TS/MRF isolated in an M3 zone and is adjacent to 
predominantly M2 and M3 zoning classifications. The instant zone is consistent with the 
Heavy Manufacturing designation of the Sun Valley- La Tuna Canyon Community Plan. 
Section 4.2 of the DEIR mentioned above comprehensively addresses compatibility of 
the proposed TS/MRF with the various elements and objectives of the City of Los 
Angeles, General Plan. In general, it concludes that the closure of the Bradley Landfill 
and construction and operation of the TS/MRF would not conflict with any applicable 
policies of the various elements and would work to implement a number of these policies 
as discussed in the EIR. In particular, the Sun Valley - La Tuna Canyon Community 
Plan specifically states the following: "It is projected that the Bradley Landfill will be filled 
by the year 2003. Once filled, the site will be converted into a state-of-the-art recycling 
center - the "Sun Valley Recycling Park of Los Angeles". The project is the conversion 
of that the General Plan describes. 

3. The subject development is not within the boundaries of a Redevelopment Plan. 

The property is not located within the boundaries of a Redevelopment Plan Area. 

4. The subject development is not consist of an arrangement of buildings and structures, 
including height, bulk and setbacks, off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, 
landscaping, trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements which are 
compatible with existing and/or future development on neighboring properties. 

The Transfer station/Materials Recycling building will be approximately 115 feet from the 
southwester property line which is adjacent to the railroad right of way with San 
Fernando Road beyond. The height of the proposed waste transfer station building will 
be 57 feet high. This will comply with the LAMC height regulation of unlimited height for 
Height District No. 1. This is within the parameters of equipment height on the adjacent 
parcel of land owned and operated by Vulcan Industries. Because the adjacent grade is 
lower than the grade at San Fernando Road, the building will appear 8 to 10 feet lower. 
Moreover, the landscape plans indicate a buffering row of trees that will further screen 
the building from view along the southerly property line. 

In the case of the Wood and Green Waste Recycling Facility, the existing perimeter 
fencing is already screened from view by an existing landscape buffer fence along 
Peoria Street. The facility is approximately 17 feet tall to the top of the existing fence 
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and misting system. The facility is not in conflict with the height or scale of other 
adjacent structures or equipment in the immediate neighborhood. 

The project is in general compliance with the "Walkability Checklist". The Commission's 
policies generally address a building that is adjacent or within visual contact of the public 
street. This involves interface with the pedestrians requires building, parking, and 
landscaping treatment. The existing administration building is the only building that is 
close enough to the entrance of the site to be considered to be oriented to the public 
street. Because the site is well over 200 acres and the proposed development project is 
not within the proximity of the public right-of-way, many of these policies would not apply 
to a property of this size. The buildings or facilities are and will be substantially setback 
from property Jines and required to be screened from view. These are requirements 
generated from former entitlements of multiple agencies and a lawsuit settlement. The 
TS/MRF is sited over 115 feet north of San Fernando Road, to be screened from vision 
with an earthberm and a tree-lined landscape buffer. Further, the green and wood 
recycling area is already screened from view from Tujunga Avenue. However, some of 
the Walkability criteria that may be applied included the following: 

• To reduce massiveness and scale, the building should have a variety of facades by 
employing plane variation, varied roof/parapet line or height, windows, color, different 
textures or construction material or other architectural elements. 

• Off-Street Parking and Driveways - All surface parking adjoining the street should be 
screened by a durable barrier (i.e., a solid wall, fence, berm, hedge) and landscaping 
that is tall enough to at least screen car headlights. 

• Easily identifiable pedestrian walkways should be provided from the parking to the 
sidewalk and to the entrance of the building. Techniques, such as landscaped 
lightwells and surface treatments, could be used. 

• All parking areas and integrated pedestrian walkways should be illuminated with 
adequate, uniform and glare-free lighting such that there is even light distribution and 
there are no harsh shadows. 

• Other Pedestrian scale criteria (i.e. Building Signage, walkways etc.) generally do not 
apply in this case due to the truck transportation aspect of the use activity. At best, 
the entrance may be upgrade to reflect an attractively landscaped driveway with 
identification and directional signs to the appropriate transfer station/recycling 
venues. 

• Utilities should be placed underground. 

Identification Signage was not described for the subject application and will be subject to 
Plan Approval Review by the Planning Department as identified by the conditions of 
approval. 

No trees will be removed on the site as a result of the proposal. Development of the 
project will require a landscape buffer in strategic locations with approximately 203 trees 
to be installed per the landscape condition recommended. A variety of shrubs and 
ground cover are also proposed to compliment the buffer around the TS/MRF. Most of 
the installation will occur on the landscape buffer with some landscape treatment within 
and around the proposed parking lots and the building's periphery. The number of trees 
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proposed around the parking area will meet the minimum code requirement of 1 tree for 
every 4 parking stalls. 

5. The subject development incorporates feasible mitigation measures, monitoring 
measures when necessary, or alternatives identified in the environmental review which 
would substantially /essen the significant environmental effects of the project, and/or 
additional findings as may be required by CEQA 

See below CEQA Findings. 

6. That the project containing residential uses does provide its residents with appropriate 
type and placement of recreational facilities and services in order to improve habitability 
for the resident and minimize impacts on neighboring properties where appropriate · 

The project is not applicable to residential use requirements of the Municipal Code. 

E. CEQA Findings 

A Final Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2001-3267-EIR has been completed on July 
24, 2008 for the Bradley West Transfer Station/Materials Recycling Facility and Bradley East 
Green and Wood Waste Processing Station. The City of Los Angeles, Department of City 
Planning is the Lead Agency for the project. This EIR has been prepared at the direction 
and under the supervision of the City of Los Angeles Department of Planning in accordance 
with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, as amended. An Environmental Assessment Form 
and Initial Study were prepared by the Lead Agency, which made the determination that an 
EIR would be required. The NOP requesting comments to be considered in a Draft EIR was 
circulated from November 27, 2002 to December 31, 2002. A public informational meeting 
was held on December 12, 2002. Subsequently, a Public Seeping Meeting was held on 
April 24, 2003 and public testimony was taken on the environmental impacts of the 
proposed Project. The timeframe for providing written comments on the NOP was extended 
to May 23, 2003. At the request of the City Council members for District 6 and District 7, 
notice of the seeping meeting was translated into Spanish and mailed, in both English and 
Spanish, to all owners and occupants located within an approximately 3-mile radius of 
BLRC. The mailing for the seeping meeting included more than 30,000 addresses. On 
January 5, 2006, the City released the Draft EIR for review and comment by the public and 
all responsible and trustee agencies. The 90-day comment period ended on April 5, 2006, 
and was twice as long, than the 45-day minimum comment period required under CEQA. 
The Draft EIR evaluated in detail the potential effects of the proposed Project. It also 
analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of four alternatives to the proposed Project, 
including potential effects of a "No Project" alternative. A fifth alternative was added during 
the preparation of the Final EIR with the expiration of existing entitlements and discovery of 
further reduction of environmental impacts to the modified project alternative. The Draft EIR 
for the Project (State Clearinghouse No. 2002121 027) was prepared pursuant to CEQA and 
State, Agency, and City of Los Angeles (City) CEQA guidelines. 

Pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles, as lead 
agency, reviewed all comments received during the review period for the Draft EIR and 
responded to each comment in the Final EIR. The Final EIR also reflects further 
refinements to the Project proposal made in response to public comments and community 
concerns, including the omission of the vertical landfill expansion of alternative D2, and the 
addition of Green House Gas analysis, including Corrections and Additions of the Final EIR. 

1. Significant Irreversible Environmental Effects 
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The State CEQA Guidelines mandate that an EIR address any significant irreversible 
environmental changes which would be involved if the Project is implemented. An 
impact would fall into this category if: 

• The Project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources; 
The primary and secondary impacts of a Project would generally commit future 
generations to similar uses (e.g. a highway provides access to a previously 
remote area); 

• The Project involves uses in which irreversible damage could result from any 
potential environmental accidents associated with the Project; or 

• The phasing of the proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the 
Project involves a wasteful use of energy). 

Although irreversible environmental changes may occur, as discussed below, with 
implementation of the Project, or Alternative D2, it is important to consider the nature of 
the TS/MRF project. Specifically, if Alternative D2 is not approved, long-term traffic and 
air quality impacts could be greater as a result of the ongoing need for disposal and 
recycling, and the need to transport waste to outlying landfills without the value of a 
TS/MRF service. 

The Project would consume limited, slowly renewable, and non-renewable resources. 
During the Project the following types of resources would be consumed: aggregate 
materials used in concrete and asphalt including sand, gravel, and stone, metals such as 
steel; petrochemical construction materials such as plastics; and water. Fossil fuels 
such as gasoline and oil would also be consumed in the use of construction vehicles and 
equipment and operation of trash and transfer trucks. However, this consumption would 
not be excessive or out of line with other industrial activities in the City of Los Angeles or 
Southern California. Neither the expanded green and wood waste operation nor 
construction of the new TSIMRF represents a large commitment of such resources. 
(DEIR, p. 5-3.) 

Subsequent use and maintenance of the Project site (Phase II) would also require the 
use of nonrenewable resources such as electricity, water, and petroleum based fuel. 
The Project would add traffic to local roads. However, the operation of the new TS/MRF 
does not involve consumption or resources beyond those normally associated with 
industrial activities nor would it represent a large commitment of such resources. 
Moreover, the proposed new MRF facility would facilitate reuse and recycling of 
materials, such as aluminum and metals that would otherwise need to produced from 
nonrenewable resources. (DEIR, p. 5-3.) 

Potential irreversible damage from environmental accidents associated with the Project 
are unlikely and would be avoided by compliance with existing conditions on the landfill, 
mitigation measures proposed in· the EIR, and existing City, County, State, and federal 
safety regulations. (DEIR, p. 5-3.) The Project would not commit the site to permanent 
use as a TS/MRF and green and wood waste processing facility. Future use of the 
landfilled portion of the site would be restricted in use because construction of buildings 
is not permitted over landfilled areas. However, this commitment was made at the time 
the site was first used as a landfill nearly 50 years ago and does not result from the 
proposed Project. (DEIR, p. 5-3.) 

2. Impacts Found Not To Be Significant Prior To Mitigation The City of Los Angeles 
Planning Department prepared an Initial Study/NOPs for the Project; that determined 
that the proposed Project would not have the potential to cause significant impacts in 
the following areas: Agricultural Resources, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, 
Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Public Services, Recreation, 
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Utilities/Water, Solid Waste, and Land Use. These impacted categories are summarized 
in the following: 

a. Agricultural Resources 

The project site has been used for landfill operations since 1958 and does not 
include any State-designated agricultural lands. According to the Los Angeles 
County Important Farmland Map, the project site is not included in the Important 
Farmland category. The project site is not zoned for agricultural use, nor is it subject 
to a Williamson Act Contract. 

b. Biological Resources 

The project site is already disturbed and has been used for landfill operations since 
1958. No removal or modification of habitat would occur as a result of activities 
associated with either Phase I or Phase II of the Proposed Project. No sensitive 
species are located on the project site. No riparian habitat, wetlands, or other 
sensitive habitat areas are located on the project site. The project site does not 
possess any characteristics of wetlands as defined in Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act. The project site does not serve as a wildlife corridor and is not directly 
linked to areas with undisturbed habitat. 

All trees presently located on the project site have been planted as part of the site 
landscaping. No trees would be removed as part of the Proposed Project and no 
trees subject to the provisions of the Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance would be 
affected by the Proposed Project. No. approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plans are applicable to the project site. 

c. Cultural Resources 

A records search was conducted for the project site by the South Central Coastal 
Information Center (SCCIC) on March 6, 2002. According to this records search, 
there are no properties listed in the National Register of Historic Places, the 
California State Historic Resource Inventory, the California Historical Landmarks or 
the California Points of Historic Interest on the project site. 

All movement of soils required in order to bury refuse would occur in already 
disturbed areas within the existing landfill cap, which is located above the 
surrounding natural grade of the area. All soil used for cover operations is imported. 
No new subsurface excavations would be required in undisturbed areas under either 
Phase I or Phase II. As such, the potential for recovering any unique paleontological 
resources is extremely limited. A records search was conducted for the project site 
by the SCCIC on March 6, 2002. According to the records search, no prehistoric or 
historic archaeological sites or isolates have been identified within one-half mile of 
the project site. The Proposed Project would not have the potential to encounter 
human remains. 

d. Mineral Resources 

The project site is located in a Mineral Resource Zone 2 Area (MRZ-2) and a Surface 
Mining District (G). No oil extraction activities have historically occurred or are 
presently conducted on the project site. Mineral extraction activities that are 
presently ongoing in the area of the landfill would not be affected by activities under 
Phase I or Phase II of the Proposed Project. Activities associated with the Proposed 
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Project would not represent conversion of existing or potential mineral extraction 
uses to another use. 

e. Population and Housing 

Neither Phase I nor Phase II of the Proposed Project includes any residential units 
and therefore would not result in a direct increase in permanent population growth in 
Los Angeles. Neither phase involves demolishing existing housing. Under Phase II 
of the Proposed Project, on-site employment would increase by approximately 28 
permanent, non-construction jobs in 2007 and 115 jobs by 2012. SCAG projections 
for the approximate three (3) mile radius from the project site estimate job growth of 
11,401 between 2005 and 2010 and 9,350 jobs between 2010 and 2015 in this area. 
The projected job growth at the BLRC would be within this forecast. Moreover, the 
BLRC site is adjacent to the City of Los Angeles Northeast Valley Enterprise Zone. 
Although not within the Enterprise Zone, the projected job growth at the BLRC would 
enhance economic activity in the area and would be consistent with the intent of the 
Enterprise Zone. This employment growth would not induce substantial housing 
growth in the area. 

f. Public Services 
The Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) services to the project area. The nearest 
fire station is located at 8943 Glenoaks Boulevard (approximately 1.5 miles north of 
the project site). Under Phase I of the Proposed Project, existing landfill operations 
would continue and no increase in demand for fire protection services would occur. 
Under Phase II of the Proposed Project, the existing landfill operation would be 
converted to a TS/MRF operation and demand for .LAFD's services would be similar 
to the existing demand. Therefore, impacts related to fire protection services would 
be less than significant. 

The City of Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) provides police protection 
services in the project area. The project site has fences, walls, and gates to control 
unauthorized access to the site. A camera monitors and records gate and scale 
transactions 24 hours per day. Under Phase I of the Proposed Project, existing 
landfill operations would continue. No new demand for LAPD services would be 
associated with Phase I of the Proposed Project. Under Phase II of the Proposed 
Project, the existing landfill operations would be converted to a TS/MRF operation, 
which would not generate new demand of LAPD services. Therefore, impacts 
related to police protection services would be less than significant. 

Neither Phase I nor Phase II of the Proposed Project would generate permanent 
population growth in Los Angeles. Further, the project would not generate 
substantial new employment on the site. The Proposed Project would not generate 
any additional demand for school facilities, parks or other public facilities such as 
libraries and therefore, no impact on school services. 

g. Recreation 

Neither Phase I nor Phase II of the Proposed Project would result in substantial new 
employment or population growth. Thus the Proposed Project would not create any 
additional demand for public park facilities. No construction or expansion of park 
facilities would occur as a result of the Proposed Project. Therefore, no impact to 
recreational facilities would occur. 

h. Utilities/Water 
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Under Phase I of the Proposed Project, existing landfill operations would continue 
and construction of the TS/MRF would occur. The amount of water required for the 
operation of the landfill would not change. Some water may be required for wetting 
down of grading surfaces during the construction of the TS/MRF, but this amount 
would be minimal. Under Phase II of the Proposed Project, overall water 
consumption would decrease because of reduced water usage for wetting down 
areas undergoing movement of soils. Therefore, impacts on water consumption 
would be less than significant. 

i. Solid Waste 
The project site is an existing and operational landfill. Under Phase I of the 
Proposed Project, existing landfill operations would continue and the landfill would 
remain available to serve the need for regional disposal capacity. Under Phase II of 
the Proposed Project, the facility would remain available to serve regional disposal 
needs by providing for the efficient transfer of solid waste as well as providing 
increased capabilities for the processing of recyclable materials. Solid waste would 
be transferred from the proposed TS to other Waste Management-owned landfills 
that have already been permitted, including Lancaster, Antelope Valley and El 
Sobrante. 

j. Land Use: NOTE: References to the Transitional Vertical Expansion are no longer 
applicable, as discussed above. 

The Bradley Landfill is surrounded primarily by industrial uses (e.g., other 
landfills/gravel mines/industrial uses, and LADWP) and commercial uses. The 
nearest area zoned for residential uses is located approximately 350 feet away from 
the property boundary. The two closest residences to the property boundary are 
approximately 75 and 225 feet away in an area that is zoned for Industrial. The 
increase in the maximum height of the landfill would not change the operations and 
procedures of the existing landfill. Since no changes would occur in the procedures 
governing the operation of the landfill, the landfill would continue to be compatible 
with the immediately surrounding land uses. 

The green/wood waste operation and the existing MRF operation would be 
expanded to accommodate additional quantities of material. The expansion of these 
operations would occur in the existing locations; however, no changes would occur in 
the way that they are operated. Therefore, no land use compatibility impacts are 
anticipated as a result of proposed activities on Bradley East under Phase I. 

3. Impacts Found Not To Be Significant Prior To Mitigation. Where Mitigation 
Nonetheless Provided To Further Reduce Impacts 

a. Hydrology And Water Qualitv 

i. Description of Environmental Effects: (NOTE: References to the Transitional 
Vertical Expansion are no longer applicable, as discussed above.) 

Impact 4.8-1: The proposed vertical landfill expansion (no longer proposed} 
would maintain the current amount of pervious surfaces subject to runoff and 
would not increase the amount of impervious surface area or the volume of 
surface water runoff or degrade surface water quality. (Less Than Significant} 
Current landfilling operations take place only on the top deck of the fill area and 
this is the only portion of the landfill where relatively pervious daily cover surfaces 
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exist. The side slopes all have somewhat less pervious intermediate cover. The 
vertical expansion would continue this method of filling and the relative ratio of 
daily to intermediate cover would not change. 

Impact 4.8-2: The defunct proposed vertical expansion of the landfill could 
impact groundwater quality if the Leachate Collection and Recovery System 
(LCRS) would be unable to handle increased leachate generation or if the 
increased weight of landfilled material would affect the landfill liner, LCRS, or 
landfill gas collection and control systems. (Less Than Significant) Under the 
proposed transitional vertical expansion, no change in existing operations would 
occur. The project will continue to be designed and operated in compliance with 
LARWQCB's WDR Order #94-059 dated June 13, 1994 (or revised WDR issued 
by the LARWQCB); MRP #6434 dated November 1, 1996 (or revised MRP); 
Corrective Action Program dated June 1, 1994 as amended by LARWQCB letter 
dated July 12, 1994; and Title 27 Code of California Regulations (CCR) 
regulations for water quality protection related to disposal to land. 

Groundwater quality could be impacted by the proposed transitional height 
increase in the landfill in four possible ways: ( 1) if the additional waste that would 
be disposed at the landfill if the vertical expansion was approved would generate 
leachate volume that would exceed the capacity of the LCRS; (2) if the increased 
weight of the additional waste would undermine the integrity of the landfill liner 
system; (3) if the increased weight of the additional waste would undermine the 
integrity of the LCRS; or (4) if the increased weight of additional waste would 
affect the integrity or operation of the landfill gas collection and recovery system. 

Based on the HELP analysis, it was concluded that the proposed vertical 
expansion would not increase the leachate production rate for the facility. Since 
the leachate generation rate is not expected to increase due to the vertical 
expansion and therefore would not exceed the capacity of the existing LCRS, the 
project will not increase the risk of groundwater quality degradation from this 
source. 

The results of the static and seismic stability evaluations indicate that the 
proposed vertical expansion of the BLRC to an elevation of 1,053 feet above 
MSL will meet the regulatory mandated stability criteria. Therefore, the increased 
weight of solid waste that would be permitted under the proposed transitional 
vertical expansion would not undermine the integrity of the landfill liner systems. 

The LCRS is constructed of schedule 80 PVC pipe with an outside diameter of 
four inches. Pipe wall buckling and pipe wall crushing calculations were 
performed for the loading conditions that would result from the proposed 
transitional landfill height increase. The analysis concluded that the existing 
LCRS system can withstand the effect of the overburden pressure imposed by 
the proposed vertical expansion to an elevation of 1,053 feet above MSL. 
Therefore, the proposed transitional vertical expansion would not undermine the 
integrity of the LCRS. 

SCS Engineers prepared an analysis addressing the potential for the increased 
weight of the additional waste under the Proposed Project. This analysis 
concludes that "the additional depth of refuse contemplated by the (proposed 
transitional vertical expansion) will not impact the ability of the gas collection and 
control system to prevent the migration of landfill gas". The landfill gas 
management system is continuously monitored and maintained and upgraded to 
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meet gas control needs. Continued operation of this system through the active 
life of the landfill and through the post-closure period will assure that groundwater 
quality is protected from impacts by landfill gas migration. 

There are no drinking water production wells within one mile of the project site. 
The nearest water production well, located approximately 1,000 feet south of the 
landfill, is that used by Calmat for processing mined sand and gravel. In 
summary, because leachate production will not increase, the landfill liner and 
LCRS will not be compromised by the increased waste mass, the landfill gas 
collection system will be able to collect and control the increased landfill gas 
produced, and groundwater will continue to be monitored, the Proposed Project 
would not have a significant impact on groundwater quality and would not create 
pollution, contamination or nuisance. The Proposed Project would not violate any 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise 
substantially degrade the water quality. Therefore, impacts to groundwater 
quality from the proposed transitional vertical expansion would be less than 
significant Nevertheless, mitigation measures are recommended. 

Impact 4.8-3: The proposed vertical expansion of the existing landfill would not 
expose people to significant impacts related to flooding. (Less Than Significant) 
Under the proposed transitional expansion, no change in existing landfill 
operations would occur. The proposed transitional height increase would 
increase only the vertical height of the project site and would not increase the 
amount of impervious surface subject to precipitation, resulting in no increase in 
the volume of surface water runoff. As noted above, drainage facilities are more 
than sufficient to handle runoff from the 50-year, 96-hoor storm. All runoff from 
the landfill is retained on-site in the storm water basin. Therefore, this 
component of the Proposed Project would not result in or expose people to 
significant impacts related to flooding and impacts related to flooding at the 
project site would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.8-4: Construction of the TS/MRF could impact the ability of the facility 
to handle surface water flows. (Less Than Significant) The construction of the 
new TS/MRF would increase the amount of paved impervious surfaces at the 
TS/MRF site. The proposed construction comprises approximately 9.0 acres 
( 4.3%) of the project site. Although the volume of runoff would increase as a 
result of constructing the new TS/MRF, design of the proposed TS/MRF would 
include provisions for handling increased runoff in conjunction with the existing 
drainage facilities located within the BLRC site and implementation of BMPs. 
The drainage from the TS/MRF would continue to be directed to the adjacent on­
site retention basin which has sufficient capacity to accommodate all flows from 
the 50-year return frequency, 96-hour duration storm, including the additional 
flows that would result from construction of the new TS/MRF. 

Construction of the new TS/MRF would not have a significant impact on the 
ability of the facility to handle surface water flows or cause regulatory standards 
to be violated, as defined in the applicable NPDES stormwater permit. The 
construction of the new TS/MRF would not create or contribute to runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems. Additionally, the construction of the new TS/MRF would not contribute 
to flooding in the area because all stormwater is contained on-site. Therefore, 
impacts on surface water drainage from the construction of the TS/MRF would be 
less than significant. 
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Impact 4.8-5: Construction of the TS/MRF could impact surface and 
groundwater quality. (Less Than Significant) Three general sources of short­
term construction-related storm water pollution associated with the construction 
of the TS/MRF are 1) the handling, storage, and disposal of construction 
materials containing pollutants; 2) earth moving activities which, when not 
controlled, may generate soil erosion and transportation via storm runoff or 
mechanical equipment; and 3) the maintenance and operation of construction 
equipment. 

The project construction site will contain a variety of construction materials that 
are potential sources of storm water pollution. Generally, routine safety 
precautions for handling and storing toxic and hazardous materials may 
effectively mitigate the potential pollution of storm water by these materials. 
These same types of common sense, "good housekeeping" procedures can be 
extended to non-hazardous storm water pollutants such as sawdust and other 
solid wastes. Poorly maintained vehicles and heavy equipment that leak fuel, oil, 
antifreeze or other fluids on the construction site are also common sources of 
storm water pollution and soil contamination. With the implementation of the 
identified BMPs, short-term water quality impacts would be less than significant. 

Since the construction of the TS/MRF each involves clearing, grading, and 
excavation of one or more acres, a General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit must be obtained for each project from the SWRCB prior to the start of 
construction. Alternatively, a consolidated permit may be obtained to cover both 
construction projects. The NPDES requires a Notice of Intent to be filed with the 
SWRCB. By filing an NOI, the developer agrees to the conditions outlined in the 
General Permit. The SWPPP identifies which structural and nonstructural BMPs 
will be implemented. With the implementation of the BMPs, short-term surface 
water quality impacts would be less than significant. The BMPs would also work 
to limit the infiltrations of contaminants to groundwater as a result of construction 
of the proposed TS/MRF. Furthermore, groundwater quality would continue to 
be monitored at the project site. Therefore, impacts to water quality would be 
less than significant. 

Impact 4.8-6: Construction of the TS/MRF would not expose people to significant 
impacts related to flooding. (Less Than Significant) The construction of the new 
TS/MRF would increase the amount of impervious surfaces and the amount of 
surface runoff area. Although the volume of runoff would increase, the capacity 
of the site drainage courses are sufficient to accommodate twice the volume of 
flows from the 50-year return frequency, 96-hour duration storm. The drainage 
from the TS/MRF construction would be directed to the adjacent on-site retention 
basin which shall accommodate flows from the 50-year return frequency, 96-hour 
duration storm. Therefore, the construction of the new TSIMRF would not result 
in or expose people to significant impacts related to flooding and impacts related 
to flooding at the project site would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.8-7: Expansion of operations at the green/wood waste facility and 
existing materials recovery facility could increase the amount of impervious 
surfaces and impact the ability of the facility to handle surface water flows or 
introduce new sources of surface/groundwater contamination. (Less Than 
Significant) Additional paved or covered areas associated with the expanded 
operations will be approximately 40,000 square feet (less than one acre). The 
same dry commercial loads and recyclable materials would continue to be 
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handled so that no new sources of surface or groundwater contamination would 
be introduced to the area. 

Although the volume of runoff would increase due to the combined increase in 
impervious areas, design of the green waste and existing MRF expansion would 
include provisions for handling increased runoff in conjunction with the existing 
drainage facilities located within the BLRC. The drainage from these areas 
would continue to be directed to the temporary retention pond and pumped to the 
on-site retention basin which is more than sufficient to accommodate flows from 
the 50-year return frequency, 96-hour duration storm. Therefore, impacts of 
these components of the Proposed Project related to surface water runoff would 
be less than significant. 

Impact 4.8-8: Landfill final closure and post-closure activities would not create or 
contribute to runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems. (Less Than Significant) Landfill final closure 
activities would be designed to meet the requirements of CCR Title 27 and would 
be subject to a Final Closure Plan approved by the City of Los Angeles 
Environmental Affairs Department Solid Waste Management Program (the LEA), 
Regional Water Quality Control Board and California Integrated Waste 
Management Board. The Proposed Project would not create or contribute to 
runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage and retention systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff. Therefore, impacts related to surface water and drainage would 
be less than significant. 

Impact 4.8-9: Landfill closure and post-closure activities would not violate any 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality (Less Than Significant). During Phase II 
landfill closure and post-closure activities, surface runoff quality would be 
protected by applicable erosion control practices and retention of all storm water 
in the on-site basin. Ongoing maintenance and operational adjustments to the 
landfill gas collection and control system would continue to be implemented to 
preclude groundwater impacts from gas migration. Leachate which reaches the 
bottom of the landfill would continue to be collected in the sumps and pumped 
out and disposed of properly. The treated leachate from BLRC would continue to 
be tested on a quarterly basis to ensure compliance with Bureau of Sanitation 
sewer discharge requirements pursuant to the Waste Water Discharge Permit. 
The groundwater monitoring would continue to be measured to ensure that there 
is adequate separation between the landfill base and the groundwater table. If 
levels rise to within 25 feet of the landfill, the results are communicated to 
appropriate agencies and the groundwater spreading operations at the Hansen 
spreading grounds upgradient of the landfill are halted termporarily until levels fall 
below 25 feet. 

The closure and post-closure maintenance of the landfill would not have a 
significant impact on surface water quality and would not create pollution, 
contamination, or nuisance. The Phase II closure and post-closure of the landfill 
would not expand the area affected by contaminants; result in an increased level 
of groundwater contamination; or cause regulatory water quality standards at an 
existing production well to be violated. The Phase II closure and post-closure of 
the landfill would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade the water quality. Therefore, 
impacts to surface and groundwater quality would be less than significant. 
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Impact 4.8-10: Landfill closure and post-closure activities associated with the 
Proposed Project would not expose people or property to flooding impacts. (Less 
Than Significant) Although the project site is located within a 1 00-year 
floodplain, the Phase II closure and post-closure of the landfill would not result in 
or expose people to significant impacts related to flooding because it would 
include on-site drainage facilities capable of handling runoff from the 50-year 
storm event. The Phase II closure and post-closure of the landfill would also not 
cause flooding during the projected 50-year developed storm event due to 
retention of stormwater in the on-site drainage basin. Therefore, this component 
of Phase II would not cause any significant impacts related to flooding at the 
project site. 

Impact 4.8-11: Operation of the new TS/MRF could create or contribute to runoff 
water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems. (Less Than Significant) Runoff generated during operation of 
the proposed TS/MRF would be handled by the modifications to the storm 
drainage system that would be constructed when the TS/MRF is constructed in 
Phase I. No additional runoff beyond that associated with the construction of the 
TS/MRF would result from operation of the TS/MRF. The operation of the 
proposed TS/MRF would not create or contribute to runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, impacts of 
this component of Phase II would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.8-12: Operation of the TS/MRF would not violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade 
the water quality (Less Than Significant). Operation of the proposed TS!MRF 
would be incorporated into the existing Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) for the landfill and will identify which structural and nonstructural BMPs 
will be implemented. The TS/MRF will be located in an entirely enclosed 
structure designed to provide odor, dust, and litter control. Items pulled from the 
wastestream a result of loads checks would be stored in a hazardous materials 
locker located inside the building with appropriate secondary containment until 
properly disposed. Since the operation will be enclosed and under roof, no storm 
water will contact materials being stored or sorted inside. On occasion, baled 
recyclables awaiting shipment to market may have to be temporarily stored 
outside. However, the BMPs are designed to minimize storm water contact. 
Storm water running off the building and surrounding paved area of the TS/MRF 
will be directed to the on-site retention basin. Operation inside the building 
combined with BMPs for the facility will result in less than significant impacts to 
surface water quality. Because the TSIMRF does not involve deposition of waste 
below ground, no impacts to groundwater quality will occur. 

The TS/MRF portion of the Proposed Project would not have significant impact 
on groundwater or surface water quality and would not create pollution, 
contamination, or nuisance as defined in Section 13050 of the California Water 
Code (CWC) or that cause regulatory standards to be violated, as defined in the 
applicable NPDES stormwater permit. The Proposed Project would not expand 
the area affected by contaminants; result in an increased level of groundwater 
contamination; or cause regulatory water quality standards at an existing 
production well to be violated. The Proposed Project would not violate any water 
quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially 
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degrade the water quality. Therefore, impacts to water quality would be less than 
significant. 

Impact 4.8-13: Operation of the TS/MRF would not expose people or property to 
flooding impacts (Less Than Significant). During the design of the proposed 
TS/MRF, drainage facility modifications would be included to accommodate 
runoff from the 50-year, 96-hour storm. The operation of the TS/MRF would also 
not cause flooding during the project 50-year developed storm event. Impacts 
related to flooding would be less than significant. 

ii. Mitigation Measures 

4.8-3 The Applicant will re--calculate drainage flows based on additional 
impervious surfaces to ensure drainage facilities can continue to 
accommodate the 50-year, 96-hour storm. The Applicant shall document 
the results of the calculations for the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Public Works, Bureau of Engineering and the LARWQCB, City of Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Sanitation, and the 
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. (FEIR, p. 3-1245.) 
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iii. Findings 

The above mitigation measure shall be implemented in order to ensure that 
increased runoff is properly directed to the existing on-site drainage facilities and 
that adequate capacity remains available in the existing system to handle all 
flows generated on-site. No additional mitigation measures are necessary to 
render the effects less than significant. The project will avoid the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 

iv. Rationale for Findings 

The proposed change to the green/wood waste operation would be an increase 
in the permitted operation to 2,500 tpd. This increase would provide additional 
capacity to process green and wood waste materials that are currently processed 
elsewhere. The proposed change to the green and wood waste processing 
operation would add another green waste enclosure and increase impervious 
surface area by approximately 60,000 square feet. Operating procedures will not 
change, will continue to comply with applicable regulatory requirements, and no 
new sources of surface or groundwater contamination will be introduced. The 
proposed change to the existing MRF operation would increase processing of 
recyclable materials to a maximum of 99 tpd Until the new TS!MRF is 
operational. The existing MRF would close at that time and its operations would 
be subsumed by the new TS/MRF. Additional paved or covered areas 
associated with the expanded operations will be approximately 40,000 square 
feet (less than one acre). The same dry commercial loads and recyclable 
materials would continue to be handled so that no new sources of surface or 
groundwater contamination would be introduced to the area. 

Although the volume of runoff would increase due to the combined increase in 
impervious areas, design of the green waste and existing MRF expansion would 
include provisions for handling increased runoff in conjunction with the existing 
drainage facilities located within the BLRC. The drainage from these areas 
would continue to be directed to the temporary retention pond and pumped to the 
on-site retention basin which is more than sufficient to accommodate flows from 
the 50-year return frequency, 96-hour duration storm. Therefore, impacts of 
these components of Alternative D2 related to surface water runoff would be less 
than significant with mitigation. (DEIR, pp. 4.8-31 to 4.8-32.) 

4. Environrnentallmpacts Found To Be Less Than Significant After Mitigation. 

a. Transportation/Circulation: 

i. Description of Environmental Effects 

The Proposed Project would generate additional traffic which could affect the 
existing traffic load and the capacity of the street system serving the project area 
(Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated). The Phase I component of the 
Proposed Project is anticipated to generate 3,435 daily trips with 312 during the 
a.m. peak hour and 364 during the p.m. peak hour. This is expected to result in 
significant impacts at three study intersections. In addition to the increase in 
operations proposed under Phase I, construction of the proposed TS/MRF would 
occur during Phase I. Total import of soil required to construct the building pad 
for the TS/MRF is expected to be approximately 163,500 cubic yards. Site 
preparation for construction, including excavation and grading, will take about 83 
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days. With truckloads of about 16 cy per load, this will equate to approximately 
120 truck loads, or 240 trips, of soil import per day. 

During the remainder of the construction period, lower traffic impacts would be 
expected to result from construction of the TS/MRF. An average of 30 to 35 
truck deliveries per day would be expected (although 100 truck deliveries could 
occur on days when concrete is being poured). Following framing, a total of 30 
to 50 construction workers would be at the project site. Trip generation 
associated with construction workers would be approximately 20-35 automobile 
trips during each of the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The traffic volumes generated 
by the construction of this component of the Proposed Project would be 
temporary and short-term. Impacts would not exceed those that would result 
during the import of dirt. 

The Phase II construction is anticipated to generate approximately 4,399 daily 
trips with 406 during the a.m. peak hour and 405 during the p.m. peak hour. This 
is anticipated to result in significant impacts at four study intersections. At 
Project Completion itis anticipated that the project would generate approximately 
3,960 daily trips with 365 during the a.m. peak hour and 367 during the p.m. peak 
hour. This is anticipated to result in significant impacts at three study 
intersections. 

ii. Mitigation Measures 

4.3-1 Bradley Avenue and Tuxford Street -Post signs prohibiting parking on the 
north side of Tuxford Street east of Bradley Avenue and on the south side 
of Tuxford Street west of Bradley Avenue to convert existing east and 
westbound lane configurations from left tum lane, through lane and 
shared through/right to a dedicated left turn lane, two through lanes, and 
dedicated right turn lane. Applicant shall pay its fair share toward funding 
the Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC)/Adaptive Traffic 
Control System (ATCS) signal system improvements for this intersection 
and any fees paid by the applicant pursuant to the ATSAC/ATCS program 
shall be used by the City solely for the improvements needed at this 
intersection. 

4.3-2 1-5 Southbound On/Off Ramps and Penrose Street - Design and install a 
new traffic signal at this currently unsignalized location through the 
Golden State Corridor ATSAC/ATCS program. The fee under the 
ATSAC/ATCS is currently $143,000 per intersection. The applicant shall 
contact the lADOT prior to payment to determine the actual cost at the 
time of payment. · 

4.3-3 Bradley Avenue and Penrose Street - Applicant shall pay its fair share 
toward funding a new traffic signal at this currently unsignalized location 
through the Golden State Corridor ATSAC/ATCS program and any fees 
paid by the applicant pursuant to the ATSAC/ATCS program shall be 
used by the City solely for the improvements needed at this intersection. 
The fee under the ATSAC/ATCS is currently $143,000 per intersection, 
The applicant shall contact the lADOT prior to payment to determine the 
actual cost at the time of payment. 

4. 3-4 San Fernando Road and Sheldon Street - Applicant shall pay its fair 
share toward funding the City of Los Angeles expanded signal system 
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improvement for this intersection through the A TSAC/ A TCS and any fees 
paid by the applicant pursuant to the program shall be used by the City 
solely for the improvements needed at this intersection. This 
improvement will provide for increased capacity at the intersection. The 
ATSAC/ATCS provides signal synchronization through monitoring 
upstream and downstream traffic volumes and delay. The 
synchronization is enhanced through computer· enhancement and manual 
monitoring by a centralized control system. 

4.3-5 Glenoaks Boulevard and Tuxford Street - Applicant shall pay its fair 
share toward funding the A TSAC/A TCS signal system improvements and 
any fees paid by the applicant pursuant to the program shall be used by 
the City solely for the improvements needed at this intersection. 

4.3-6 San Fernando Road and Tuxford Street - Participate in the contribution 
towards funding for the ATSAC/ATCS expanded signal system 
improvements. 

iii. Findings 

This impact can be minimized through Mitigation Measures 4.3-1 thru 4.3-5. 
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project 
which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effect as identified in the 
DEIR. No additional mitigation measures are necessary to render the effects less 
than significant. The Commission hereby directs that this mitigation measure be 
adopted. The Commission, therefore, finds that changes or alterations have 
been required in, or incorporated into, the project that avoid the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the Final EIR. 

iv. Rationale for Findings 

The Phase I component of Alternative 02 is anticipated to generate 3,435 daily 
trips with 312 during the a.m. peak hour and 364 during the p.m. peak hour. This 
is expected to result in significant impacts at three study intersections. In 
addition to the increase in operations proposed under Phase I, construction of 
the proposed TS/MRF would occur during Phase I. Total import of soil required 
to ccinstruct the building pad for the TS/MRF is expected to be approximately 
163,500 cubic yards. Site preparation for construction, including excavation and 
grading, will take about 83 days. With truckloads of about 16 cy per load, this will 
equate to approximately 120 truck loads, or 240 trips, of soil import per day. 

During the remainder of the construction period, lower traffic impacts would be 
expected to result from construction of the TS/MRF. An average of 30 to 35 
truck deliveries per day would be expected (although 100 truck deliveries could 
occur on days when concrete is being poured}. Following framing, a total of 30 
to 50 construction workers would be at the project site. Trip generation 
associated with construction workers would be approximately 20-35 automobile 
trips during each of the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The traffic volumes generated 
by the construction of this component of Alternative 02 would be temporary and 
short-term. Impacts would not exceed those that would result during the import 
of dirt. 

The Phase II construction is anticipated to generate approximately 4,399 daily 
trips with 406 during the a.m. peak hour and 405 during the p.m. peak hour. This 
is anticipated to result in significant impacts at four study intersections. At 
Project Completion it is anticipated that the project would generate approximately 
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3,960 daily trips with 365 during the a.m. peak hour and 367 during the p.m. peak 
hour. This is anticipated to result in significant impacts at three study 
intersections. (FEIR, pp. 2-22 thru 2-23.) 

b. AestheticsNiew: 

i. Description of Environmental Effects: (NOTE: References to the Transitional 
Vertical Expansion are no longer applicable, as discussed above.) 

Impact 4.6-1: The increase in height of the landfill by 43 feet during Phase I 
would not significantly impact the view of the project site from the surrounding 
area (Less Than Significant). Implementation of Phase I of the Proposed Project 
would raise the maximum height of the landfill by 43 feet to 1, 053 feet above msl. 
The appearance of the landfill would be similar to its present condition; only 
higher. The look of the landfill would not change with the implementation of 
Phase I of the Proposed Project. More of the mound of dirt would be visible 
above the fencing and vegetation. The landfill would still be fenced, the finished 
slopes would be landscaped, and the landfill would continue to implement the 
required measures in the approved Zone Variance. Eliminating the vertical 
expansion would eliminate this impact entirely. Visual impacts would be less 
than significant. 

The areas where the TS/MRF, and expanded green/wood waste and MRF area 
are located would not be visible from the area immediately outside of the project 
site. These areas are visible from Shadow Hills, but would have a visual 
appearance similar to the existing site. 

Impact 4.6-3: No new sources of light would occur as a result of the increased 
height of the landfill or the construction of the new TS/MRF or the expansion of 
the existing greenwaste area. New sources of glare may be introduced from the 
construction of the TS/MRF, but the facility would be hidden from view. (Less 
Than Significant) No substantial increase in on-site lighting is anticipated with 
implementation of Phase I of the Proposed Project. With the vertical expansion 
of the landfill and the expansion of the existing greenwaste area, the practice of 
portable light fixtures is anticipated to continue. As needed, portable lighting 
fixtures would be placed in areas where active work was ongoing. This lighting 
would continue to be shielded and directed on-site and would not increase the 
lighting levels experienced by off-site receptors. Additionally, no permanent 
lighting fixtures would be placed by the administrative office or parking lots. 
Construction of the TS/MRF would occur during the daylight hours and would not 
require the placement of any temporary/portable lighting fixtures. The area of the 
landfill where the TS/MRF would be placed is not visible from most of the 
surrounding area but may be visible from San Fernando Road. Since no 
additional lighting sources would be utilized during construction activities, no 
lighting impacts would occur. 

No additional sources of glare would be introduced with the increase in the height 
of the existing landfill. Some glare may be experienced from the trash trucks 
driving to the working face of the landfill as well as equipment operating at the 
working face. However, this would be the same as the glare currently 
experienced from existing operations. Construction of the TS/MRF may 
introduce new sources of glare, including the metal siding of the facility. 
However, this facility would be hidden from view from the surrounding land uses 
and would not represent a new source of glare that would adversely affect day or 
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nighttime views in the area. Therefore, impacts from glare would be less than 
significant. 

Impact 4.6-4: Complete closure of the landfill at the increased height would 
significantly impact the views available of the surrounding area. (Significant) 
(NOTE: References to the Transitional Vertical Expansion are no longer 
applicable, as discussed above.) 

The maximum height of the landfill upon complete closure would be at 1,053 feet 
msl. This height is identical to the maximum height of the landfill under the 
expansion in Phase I. The available views of the landfill and the surrounding 
area would be the same as those impacts discussed under Phase I. Upon 
closure of the landfill, the landfill would be vegetated with shrubs and plant cover 
according to the conditions outlined in the zoning variance discussed above. 
This would add some visual relief to the views of the large mound of dirt. 
Subsequent to landfill closure, natural settlement would occur which would 
reduce the elevation of the landfill cap. However, the closed landfill would still 
block views of the surrounding mountains from the area located south of San 
Fernando Road. Therefore, impacts to views of and through the project site 
would continue to be significant though Phase II of the Master Plan. 

Impact 4.6-5: Lighting from the operation of the transfer station could be visible 
from the surrounding area and may increase the overall lighting conditions in the 
area. (Potentially Significant Unless Mitigated) No substantial increase in on-site 
lighting is anticipated with implementation of Phase II of the Proposed Project. 
Currently, the parking lots and other areas around the administrative office are 
equipped with pole or wall mounted lighting for safety and security purposes. 
These light sources would remain in place as the administrative offices would 
continue to be utilized with the operation of the TS/MRF. The TS/MRF would 
have either permanent lighting or portable lighting fixtures to facilitate operations 
after daylight hours. The lighting would primarily be outdoor security lighting 
aimed at the employee parking area and around the facility. This lighting may be 
visible from San Fernando Road and could increase the lighting conditions in the 
general area. Lighting impacts of the TS/MRF would be potentially significant. 

No additional sources of glare would be introduced with the increase in the height 
of the existing landfill. Some glare may be experienced from the trash trucks 
driving to the TS/MRF. However, this would be no more than the amount of glare 
currently experienced from existing operations. Therefore, Phase II activities 
would not result in new sources of substantial glare that could adversely affect 
day or nighttime views of the area and impacts from glare would be less than 
significant. 

ii. Mitigation Measures 

4.6-1 New lighting sources shall be shielded to direct light downward and onto 
the Project site and not toward the sky to minimize atmospheric light 
pollution. (DEIR, p. 4.6-31.) 

iii. Findings 

This impact can be minimized through Mitigation Measure 4.6-1. Changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which mitigate 
or avoid the significant environmental effect as identified in the DEIR. No 
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additional mitigation measures are necessary to render the effects less than 
significant. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the project that avoid the significant environmental effect. 

iv. Rationale for Findings 

No substantial increase in on-site lighting is anticipated with implementation of 
Phase II of Alternative 02. Currently, the parking lots and other areas around the 
administrative office are equipped with pole or wall-mounted lighting for safety 
and security purposes. These light sources would remain in place as the 
administrative offices would continue to be utilized with the operation of the new 
TS/MRF. The new TS/MRF would have either permanent lighting or portable 
lighting fixtures to facilitate operations after daylight hours. The lighting would 
primarily be outdoor security lighting aimed at the employee parking area and 
around the facility. This lighting may be visible from San Fernando Road and 
could increase the lighting conditions in the general area. Lighting impacts of the 
new TS/MRF would be potentially significant. (DEIR, p. 4.6-30.) 

No additional sources of glare would be introduced with the increase in the height 
of the existing landfill. Some glare may be experienced from the trash trucks 
driving to the new TS/MRF. However, this would be no more than the same 
amount of g !are as currently experienced from existing operations. Therefore, 
Phase II activities would not result in new sources of substantial glare that could 
adversely affect day or nighttime views of the area and impacts from glare would 
be less than significant. (OEIR, p. 4.6-30.) 

Furthermore, an earthen berm including a fence and vegetative plantings would 
extend the length of the TS/MRF site parallel to San Fernando Road and would 
completely screen the roadways into and out of the TS/MRF and the parking 
area from San Fernando Road. The roadway used by waste transfer and 
recyclables trucks on the north side of the TS/MRF building would be located 
below the floor elevation of the TS/MRF building, further screening these trucks 
from San Fernando Road. The berm and vegetated area would also partially 
screen the lower levels of TS/MRF building, although the upper levels of the 
building would be visible from San Fernando Road. This design modification 
would further reduce visual impacts related to the TS/MRF compared to 
Alternative D2 

As discussed in Section 2.0 of the DEIR, Related Projects, 28 related Projects 
have been identified in the vicinity of the Project site. The uses associated with 
these Projects include industrial, recreational, residential, retail, and school uses. 
Implementation of Alternative 02 in conjunction with the related Projects could 
result in cumulative changes to the visual environment in the areas surrounding 
the Project site. Additionally, development of the related Projects would be 
consistent with the height and mass of existing urban development in this area. 
Cumulative impacts with regard to the aesthetic and urban design appearance 
would be consistent with the urban character of the area and would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

Implementation of Alternative 02, in conjunction with the related Projects, could 
increase ambient lighting and glare levels in the vicinity of the Project site. These 
light sources, primarily for safety and security, would be focused on their 
respective sites and could contribute to small increases in the ambient glow of 
the area. Additionally, these related Projects could slightly increase the amount 
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of glare in the area from building materials and increased vehicle activity. 
However, because ambient lighting levels in this area are already high, the 
impacts of Alternative D2, in conjunction with the related Projects, would not be 
cumulatively considerable. (DEIR, p. 4.6-31) 

c. Geology/Soils: 

i. Description of Environmental Effects: (NOTE: References to the Transitional 
Vertical Expansion are no longer applicable, as discussed above.) 

Impact 4.7-1: The proposed vertical expansion of the landfill could increase the 
potential for soil erosion to occur (Significant). Washout of cover materialsfwaste 
could result from inadequate drainage, particularly uncontrolled high-velocity 
flows. Earthwork associated with landfilling activities exposes areas of bare 
earth and loose soil to wind and water erosion. These, in turn, could result in an 
incremental increase in debris loading and siltation of downstream drainage 
conveyances. 

Because the landfill footprint is not changing and there are no proposed 
excavation areas or changes to operational landfilling procedures, no new 
drainage control measures are needed. Construction and extension of existing 
landfill slopes upward will be accommodated by additional benching and 
extension of existing down drains. Existing drainage and erosion control 
measures will continue to be implemented to mitigate the erosion and siltation 
potential at the project site. Use of such existing drainage and erosion control 
measures would ensure that any water-borne erosion impacts would be less than 
significant. 

In addition, activities associated with the movement of soil in conjunction with 
continuing landfill operations as part of the transitional vertical expansion could 
expose soils to potential wind-borne erosion. Therefore, the potential for wind­
borne erosion associated with the proposed transitional vertical expansion would 
be significant. 

· Impact 4. 7-2: The proposed transitional vertical expansion of the landfill could 
cause increased slope instability (Less Than Significant). Grading operations at 
the existing landfill are required to conform to requirements of the City's Building 
Code related to assuring the stability of engineered slopes. In addition, slope 
construction is required to be conducted in accordance with the requirements of 
the Final Grading Plan which will be submitted along with a slope stability 
analysis as part of the Joint Technical Document (JTD) for the SWFP revision. 
These requirements would continue to apply to operations on the landfill under 
the proposed increase in maximum permitted height. Therefore, these activities 
would not occur on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in collapse. Impacts 
related to slope stability resulting from the proposed transitional vertical 
expansion of the landfill would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.7-3: Construction activities associated with the TSIMRF could expose 
soils to potential erosion. (Significant) Activities associated with the movement of 
soil required to construct the proposed TSIMRF could expose soils to potential 
wind- and water-borne erosion. Therefore, the potential for wind-borne erosion 
during construction of the proposed TS/MRF would be significant. There is also 
potential for erosion to occur during the grading process during periods of heavy 
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precipitation. Construction of the proposed TS/MRF would result in potentially 
significant impacts related to water-borne erosion. These impacts would be 
addressed through adherence to the requirements of the General Construction 
Activity Storm Water Permit that applies to all construction projects involving sites 
of one acre or greater. 

Impact 4. 7-4: Construction activities associated with the TS/MRF could result in 
slope instability on the project site (Less Than Significant). The TS/MRF facility 
would be located within the facility boundaries of the existing BLRC, on the west 
side of the existing landfill in a reclaimed sand and gravel mine. Approximately 
163,500 cubic yards of fill dirt would be imported to fill the sand and gravel pit 
and provide an engineered base for the concrete slab foundation. All grading 
activities would be required to occur under a grading permit issued by the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, in the process of fulfilling its 
ministerial responsibilities under the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, and 
would conform to the requirements of the City's Building Code. As part of the 
final design for the TS/MRF, a stability analysis will be performed and submitted 
to the City along with the Grading Plan, as required by the City's Building Code. 
As such, proposed construction of the TS/MRF facility would not be permitted on 
a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or would become unstable as a result of 
the project, and potentially result in collapse. 

Impact 4. 7-6: Landfill closure/post-closure activities could increase the potential 
for soil erosion to occur (Less Than Significant). Landfill closure activities would 
have the potential to exposure large areas to the potential effects of soil erosion 
due to earth movement activities associated with installing the four -foot soil cap 
over the landfill. The Final Closure Plan for the BLRC will be submitted for 
review and approval by the LARWQCB, the LEA, and the CIWMB for compliance 
with, among other things, Title 27 erosion control requirements. The permanent 
drainage conveyance structures will be designed to accommodate a 50-year, 96-
hour storm event. In addition, drainage and erosion control measures will 
continue to be implemented during closure activities and post-closure 
maintenance as applicable to mitigate erosion and siltation potential. Use of 
such existing and proposed drainage and erosion control measures would 
ensure that any erosion impacts would be less than significant during the closure 
and post-closure period of the Proposed Project. 

In addition, activities associated with the movement of soil in conjunction with 
landfill closure and cap installation could expose soils to potential wind-borne 
erosion. Therefore, the potential for wind-borne erosion associated with landfill 
closure activities would be significant. 

Impact 4.7-7: Landfill closure and post-closure maintenance activities could 
result in slope instability (Less Than Significant). A slope stability analysis will be 
submitted as part of the JTD. In addition, prior to Final Closure, a Final Closure 
Plan for the BLRC will be submitted for review and approval by the agencies. 
This review and approval process ensures that adequate engineering measures 
will be taken to provide an adequate safety margin for slope stability. Therefore, 
impacts resulting from the Phase II Closure construction activities or post-closure 
maintenance component of the proposed Master Plan would be less than 
significant. 
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ii. Mitigation Measures 

4.7-1 All soil disturbance and travel on unpaved surfaces shall be suspended if 
winds exceed 25 miles per hour. 

4.7-2 Mitigation measures defined in Section 4.4, Air Quality, of this EIR related 
to site watering and watering of unpaved roads would also address 
impacts related to wind-borne erosion. 

4.7-3 Mitigation measures 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 shall be implemented during 
construction of the TSIMRF to reduce potentially significant wind-borne 
erosion impacts. 

4. 7-4 In order to ensure adherence to the requirements of the City Building 
Code with respect to site preparation and grading, the following measures 
shall be incorporated as a Condition of Approval. 

4.7-3 All grading activities shall be performed in accordance with the provisions 
of Chapter IX, Division 70, of the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations · 
Code, Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations and with the rules 
and regulations established by the City Department of Building and 
Safety. 

4.7-6 Mitigation measures 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 shall be implemented during landfill 
closure operations to reduce potentially significant wind-borne erosion 
impacts. 

iii. Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project 
which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental effect as identified in the 
DEIR. No additional mitigation measures are necessary to render the effects less 
than significant. This impact can be minimized through Mitigation Measure 4.6-1, 
4.6-3, 4.7-1 and 4.7-2. 

iv. Rationale for Findings 

Activities associated with the grading and movement of soil required to construct 
the proposed TS/MRF could expose soils to potential wind- and water-borne 
erosion. Therefore, the potential for wind-borne erosion during construction of 
the proposed TS/MRF would be significant. (DEIR, p. 4.7-9.) 

There is also potential for erosion to occur during the grading process during 
periods of heavy precipitation. Construction of the proposed TSIMRF would 
result in potentially significant impacts related to water-borne erosion. These 
impacts would be addressed through adherence to the requirements of the 
General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit that applies to all construction 
Projects involving sites of one acre or greater. Wind-borne erosion impacts 
would be less than significant with implementation of the mitigation measures. 
(DEIR, p. 4.7-9.) 

The new TS/MRF facility would be located within the facility boundaries of the 
existing BLRC, on the west side of the existing landfill in a reclaimed sand and 
gravel mine. Approximately 163,500 cy of fill dirt would be imported to fill the 
sand and gravel pit and provide an engineered base for the concrete slab 
foundation. All grading activities would be required to occur under a grading 
permit issued by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety, in 
the process of fulfilling its ministerial responsibilities under the City of Los 
Angeles Municipal Code, and would conform to the requirements of the City's 
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Building Code. In order to obtain the necessary permits, a slope stability report 
and a geotechnical subsurface investigation report are required. As part of the 
final design for the TS/MRF, a stability analysis will be performed and submitted 
to the City along with the Grading Plan, as required by the City's Building Code. 
As such, proposed construction of the TS/MRF facility would not be permitted on 
a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or would become unstable as a result of 
the Project, and potentially result in collapse. Impacts of this component of 
Alternative 02 would be less than significant. (OEIR, p. 4.7-9.) 

Landfill closure activities would have the potential to exposure large areas to the 
potential effects of soil erosion due to earth movement activities associated with 
installing the four-foot soil cap over the landfill. The Final Closure Plan for the 
BLRC is submitted for review and approval by the LARWQCB, the LEA, and the 
CIWMB for compliance with, among other things, Title 27 erosion control 
requirements. The permanent drainage conveyance structures will be designed 
to accommodate a 50-year, 96-hour storm event In addition, drainage and 
erosion control measures will continue to be implemented during closure 
activities and post-closure maintenance as applicable to mitigate erosion and 
siltation potentiaL Use of such existing and proposed drainage and erosion 
control measures would ensure that any erosion impacts would be less than 
significant during the closure and post-closure period of Alternative 02. In 
addition, activities associated with the movement of soil in conjunction with 
landfill closure and cap installation could expose soils to potential wind-borne 
erosion. Therefore, the potential for wind-borne erosion associated with landfill 
closure activities would be significant. Mitigation measures 4.7-1 and 4.7-2 shall 
be implemented during landfill closure operations to reduce potentially significant 
wind-borne erosion impacts. (DEIR, p. 4.7-12.) 

d. Hazardous Materials 

i. Description of Environmental Effects: NOTE: References to the Transitional 
Vertical Expansion are no longer applicable, as discussed above. 

Impact 4.9-1: The proposed transitional vertical expansion would not change 
hazardous materials/waste handling procedures. (Less Than Significant) Phase I 
of the proposed Master Plan would not alter or in any way affect the types of 
waste currently accepted for disposal at the Bradley Landfill. The Hazardous 
Waste Load Check Program, Special Waste Program, and Radioactive Waste 
Exclusion Program would continue to be implemented under the Proposed 
Project as a means of detecting and isolating potentially hazardous wastes. 
These programs would continue to ensure that potentially hazardous materials 
do not enter the landfill. Therefore, the potential for the proposed continuation of 
landfill operations, in conjunction with the transitional vertical expansion to result 
in hazardous impacts would be less than significant 

Impact 4.9-3: Construction of the new TS/MRF would not involve the transport, 
use or disposal of hazardous materials/waste. (Less Than Significant) 
Construction of the proposed TS/MRF adjacent to the existing landfill would 
include the importation of dirt for the foundation, associated grading activities, 
installation of paving and curbing, and erection of the pre-engineered metal 
building. No demolition would be required as part of this phase. Construction 
activities would not involve the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. 
Therefore, the potential for the proposed construction of the TS/MRF to result in 
hazardous impacts would be less than significant 
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Impact 4.9-4: The increase in existing green and wood waste and MRF 
operations on Bradley East could increase the potential for hazardous materials 
to be sent to the site, however, the Project Applicant will continue utilizing 
existing procedures to eliminate hazardous materials. (Less Than Significant) 
The proposed change to the green/wood waste operation would be an increase 
in the permitted operation to 2,500 !pd. This increase would provide additional 
capacity to process green and wood waste materials that are currently processed 
elsewhere. Odor and dust control measures would continue to be implemented. 
The increase in permitted intake at Bradley East's green/wood waste operation 
would not alter or in any way affect the types of waste currently accepted at the 
operation. As only green and wood wastes are accepted, no hazardous 
materials would enter Bradley East Therefore, the potential for the proposed 
increase in permitted intake at Bradley East's green/wood waste operation to 
result in hazardous impacts would be less than significant 

The proposed change to the MRF operation would increase processing of 
recyclable materials to a maximum of 99 tpd from the existing maximum level of 
92 tpd. The increase in permitted levels of recyclables processing would not 
alter or in any way affect the types of waste currently accepted at the operation 
such that hazardous and potentially hazardous materials are prohibited at the 
site. The programs currently utilized for the detection of potentially hazardous 
waste would continue to ensure that hazardous materials do not enter the landfill. 
Therefore, the potential for the proposed increase in permitted intake at the MRF 
to result in hazardous impacts would be less than significant 

Impact 4.9-5: Landfill closure activities would eliminate MSW from entering the 
project site for disposal. (Less Than Significant) When the existing landfill 
reaches its maximum capacity or the permits expire on April 14, 2007 (whichever 
comes sooner), the landfill would be closed and no additional MSW would be 
accepted for burial. Landfill closure activities would include the impact of dirt and 
inert waste to provide a four foot soil cap and installation of landscaping features. 
Therefore, no impacts related to hazardous materials in the landfill would occur. 

Impact 4.9-6: Existing procedures would continue to be utilized at the proposed 
TS/MRF to ensure that hazardous materials are not accepted for processing. 
(Less Than Significant) If the Proposed Project is approved and the landfill 
approaches a final height of 1,053 ft msl, landfill operations will transition into a 
TS/MRF operation. MSW would be received, consolidated and transported to 
other regional landfills. The procedures currently in place at Bradley Landfill for 
detecting, removing, and processing unexpected hazardous materials would 
continue to be utilized at the transfer station. Commercial/residential recyclable 
materials would be received, sorted, and consolidated at the MRF. From the 
MRF, these materials would be transported to other regional recycled materials 
processing facilities. All materials would be adequately screened for potential 
hazards and handled in accordance with existing procedures. Impacts would be 
less than significant 

ii. Mitigation Measures 

4.9-1 At all entry points for incoming materials, a radiation detection system 
shall be installed, maintained, and periodically calibrated as approved by 
the LEA and CIWMB. Testing of such devices shall be conducted yearly. 
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iii. Findings 

Although impacts related to hazardous materials would be less than significant, 
the following measure is proposed to ensure that hazardous materials are not 
accepted for processing. 

iv. Rationale for Findings 

Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are less than 
significant. 

5. Environmental Impacts Found To Be Significant And Unavoidable. 

a. Air Qualitv: 

i. Description of Environmental Effects 

Impact 4.4-1: Phase I Construction activities would generate emissions from the 
use of construction equipment as part of the construction of the proposed 
TS/MRF facility. (Significant) Phase I construction emissions are expected from 
the following equipment and processes: construction equipment (dump trucks, 
backhoes, graders, etc.), equipment delivery/on-site travel, heavy diesel trucks 
(importing fill material), construction worker trips, and fugitive dust associated 
With site construction activities. Daily construction emissions were calculated for 
the peak construction day activities in Phase I Construction. Peak day emissions 
are the sum of the highest daily emissions from employee vehicles, fugitive dust 
sources, construction equipment and transport activities for the construction 
period of the TS/MRF. The peak emissions were determined to be: 18 lbs/day 
VOC, 107 lbs/day CO, 137 lbs/day NOx, 0.9lbs/day SOx, and 392lbs/day PM10. 
The emissions of NOx and PM10 would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds and 
would be significant. Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below 
SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-2: Phase I Operational activities would generate additional criteria 
pollutant emissions from operational activities associated with the proposed 
transitional vertical expansion and increase in green and wood waste processing 
capacity and expanded MRF operations on Bradley East. (Significant) The total 
additional operational emissions from the Phase I project are as follows: 120 
lbs/day VOC, 500 lbs/day CO, 1,555 lbs/day NOx, 7 lbs/day SOx, and 466 
lbs/day PM10. Most of the emissions are associated with additional trips to the 
facility due to the additional landfill capacity. Other emissions are associated 
with the additional equipment associated with the expanded green/wood waste 
operations (including an additional electric grinder) and MRF. The emissions of 
VOC, NOx, and PM10 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be 
significant. Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD 
thresholds and would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-3: During Phase I Construction, construction activities and 
operational activities occurring concurrently would generate additional criteria 
pollutant emissions. (Significant) During Phase I Construction, when 
construction of the TS/MRF is taking place, concurrent emissions from 
construction and operational activity would occur. The maximum emission levels 
projected to occur during Phase I Construction, when all activities are taking 
place simultaneously are as follows: 138 lbs/day of VOC, 607 lbs/day of CO, 
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1,792 lbs/day of NOx, 7.9 lbs/day of SOx, and 858 lbs/day of PM10. The 
maximum Phase I Construction emissions of VOC, NOx, and PM10 would 
exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. Emissions of all other 
criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than 
significant. 

Impact 4.4-4: As a result of no additional waste disposal during Phase I 
Operations, additional landfill gas would not be generated which would need to 
be accommodated by the landfill gas collection and control system presently 
operated at the landfill (Less Than Significant). The landfill is equipped with a 
LFG collection and control system that is constructed and operated in 
compliance with all applicable California Code of Regulations. The LFG system 
consists of a network of wells and collection piping and appurtenances. The LFG 
destruction/utilization system consists of three flares, five on-site engine 
generator sets and a gas compression plant, used to pump collected LFG off-site 
for use at the Penrose Gas Conversion, LLC power plant. 

A LFG recovery projection was prepared using USEPA's LandGEM model, which 
predicts gas generation based on characteristics of the landfill calibrated to the 
actual and historical results of the operation of the current system. The analysis 
demonstrates that the total destruction capacity of the existing LFG system 
(excluding the gas compressor plant) is 12,222 standard cubic feet per minute 
(scfm). Even under the proposed transitional vertical expansion, the projected 
peak most likely recovery rate for LFG is 8,263 scfm in 2007 compared to 7,985 
scfm in 2002 under the current permitted capacity, a modest 3.5% increase in 
gas generation. Even more conservative estimates have concluded that the 
highest likely recovery rate would be 9,641 scfm in 2007, which is also within the 
total destruction capacity of the system. Therefore, impacts related to the 
generation of LFG would be well within the capacity of the existing LFG collection 
and control system and impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-5: As a result of no additional waste disposal during Phase I 
Operations, additional landfill gas would not be generated that could impact the 
ability of the LFG collection and control system to control surface gas emissions. 
(Less Than Significant) Impacts related to surface gas emissions would be less 
than significant. 

Impact 4.4-6: Phase I Operation activities would generate additional traffic, 
which would have the potential to increase localized CO concentrations at 
intersections near the project site. (Less Than Significant) 

Project related traffic during Phase I could cause increased CO concentrations at 
area intersections as a result of increased traffic congestion. CO concentrations 
at the six study intersections analyzed range from 3.7 to 8.2 ppm. None of the 
intersections would experience CO concentrations that exceed the State 
standard or exceed the incremental additions for non-attainment areas. Impacts 
related to local CO concentrations would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-7: Phase I Operation would include an in increase in green and wood 
waste processing which would have the potential to generate odors. (Less Than 
Significant) The proposed increase green and wood waste processing that would 
occur under Phase I Operation would not be expected to generate any additional 
odors at the facility. The Proposed Project would result in no additional waste 
disposed of at the landfill site until April 14, 2007, which may result in additional 
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odor compared to what is currently being done under existing conditions; 
however, the landfill will be undergoing closure activities during phase II and 
taking on final caps of earth. In addition, the odor Best Management Practices 
for the green and wood waste operation would continue to be implemented in 
conjunction with the increased green and wood waste processing capacity. The 
proposed increase in green and wood waste operation has the potential to 
increase odors. The Project Applicant is responsible for abiding with an 
SCAQMD settlement agreement which includes odor mitigation measures and 
BMPs; the measures included in the agreement are over and above any 
measures implemented at the site in the past, and would therefore result in a 
coinciding decrease of odors with the proposed increase in tonnage at the green 
and wood waste facility. Because of these factors, the Proposed Project would 
not substantially increase the likelihood that odors would be generated that would 
cause a nuisance affecting a considerable number of persons or the public and 
impacts of the proposed increase in green and wood waste processing with 
respect to odors would be less than significant 

Impact 4.4-8: Phase II Construction activities would generate emissions from the 
use of construction equipment to complete final closure of the landfill. 
(Significant) Landfill closure activities are included in Phase II Construction and 
would include the installation of a final cover using construction equipment 
Upon completion of the final dirt coVer, vegetation will be planted on all slopes as 
well as landfill cap; surface water control structures will be built as well as the 
final transition of the landfill to an end use. Emissions from construction activities 
would be temporary in nature, occurring only during time frames when landfill 
closure activities are actively taking place. Peak day construction emissions 
associated with landfill closure activities that would occur under Phase II 
Construction of the Proposed Project are anticipated to be as follows: 15 lbs/day 
of VOC, 7 4 lbs/day of CO, 182 lbs/day of NOx, 0 lbs/day of SOx, and 115 lbs/day 
of PM10. Emissions of NOx would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be 
significant Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD 
thresholds and would be less than significant 

Impact 4.4--9: During Phase II Complete, additional criteria pollutant emissions 
would be generated from operational activities, including continuing the 
expanded green and wood waste operation and operating the new TS/MRF. 
(Significant) The bulk of operational emissions at the facility result from 
increased truck traveL The GARB established a law in 2004 that targeted 
emissions from refuse-carrying trucks. The GARB regulation requires trucks to 
be retrofitted based on make and model year. Mandated reductions are either 
25% or 80% for PM10 depending upon the model year of the engine. As such, 
emissions will continue to decline from this source category as these fleets are 
turned over and replaced with newer, cleaner models. 

Emissions would be associated with the additional equipment as well as the 
associated trips after April 2007, when the landfill would close. The total 
additional operations emissions projected to result from Phase II Complete are 
anticipated to be 40 lbs/day VOC, 210 lbs/day CO, 813 lbs/day NOx, 6 lbs/day 
SOx, and 149 lbs/day PM10. Emissions of NOx would exceed SCAQMD 
thresholds and would be significant Emissions of all other criteria pollutants 
would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-10: During Phase II Construction, landfill closure activities and 
operational activities occurring concurrently would generate additional criteria 
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pollutant emissions. (Significant) During Phase II Construction (April 2007 
through April 2008), when construction activity associated with landfill closure is 
taking place, concurrent emissions from construction activity and operational 
activity would occur. The maximum emission levels projected to occur during 
this time frame are as follows: 131 lbs/day of VOC, 526 lbs/day of CO, 1,884 
lbs/day of NOx, 10 lbs/day of SOx, and 344 lbs/day of PM10. The maximum 
Phase II Construction emissions of VOC, NOx, and PM10 would exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. Emissions of all other criteria 
pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than 
significant. 

Impact 4.4-11: Phase II activities would have the potential to generate toxic air 
contaminants from the operation of diesel trucks and other equipment. (Less 
Than Significant) A Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared to identify 
potential air toxic impacts to the community from operation of diesel-fueled solid 
waste collection vehicles (SWCV) at the proposed Bradley TS/MRF. This HRA 
follows the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) guidance 
Risk Assessment Procedures for Rules 1401 and 212 (Version 7.0, July 1, 2005). 
Health hazards were evaluated based on the California Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Taxies Hot Spots Program Guidance 
Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments (August 2003). Modeling 
was performed using the Industrial Source Complex - Short Term (ISCST-3) air 
dispersion model as required by SCAQMD. To calculate air concentrations for 
the HRA analyses, air dispersion modeling was completed using one year of 
SCAQMD pre-processed meteorological data from the Burbank Station and the 
ISCST3 model. 

In accordance with the OEHHA Air Taxies Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual 
for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments, cancer risks were calculated using 
an inhalation cancer potency factor for DPM of 1.1 (mg/kg-day)-1 and chronic 
non-cancer risks were calculated using a Reference Exposure Level (REL) for 
DPM of 5 (.Jg/m3. These health factors for DPM were developed based on whole 
diesel exhaust (both gas and particulate matter) so that DPM is a surrogate for all 
the speciated compounds within DPM. In accordance with Appendix D of the 
OEHHA guidance, acute non-cancer risk of speciated compounds is not required 
since the potential cancer risk from inhalation exposure to DPM will outweigh the 
potential non-cancer health impacts. 

Annual average air concentrations were calculated for each receptor using the 
DPM emission rates. The resulting concentrations at the maximum exposed 
offsite worker and maximum exposed residential receptor were then used to 
calculate the health risks following SCAQMD's Rule 1401 methodology. 

The maximum exposed individual worker (at Art Street and Sutter Avenue) is 
predicted to be exposed to a MICR from DPM of 9.56 in one million. The 
maximum exposed individual resident (on Ralston Avenue) is predicted to be 
exposed to a MICR from DPM of 8.36 in one million. 

Since MICR of 9.56 in one million at the maximum exposed individual worker and 
MICR of 8.36 in one million at the maximum exposed individual resident are both 
less than 10 in one million, incremental cancer risk for the project is not a 
significant impact. 

Non-Cancer Risk Results 
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The State of California provides an REL for use as an indicator of potential 
adverse non-cancer health effects. An REL is a concentration level (1Jg/m3) or 
dose (mg/kg-day) at which no adverse health effects are anticipated. For DPM, 
the REL for chronic impacts is 5.0 ug/m3 and there is no REL for acute impacts. 

The ratio of the calculated exposure to the REL is the non-carcinogenic hazard 
index (HI). The chronic HI is based upon annual average emissions. A chronic 
HI of 1 (i.e., the concentrations/dosage of TAGs exceed the 
concentration/dosage at which no adverse health effects are anticipated) at any 
target organ is considered a significance threshold. Chemical concentrations, 
determined from modeling, are evaluated relative to their respective RELs for 
each organ and compared to a HI of 1. The target organ for DPM is the 
respiratory system. 

Based on the analysis of DPM emissions, the maximum HI for the maximum 
exposed individual worker is 0.0154, and the maximum HI for the maximum 
exposed individual resident is 0.0052, both of which are below the significance 
threshold of 1.0. As such, impacts related to non-cancer risks resulting from the 
proposed project would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-12: Phase II Construction and Phase II Complete activities would 
generate additional traffic,· which would have the potential to increase localized 
CO concentrations at intersections near the project site. (Less Than Significant) 
Project-related traffic during Phase II Construction and Phase II Complete could 
also cause increased CO concentrations at area intersections as a result of 
increased traffic congestion. An analysis of CO concentrations was conducted at 
six study intersections expected to experience the highest levels of traffic 
congestion, including project traffic. The analysis was based on the total volume 
of peak hour traffic, including existing, related projects, regional growth and 
proposed project traffic. None of the intersections would experience CO 
concentrations that exceed the State 1-hour CO standard or Federal and State 8-
hour CO standard. Impacts related to local CO concentrations in Phase II 
Construction and Phase II Complete would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.4-13: Phase II Complete would include handling of solid waste in the 
TS/MRF which would have the potential to generate odors. (Less Than 
Significant) The proposed TS/MRF is not expected to generate any additional 
odors because transfer activities which could generate potential odors would take 
place within an enclosed building designed to mitigate odors. The MRF is 
expected to handle curbside recyclables such as paper, glass, and aluminum. 
The general characteristics of these materials do not lend themselves to 
generation of odors. The TS/MRF building will be equipped with exhaust fans to 
provide six air exchanges every hour. The air leaving the building at the roof 
exhaust fans will be treated by an odor neutralizing misting system to mitigate 
odors. Negative pressure will be maintained at the building entrance so no 
untreated air will leave the building. An odor neutralizer may be mixed with dust 
control water in the ceiling mounted misting systems for extra odor mitigation as 
needed. As such, because of the design of the facility, no substantial increase in 
the likelihood that odors would be generated that would cause a nuisance 
affecting a considerable number of persons or the public would occur and 
impacts of the proposed TS/MRF with respect to odors would be less than 
significant. 
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Impact 4.4-14: Phase II Complete would have the potential to generate 
greenhouse gasses (GHGs ). (Less Than Significant) After the closure of the 
landfill at the BLRC, MSW no longer transported to the BLRC must be disposed 
of at other municipal and private landfill sites throughout Southern California. As 
a result of the closure of the BLRC landfill in April 2007, there is a great need for 
waste disposal options for the Los Angeles region, and particularly, the City, in 
order to process and dispose of the large volumes of wastes that have 
historically been disposed of at the BLRC each day. 

BLRC controls methane (CH4) and carbon dioxide (C02), the GHGs produced 
by the decomposition of landfilled refuse, through the existing landfill gas to 
energy project, which is largely consistent with GARB's proposed early action 
measures to reduce GHG emissions, The BLRC gas recovery plant currently is 
estimated to capture approximately 77 percent LFG, which is processed and 
piped to the Penrose Landfill Gas Conversion, LLC landfill gas-to-energy plant. 
The BLRC LFG collection and disposal systems will continue to process the LFG 
from the closed landfill into electricity during the operation of the Project's 
TS/MRF. Because the MRF materials will be sorted and recycled off-site, no 
additional methane will result from the TS/MRF operation. 

The TS/MRF project ensures that there will be less than significant impacts from 
GHG emissions as a result of the construction and operation of the TS/MRF 
project. The TS/MRF will reduce the number of regional vehicle miles traveled to 
dispose of waste and separate recyclable materials from the City of Los Angeles 
waste stream, and will comply with ARB and SCAQMD regulations and the 
adoption of all feasible mitigation measures into the TS/MRF project. By nature 
of being a TS/MRF, the project would not result in a significant contribution of 
GHG emissions relative to existing conditions and the continuing need to dispose 
of MSW and recover recyclable materials from the waste stream. 

ii. Mitigation Measures: The following feasible mitigation measures have been 
identified to avoid or reduce emissions associated with construction activities: 
These measures would also reduce PM2.5. 

4.4-1 Prior to beginning Phase I construction activities, the Project Applicant 
shall develop a Construction Emission Management Plan for the 
Proposed Project. The Plan shall include measures to minimize 
emissions from vehicles including, but not limited to: 

Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to moving soil and 
conduct necessary watering to prevent visible dust emissions from 
exceeding 1 00 feet in any direction. 
Apply non-toxic chemical stabilizers according to manufacturers' 
specifications or apply non-toxic dust suppressants or vegetation 
sufficient to maintain a stabilized surface to disturbed surface 
areas (completed grading areas) that are to be left inactive for five 
working days or more. 
Exposed pits (i.e., gravel, soil, dirt), if any, with 5% or greater silt 
content shall be watered twice daily, enclosed, covered or treated 
with non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers' 
specifications. 
Water excavated soil and debris piles hourly or cover them with 
tarp, plastic sheets or other coverings. 
Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm 
conditions. Water as often as needed on windy days when winds 
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are less than 25 miles per hour or during very dry weather in order 
to maintain a surface crust and prevent the release of visible 
emissions from the construction site. 

• All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials off-site 
shall be covered prior to leaving the construction site or shall 
maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical 
distance between the top of the material and the top of the truck). 
Mud-covered tires and under-carriages of trucks shall be washed 
before leaving construction sites. 
Continue sweeping adjacent streets, as needed, to remove dirt 
dropped by construction vehicles or mud that would otherwise be 
carried off by trucks departing the project site. 
Securely cover loads with a tight fitting tarp or similar covering 
device on all trucks leaving the construction site. 
Cease excavating and grading during periods when winds exceed 
25 miles per hour. 
Cease excavating and grading during second stage smog alerts. 
Low VOC-emission paints shall be utilized in accordance with 
SCAQMD Rule 1113. 
Truck deliveries shall be scheduled outside peak traffic hours and 
consolidated to the maximum extent feasible. 

4.4-2 Use electricity or alternative fuel for on-site equipment to the extent 
feasible; for all other equipment use GARB-approved diesel fueL 
Contractor and Applicant shall maintain invoices on-site for inspection for 
diesel fuel purchases. 

4.4-3 Maintain construction equipment tuned up and with two to four degree 
retard diesel engine timing. This measure is obsolete based on new 
CARB rules requiring more stringent standards, as outlined in Mitigation 
Measures 4.4-6 and 4.4-8. 

4.4-4 Use on-site electricity rather than temporary power generators in portions 
of the landfill where electricity is available. 

4.4-5 Use GARB-approved diesel (as defined in SCAQMD Rule 431.2), which 
shall be identified in the Construction Emission Management Plan 
prepared by the Applicant and Contractor. 

4.4-6 Use construction equipment that meets EPA Tier I, II, or Ill emissions 
requirements; the specific equipment to be utilized shall be identified in 
the Construction Emission Management Plan prepared by the Applicant 
and Contractor (Mitigation Measure 4.4-1). 

4.4-7 When diesel particulate filters (DPF) are required, use GARB-verified 
particulate filter traps. 

4.4-8 Any new off-road equipment purchased shall meet a minimum of EPA 
Tier Ill standards and/or apply diesel particulate filters (DPF) meeting 
GARB-verified Level 3 standards for off-road engines; the specific 
equipment to be utilized shall be identified in the Construction Emission 
Management Plan prepared by the Applicant and Contractor (Mitigation 
Measure 4.4-1). 

4.4-9 Prohibit material delivery heavy-duty truck idling in excess of five minutes. 
4.4-10 Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference. 
4.4-11 Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases 

of construction to maintain smooth traffic flow. 
4.4-12 Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial 

system to off-peak hour to the extent practicable. 
4.4-13 Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive 

receptor areas. 
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4.4-14 Provide dedicated tum lanes for movement of construction trucks and 
equipment on- and off-site. 

4.4-15 Give preferential consideration to qualified contractors who use clean fuel 
construction equipment; emulsified diesel fuels, construction equipment 
that uses ultra low sulfur GARB diesel and is equipped with oxidation 
catalysts, or other retrofit technologies. Justification shall be included in 
the Construction Emission Management Plan. 

4.4-16 Pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 403, a Fugitive Dust Control Plan will be 
developed and implemented for the Proposed Project, and shall include, 
but not be limited to: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to moving soil and 
conduct necessary watering to prevent visible dust emissions from 
exceeding 1 00 feet in any direction. 
Apply non-toxic chemical stabilizers according to manufacturers' 
specifications or apply non-toxic dust suppressants or vegetation 
sufficient to maintain a stabilized surface to disturbed surface 
areas (completed grading areas) that are to be left inactive for five 
working days or more. 
Exposed pits (i.e., gravel, soil, dirt), if any, with 5% or greater silt 
content shall be watered twice daily, enclosed, covered or treated 
with non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers' 
specifications. 
Water excavated soil and debris piles hourly or cover them with 
tarp, plastic sheets or other coverings. 
Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm 
conditions. Water as often as needed on windy days when winds 
are less than 25 miles per hour or during very dry weather in order 
to maintain a surface crust and prevent the release of visible 
emissions from the construction site. 
All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose materials off-site 
shall be covered prior to leaving the construction site or shall 
maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical 
distance between the top of the material and the top of the truck). 
Mud-covered tires and under-carriages of trucks shall be washed 
before leaving the construction sites. 
Continue sweeping adjacent streets, as needed, to remove dirt 
dropped by construction vehicles or mud that would otherwise be 
carried off by trucks departing project site. 
Securely cover loads with a tight fitting tarp or similar covering 
device on all trucks leaving the construction site. 
Cease excavating and grading during periods when winds exceed 
25 miles per hour. 
Cease excavating and grading during second stage smog alerts . 
Low VOC-emission paints shall be utilized in accordance with 
SCAQMD Rule 1113. 
Truck deliveries shall be scheduled outside peak traffic hours and 
consolidated to the maximum extent feasible. 
Replace ground cover in disturbed areas inactive for ten days or 
more. 
All streets shall be swept at least once a day using SCAQMD Rule 
1186 certified street sweepers or roadway washing trucks or 
whenever visible soil materials are carried to adjacent streets 
(recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water). 
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To reduce dust caused by track-out from vehicles exiting the site, 
an extra wide rumble strip (minimum ten feet) should be used at 
all exits. 

• Street cleaning on all access roads to reduce dust in streets shall 
be mandatory at least twice daily. 

4.4-17 Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison 
concerning on-site construction activity including resolution of issues 
related to PM1 0 generation. Identification of the construction relation 
officer shall be posted at the entry gate to the project site, including name 
and contact phone number. 

4.4-18 A weather station indicating temperature, wind speed and direction 
should be constructed and maintained on-site. Weather information 
should be recorded and available for LEA use for at least 30 days. 

4.4-19 If complaints are received by the LEA, limited and reasonable monitoring 
for dust will be conducted by qualified firms or individuals, under the 
LEA's direction if determined to be necessary by the LEA. Reports and/or 
results will be provided to the LEA by the facility operator at the operator's 
expense. If project dust levels are found to be unacceptable, the LEA 
may require the operator to implement appropriate and reasonable dust 
control measures. 

4.4-20 The Project Applicant shall obtain Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) certification for the TS/MRF at the Basic 
level, at a minimum. 

4.4-21 Investigate the technological feasibility of using a diesel oxidation catalyst 
or PM filter trap on an off-road device (i.e., construction equipment). 
Although there are a few Level Ill devices that are GARB-verified for off­
road applications, the Applicant will conduct a technological feasibility 
analysis on one piece of equipment. If successful, the applicant will 
consider extending the program beyond 2008. In addition, the Applicant 
will comply with recently-adopted state regulations to reduce emissions 
from off-road vehicles and equipment. 

4.4-22 Conduct a pilot study using a GARB-verified Diesel Particulate Filter that 
is also verified to reduce NOx emissions on one refuse hauling truck. If 
successful, the Applicant will consider extending the program to 2008. 
Applicant will also participate in the SCAQMD SOON program to 
accelerate NOx reductions from off-road equipment, as required. 

4.4-23 Maintain construction equipment tuned up and with two to four degree 
retard diesel engine timing during landfill operation and closure activities. 
This measure is now obsolete, see Mitigation Measure 4.4-3. 

4.4-24 Purchase and use an electric wood grinder in lieu of a traditional diesel 
grinder. 

4.4-25 Applicant shall establish a preference or fee reduction for all solid waste 
collection vehicles (SWCVs) and other on-road heavy-duty vehicles 
visiting the landfill, TSIMRF or green/wood waste facilities, that are 
alternative fueled or model year (MY) 2009 or newer diesel vehicles 
equipped with GARB-verified DPFs. This program shall be posted at the 
scale house by the Applicant. 

4.4-26 Conduct pilot test on GARB-verified DPF and Lean NOx Catalyst (e.g., 
Cleaire Flash and Catch and Longview devices); determine feasibility; 
develop incentive program (e.g., reduced tipping fees) for use of such 
emission control devices in on-road heavy-duty vehicles visiting the 
landfill, TS/MRF or green/wood waste facilities. [25% NOx control and 
85% PM control] The test and program shall be reviewed and approved 
byCARB. 
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4.4-27 Only loading of bailed or contained recyclables shall be loaded outdoors. 

4.4-28 The applicant will maintain a 24-hour call-in number for residents in the 
event of nighttime odor complaints. Assigned personnel will respond to 
any calls to determine whether or not the source of odor is coming from 
BLRC. In the event that BLRC is the source of odors, appropriate 
measures will be implemented to mitigate such odors. 

iii. Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project 
that substantially lessen, but do not avoid, the potentially significant 
environmental effects associated with air quality. With respect to NOx and 
PM1 0, no mitigation is available to render the effects less than significant. The 
effects therefore remain significant and unavoidable. The project's benefits 
outweigh the significant unavoidable impacts of the project, as set forth in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

During Phase I, when construction of the TS/MRF is taking place, concurrent 
emissions from construction activity and operational activity would occur. The 
maximum emission levels projected to occur during Phase I, when all activities 
(construction and operational) are taking place simultaneously are as follows: 
138 lbs/day of VOC, 607 lbs/day of CO, 1,792 lbs/day of NOx, 7.9 lbs/day of 
SOx, and 858 lbs/day of PM10. The maximum Phase I emissions of VOC, NOx 
and PM10 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. 
Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds 
and would be less than significant. However, even with implementation of 
mitigation measures, emissions related to VOC, NOx, and PM10 would remain 
significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 1.19.) 

iv. Rationale for Findings 
Phase I construction emissions are expected from the following equipment and 
processes: construction equipment (dump .trucks, backhoes, graders, etc.), 
equipment delivery/on-site travel, heavy diesel trucks (importing fill material), 
construction worker trips, and fugitive dust associated with site construction 
activities. Daily construction emissions were calculated for the peak construction 
day activities in Phase I Construction. Peak day emissions are the sum of the 
highest daily emissions from employee vehicles, fugitive dust sources, 
construction equipment and transport activities for the construction period of the 
TS/MRF. The peak emissions were determined to be: 18 lbs/day VOC, 107 
lbs/day CO, 137 lbs/day NOx, 0.9 lbs/day SOx, and 392 lbs/day PM10. The 
emissions of NOx and PM10 would exceed the SCAQMD thresholds and would 
be significant. Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD 
thresholds and would be less than significant. However, even with 
implementation of mitigation measures, impacts from NOx and PM10 would 
remain significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 1-18.) 

The total additional operational emissions projected to result from the Phase I 
project are as follows: 120 lbs/day VOC, 500 lbs/day CO, 1,555 lbs/day NOx, 7 
lbs/day SOx, and 466 lbs/day PM10 identified in Table 4.4-7. Most of the 
emissions are associated with additional trips to the facility are due to the 
additional landfill capacity. With the elimination of the vertical expansion from 
Alternative D2, the actual emissions would be less than projected. Other 
emissions are associated with the additional equipment associated with the 
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expanded green and wood waste operations (including an additional electric 
grinder) and MRF. As shown in Table 4.4-7, emissions of VOC, NOx and PM10 
would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. Emissions of all 
other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less 
than significant. (FEIR, p. 3-87.) As shown in Table 4.4-7, the modifications and 
refinements to the calculation of regional operational emissions during Phase I 
did not change any of the conclusions with respect to exceedance of SCAQMD 
significance thresholds. With the refinements included, emissions of VOC, NOx 
and PM1 0 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. 
Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds 
and would be less than significant. No new significant impacts would occur as a 
result of the modifications and refinements applied to the previous calculations. 
However, even with implementation of mitigation measures, impacts from VOC, 
NOx and PM10 would remain significant and unavoidable. (FEIR, p. 3-87.) 

During Phase I, when construction of the TS/MRF is taking place, concurrent 
emissions from construction activity and operational activity would occur. The 
maximum emission levels projected to occur during Phase I, when all activities 
(construction and operational) are taking place simultaneously are as follows: 
138 lbs/day of VOC, 607 lbs/day of CO, 1,792 lbs/day of NOx, 7.9 lbs/day of 
SOx, and 858 lbs/day of PM10. The maximum Phase I emissions of VOC, NOx 
and PM10 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. 
Emissions of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds 
and would be less than significant. However, even with implementation of 
mitigation measures, emissions related to VOC, NOx, and PM10 would remain 
significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 1.19.) 

Although landfill closure activities will likely occur, if at all, during Phase I, the 
analysis of the impacts from landfill closure activities are included in Phase II. 
These would include the installation of a final cover using construction 
equipment. Upon completion of the final dirt cover, vegetation will be planted on 
all slopes as well as landfill cap; surface water control structures will be built, as 
well as the final transition of the landfill to an end use. Peak day construction 
emissions associated with landfill closure activities that would occur under Phase 
II Construction of Alternative D2 are anticipated to be as follows: 15 lbs/day of 
VOC, 7 4 lbs/day of CO, 182 lbs/day of NOx, 0 lbs/day of SOx, and 115 lbs/day of 
PM10. emissions of NOx resulting from this activity would exceed SCAQMD 
thresholds and would be significant. Emissions of all other criteria pollutants 
would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than significant. 
Emissions from construction activities would be temporary in nature, occurring 
only during time frames when landfill closure activities are actively taking place 
(Phase II). (FEIR, p. 3-93.) 

As shown in Table 4.4-10, the modifications and refinements to the calculation of 
regional operational emissions during Phase II did not change any of the 
conclusions with respect to exceedance of SCAQMD significance thresholds. 
With the refinements included, emissions of NOx would exceed SCAQMD 
thresholds and would be significant. Emissions of all other criteria pollutants 
would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than significant. No new 
significant impacts would occur as a result of the modifications and refinements 
applied to the previous calculations. (FEIR, p. 3-93.) As noted above, landfill 
closure activities are likely to occur prior to and possibly during Phase I, since the 
landfill ceased accepting waste on April 14, 2007. If this occurs, the air quality 
impacts associated with Phase I analyzes maximum Phase I emissions, and 
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include the emissions associated with the vertical expansion which will no longer 
occur. The regardless of whether landfill closure activities occur in Phase I or 
Phase II, the analysis contained within the EIR sufficiently analyzes all of the 
potentially significant adverse impacts that could result from the occurrence of 
landfill closure activities. With implementation of the mitigation measures, 
emissions from NOx would remain significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 1-22.) 

The bulk of operational emissions at the facility result from increased truck travel. 
The California Air Resources Board (GARB) established a law in 2004 that 
targeted emissions from refuse-carrying trucks. The GARB regulation requires 
trucks to be retrofitted based on make and model year. Mandated reductions are 
either 25% or 80% for PM10 depending upon the model year of the engine. As 
such, emissions will continue to decline from this source category as these fleets 
are turned over and replaced with newer, cleaner models. (DEIR, p. 4.4-31.) 
Emissions would be associated with the additional equipment as well as the 
associated trips after April 2007, when the landfill would close. The total 
additional operations emissions projected to result from Phase II Complete are 
anticipated to be 40 lbs/day VOC, 210 lbs/day CO, 813 lbs/day NOx, 6 lbs/day 
SOx, and 149 lbs/day PM10. Emissions of NOx would exceed SCAQMD 
thresholds and would be significant. Emissions of all other criteria pollutants 
would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be less than significant. (FEIR, 
p. 3-95.) However, even with implementation of the mitigation measures, NOx 
emissions would remain significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 1-23.) 

Landfill closure activities are likely to occur prior to and possibly during Phase I, 
since the landfill ceased accepting waste on April 14, 2007. The air quality 
impacts associated with Phase I analyzed in the Draft EIR constitute maximum 
Phase I emissions, and include the emissions associated with the vertical 
expansion, which will no longer occur. The analysis of impacts from landfill 
closure activities under Phase II indicates that these impacts are less than the 
projected impacts for the vertical expansion. Thus regardless of whether landfill 
closure activities occur in Phase I or Phase II, the analysis contained within the 
EIR sufficiently analyzes all of the potentially significant adverse impacts that 
could result from the occurrence of landfill closure activities. If any construction 
activity associated with landfill closure takes place in Phase II, concurrent 
emissions from construction activity and operational activity would occur. The 
maximum emission levels projected to occur during Phase II, when all activities 
(construction and operational) are taking place simultaneously are as follows: 
1311bs/day ofVOC, 5261bs/day of CO, 1,8841bs/day of NOx, 10 lbs/day of SOx, 
and 344 lbs/day of PM10. The maximum Phase II emissions of VOC, NOx and 
PM10 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. Emissions 
of all other criteria pollutants would be below SCAQMD thresholds and would be 
less than significant. These peak emission levels would occur only during the 
time frame when landfill closure activities are taking place (Phase II,). After 
landfill closure is complete, emissions would be within the levels shown in Table 
4.4-11. (FEIR, pp. 3-95 thru 3-96.) However, even with implementation of the 
mitigation measures the emissions from VOC, NOx, and PM10 would remain 
significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 1-24.) 

Cumulative air quality and health risk impacts would occur to the extent that 
criteria and toxic pollutant emissions generated by Alternative 02 combine with 
emissions from other new and/or ongoing sources in the vicinity. A total of 29 
related Projects are included in the EIR (see Section II, Table 2-4). As discussed 
in Section 4.4 of the EIR, the SCAB is presently designated non-attainment of 
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state and Federal standards for CO, ozone and PM10. Total daily air emissions 
from activities occurring on the Project site during Phase I and Phase II of 
Alternative D2 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds forVOCs, NOx and PM10 and 
would be significant. The 29 related Projects would also contribute VOC, NOx 
and PM10 emissions into the SCAB. Therefore, Alternative D2 and the related 
Projects would contribute to significant cumulative air quality impacts. (DEIR, p. 
4.4-41.) 

While individual Project em1ss1ons exceed the SCAQMD thresholds on a 
localized level, overall the Project has the potential to reduce emissions across 
the SCAB. Materials no longer transported to Bradley, must be disposed of at 
other municipal and private landfill sites throughout Southern California. 
Potential disposal sites are as much as 120 miles away from Bradley therefore, 
contributing to emissions across the Basin. As such, the additional disposal 
capacity that would be provided under Phase I of Alternative D2 would result in 
reduced regional emissions by offering the potential to reduce these trip lengths. 
In addition, the additional transfer capacity that would be provided in Phase II of 
Alternative D2 would potentially reduce trip lengths by allowing loads to be 
consolidated for transfer to outlying landfills. Finally, continued compliance with 
CARB regulations requiring reduction in emissions from trash vehicles and the 
Applicant's programs to convert its fleet to low emissions fuels and alternative 
fuels (e.g., natural gas) would result in long-range benefits to regional air quality 
over the course of Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 4.4-41.) 

The analysis of local CO concentration impacts associated with implementation 
of Alternative D2 considers the effects of growth in traffic associated with 
Alternative D2 and the related Projects listed in Section 2.0. Consequently, 
impacts of cumulative growth are already incorporated into the projections 
utilized to model the future CO concentrations shown in the tables. As indicated, 
impacts of Alternative D2, in conjunction with related Project and other regional 
growth with respect to CO concentrations would not exceed state or federal 
standards and would therefore be less than significant. (DEIR, p. 4.4-41.) 

Additionally, given the significant adverse environmental effects linked to GCC 
induced by GHGs, the emission of GHGs is considered a significant cumulative 
global impact. The challenge in assessing the significance of an individual 
project's contribution to global GHG emissions and associated global climate 
change impacts, however, is to determine whether an individual project's GHG 
emissions - which, it can be argued, are at a micro scale relative to global 
emissions - result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a 
significant cumulative impact. 

As explained above, because of the inherent nature of TSfMRF projects, the 
BLRC project would likely reduce overall GHG emissions by enabling MSW loads 
from smaller collection trucks to be consolidated into larger transfer trucks for 
transfer to outlying landfills. Because MSW will continue to be generated within 
the City, net regional air emissions, including GHGs, would continue to be 
generated within the basin with or without the Project. Thus, at worst, the Project 
would merely shift GHG emissions from one area of the air basin to another. It is 
more likely, however, that the TSfMRF project would improve overall air quality 
emissions, including GHG emissions by consolidating loads and recovering more 
recyclable materials. Quantification of the precise amount of air qualityfGHG 
emissions from the construction and operation of the TSfMRF in conjunction with 
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other past, present and reasonably foreseeable related projects, however, is 
infeasible at this time. 

Because the effects of GHGs are both local and global, a project such as the 
TS/MRF that would reduce or, at worst, shift the location of the GHG-emitting 
activities, would result in no net increase in global GHG emissions levels, much 
less a cumulatively considerable increase. Construction and operation of the 
TS/MRF Project, therefore, will result in less than significant cumulative impacts 
to global climate change from GHG emissions. (FEIR, p. 3-119.) 

With implementation of the above-listed mitigation measures, emissions of the 
following pollutants will remain significant and unavoidable for at least one of the 
Project's phases: 

Phase 1: VOC, NOx, PM10 
Phase II: VOC, NOx, PM10 

Cumulative impacts related to landfill gas generation, local carbon monoxide 
concentrations, surface emissions of landfill gas, toxic air contaminants, and 
greenhouse gases would be less than significant (FEIR, pp. 3-119 thru 3-120.) 

b. Noise 

i. Description of Environmental Effects: (NOTE: References to the Transitional 
Vertical Expansion are no longer applicable, as discussed above.) 

Impact 4.5-1: The proposed transitional vertical expansion would result in the 
operation of additional equipment that would generate noise that could be 
perceived at nearby sensitive receptors. (Less Than Significant) Under the 
proposed transitional vertical expansion, the same equipment would be utilized 
as under the existing operation, with the addition of one bulldozer and one 
compactor. Maximum noise levels that would be generated by the simultaneous 
operation of all equipment during Phase I landfill operations would be 
approximately 92.3 dBA. The increase in the maximum noise level of all 
equipment operating simultaneously would be 2.0 dBA. This increase in noise 
level would be reduced by attenuation at nearby sensitive receptors. Moreover, 
equipment use would occur to the center of the transitional vertical expansion 
area, which would increase the distance from the equipment to the nearby 
sensitive receptors. There would be no potential for audible increase (i.e., 3 
dBA) at sensitive receptors from the proposed vertical expansion. 

Impact 4.5-2: Construction of the proposed TS/MRF would result in the 
operation of construction equipment that would generate noise that could be 
perceived at nearby sensitive receptors. (Significant) Construction of the 
proposed TS/MRF would involve the use of construction equipment The highest 
noise levels from construction equipment are generated during the 
grading/excavation phase (86 dBA at 50 feet). In addition, construction of the 
proposed TS/MRF would involve importation of approximately 163,500 cy of fill 
dirt, involving approximately 120 trucks per day for 83 working days. When the 
noise impacts of these trucks are added to the noise levels generated by 
construction equipment, a source level of approximately 89 dBA at 50 feet would 
be generated. Based on the conservative assessment of sound attenuation, the 
noise level experienced at the nearest residential area would be approximately 
67 dBA. This level would represent an increase of 14 dBA over the existing 
ambient level at this location. As such, the noise associated with the proposed 
construction of the TS/MRF would be significant. 
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Impact 4.5-3: The proposed green and wood waste expansion would result in 
the operation of additional equipment that would generate noise that could be 
perceived at nearby sensitive receptors. (Less Than Significant) The proposed 
expansion of existing wood and green waste operations in Phase I would result 
in an increase in equipment utilization of one conveyor sort line, one grinder, one 
trammel screen, and two loaders. The maximum noise level generated by the 
simultaneous operation of all equipment was calculated and would increase 
noise levels by 2.9 dBA. This increase in noise level would be further reduced by 
attenuation at nearby sensitive receptors. As such, there would be no potential 
for an audible increase at sensitive receptors to result from the proposed green 
and would waste processing facility expansion and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Impact 4.5-4: The proposed Phase I MRF operation would result in the operation 
of additional equipment that would generate noise that could be perceived at 
nearby sensitive receptors. (Less Than Significant) The proposed expansion of 
the existing MRF would involve the use of one additional conveyor sort line. The 
maximum noise level generated by the simultaneous operation of all equipment 
was calculated and the maximum increase in noise levels would be 
approximately 0.5 dBA. This increase in noise level would be further reduced by 
attenuation at nearby sensitive receptors. As such, these receptors would 
experience an increase of less than 0.5 dBA as a result of expanded MRF 
operations. There would be no potential for an audible increase in noise levels at 
sensitive receptors as a result of the proposed expansion of the existing MRF. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.5-5: Simultaneous operation of all equipment during Phase I would 
generate noise that could be perceived at nearby sensitive receptors. (Less 
Than Significant) During Phase I, all activities could operate simultaneously with 
maximum utilization of all equipment. The maximum noise level generated by 
the simultaneous operation of all additional equipment that could potentially be 
utilized during Phase I could increase noise levels approximately 1. 8 dBA. This 
increase in noise level would be further reduced by attenuation at nearby 
sensitive receptors. As such, these receptors would experience an increase of 
less than 1.8 dBA as a result of all Phase I operations. There would be no 
potential for an audible increase in noise levels as perceived at sensitive 
receptors to result from all activities that could occur under Phase I and impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.5-6: Proposed Phase I activities would generate additional traffic that 
could change the noise environment at nearby sensitive receptors. (Less Than 
Significant) Three roadway segments were selected for analysis of traffic noise. 
The roadway segments were selected based upon locations of residential 
communities in the vicinity of the project site. The CNEL predictions were based 
upon the p.m. peak hour traffic volumes, which were determined to be of greater 
volume. The maximum project-related noise increase would be below the 3 dBA 
threshold of audibility identified in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide and the 
Proposed Project would not cause the ambient noise level to increase to the 
"normally unacceptable" category for residential land uses. Impacts related to 
traffic noise in Phase I would be less than significant. 

Impact 4.5-7: Operation of the proposed TS/MRF could generate noise that 
could be perceived at nearby sensitive receptors. (Less Than Significant) 
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Operation of the proposed TS/MRF would involve different equipment than is 
utilized for the landfill operation. When the landfill closes and the TS/MRF 
opens, the use of earth moving equipment on the landfill for solid waste 
processing would cease and would be replaced by equipment required to handle 
solid waste and recyclables, which would include up to four wheeled loaders, two 
forklifts, and two balers. In addition, the existing/expanded MRF would close and 
operations would transfer to the new TS/MRF. This would result in a net 
increase of one conveyor sort line. The average noise level generated by the 
simultaneous operation of all equipment would be approximately 91.7 dBA. 
However, this equipment would be operated within the proposed TS/MRF 
structure, which would be completely enclosed and would reduce the noise levels 
experienced outside the structure by at least 20 dBA, to 71.7 dBA. This noise 
level would be reduced by attenuation to approximately 49 dBA at the nearest 
residential use (i.e., the conforming residential area located to the southwest of 
the project site, Sensitive Receptor #3). As such, the operation of the projected 
mix of equipment within the new TS/MRF building would not be audible at the 
nearest residential area to the project site and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Impact 4.5-8: Final landfill closure activities would involve operation of additional 
equipment that would generate noise that could be perceived at nearby sensitive 
receptors. (Less Than Significant) During operations associated with landfill 
closure, equipment utilization would consist of one bulldozer, three compactors, 
four scrapers, two motor graders and two water trucks; landfill closure activities 
would last 9 to 10 months. The average noise level generated by the 
simultaneous operation of all equipment would be approximately 91.7 dBA. This 
noise level would be reduced by attenuation to approximately 82 dBA at the 
nearest non-conforming residential unit. This noise level would be approximately 
17 dBA higher than the measured ambient noise level of 65 dBA. The noise 
level associated with landfill closure would be reduced by attenuation to 70 dBA 
at the nearest conforming residential use, which would be 17 dBA above the 
ambient noise level for this area. These increases would be above the City's 
threshold of significance for construction activity (increase of 5 dBA). As such, 
the noise associated with landfill closure activities would be significant. 

Impact 4.5-9: Proposed Phase II activities would generate additional traffic that 
could change the noise environment at nearby sensitive receptors. (Less Than 
Significant) During landfill closure activities the maximum project related noise 
increase would be below the 3 dBA threshold of audibility identified in the LA 
CEQA Thresholds Guide and the Proposed Project would not cause the ambient 
noise level to increase to the "normally unacceptable" category for residential 
land uses. Impacts related to traffic noise during Phase II landfill closure 
operations would be less than significant. 

After landfill closure, the maximum project related noise increase would be below 
the 3 dBA threshold of audibility identified in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide 
and the Proposed Project would not cause the ambient noise level to increase to 
the "normally unacceptable" category for residential land uses. Impacts related 
to traffic noise after Phase II landfill closure operations would be less than 
significant. 
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ii. Mitigation Measures 

4.5-1 Construction contracts shall specify that all construction equipment must 
be equipped with mufflers and other applicable noise attenuation devices. 

4.5-2 Construction shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Saturday and prohibited at 
anytime on Sunday or a Federal holiday. 

4.5-3 Temporary plywood noise barriers shall be constructed along the BLRC 
property line on San Fernando Road between the TS/MRF construction 
site and residential area located west of San Fernando Road. Plywood 
shall be installed to the height necessary to block the line of sight 
between the construction site and the nearest residential unit to the 
construction site. Plywood shall be a minimum of one-half inch thick, in 
order to provide a minimum 1 0 dB reduction in noise levels between the 
construction activity and the receptor. Noise barrier design shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Department of Building and Safety to 
ensure that the design results in the required 10 dB minimum reduction. 

4.5-4 If complaints are received by the LEA, limited and reasonable monitoring 
for noise will be conducted by qualified firms or individuals, under the 
LEA's direction if determined to be necessary by the LEA. Reports and/or 
results will be provided to the LEA by the facility operator at the operator's 
expense. (DEIR, p. 4.5-15; FEIR, p. 3-121.) 

iii. Findings 

Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project 
that substantially lessen, but do not avoid, the potentially significant 
environmental effects associated with cumulative air quality. No mitigation is 
available to render the effects less than significant. The effects therefore remain 
significant and unavoidable. The project's benefits outweigh the significant 
unavoidable impacts of the project, as set forth in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations. 

iv. Rationale for Findings 
Construction of the proposed TS/MRF would involve the use of construction 
equipment.· The highest noise levels from construction equipment are generated 
during the grading/excavation phase (86 dBA at 50 feet). In addition, 
construction of the proposed TS/MRF would involve importation of approximately 
163,500 cy of fill dirt, involving approximately 120 trucks per day for 83 working 
days. When the noise impacts of these trucks are added to the noise levels 
generated by construction equipment, a source level of approximately 89 dBA at 
50 feet would be generated. Based on the conservative assessment of sound 
attenuation, the noise level experienced at the nearest residential area would be 
approximately 67 dBA. This level would represent an increase of 14 dBA over 
the existing ambient level at this location. As such, the noise associated with the 
proposed construction of the TS/MRF would be significant. With implementation 
of the listed mitigation measure, noise impacts associated with the construction 
of the TS/MRF would remain significant and unavoidable. (DEIR, p. 1-28.) 

Operation of the proposed TS/MRF would involve different equipment than is 
utilized for the landfill operation. When the landfill closes and the TS/MRF 
opens, the use of earth moving equipment would cease and would be replaced 
by equipment required to handle solid waste and recyclables, which would 
include up to four wheeled loaders, two forklifts, and two balers. In addition, the 
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existing/expanded MRF would close and operations would transfer to the new 
TSIMRF. This would result in a net increase of one conveyor sort line. The 
average noise level generated by the simultaneous operation of all equipment 
would be approximately 91.7 dBA. However, this equipment would be operated 
within the proposed TSIMRF structure, which would be completely enclosed and 
would reduce the noise levels experienced outside the structure by at least 20 
dBA, to 71.7 dBA. This noise level would be reduced by attenuation to 
approximately 49 dBA at the nearest residential use (i.e., the conforming 
residential area located to the southwest of the project site, Sensitive Receptor 
#3). Under the revised design of the TS!MRF under Alternative D2, trucks would 
be routed to enter the TSIMRF on the south side of the building via the roadway 
located on the northeast side of the building (i.e., between the building and the 
adjacent existing landfill), as shown in Figure 3-8 (see Project Description). From 
where they would then proceed through the building to discharge their loads, 
then exit the building at the southwest corner and exit the facility via the same 
road on which the entered. (see Figure 6-9, Alternative D2 Site Plan). This 
revised circulation pattern would allow the loading of waste transfer trucks and 
recyclables trucks to take place on the north side of the new TS/MRF building, 
further screening TS/MRF activity from residential uses located on the west side 
of San Fernando Road. 

Furthermore, the access roadway to be used by incoming waste trucks would be 
located behind an earthen berm that would include a fence and vegetative 
plantings on top of the berm. This berm and vegetated area would extend the 
length of the TS/MRF site parallel to San Fernando Road and would completely 
screen the roadways into and out of the TS/MRF and the parking area from San 
Fernando Road. In addition, the roadway used by waste transfer and recyclables 
trucks on the north side of the TS/MRF building would be located below the floor 
elevation of the TS/MRF building, further screening these trucks from San 
Fernando Road. The berm and vegetated area would also partially screen the 
lower levels of TS/MRF building. This design modification would further reduce 
noise-related impacts during operation of the TS/MRF from locations southwest 
of San Fernando Road. As such, the operation of the new TS/MRF building 
would not be audible at the nearest residential area to the project site and 
impacts would be less than significant. (DEIR, pp. 4.5-18 thru 4.5-19.) 

During operations associated with landfill closure, equipment utilization would 
consist of one bulldozer, three compactors, four scrapers, two motor graders and 
two water trucks; landfill closure activities would last nine to ten months. The 
average noise level generated by the simultaneous operation of all equipment 
would be approximately 91.7 dBA (see Appendix G for calculation). This noise 
level would be reduced by attenuation to approximately 82 dBA at the nearest 
non-conforming residential unit. This noise level would be approximately 17 dBA 
higher than the measured ambient noise level of 65 dBA. The noise level 
associated with landfill closure would be reduced by attenuation to 70 dBA at the 
nearest conforming residential use, which would be 17 dBA above the measured 
ambient noise level for this area. These increases would be above the City's 
threshold of significance for construction activity (increase of 5 dBA). As such, 
the noise associated with landfill closure activities would be significant, even with 
implementation of the identified mitigation. (DEIR, p. 4.5-19.) 

Impacts related to operational noise would be less than significant. Impacts 
related to construction of the TS/MRF in Phase I and final landfill closure 
activities in Phase II would be reduced by approximately 1 0 dBA through the 
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implementation of plywood noise barriers as identified in the mitigation 
measures. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the resulting noise 
levels at the nearest sensitive receptor would increase by approximately 4 dBA 
during TS/MRF construction and approximately 7 dBA during final landfill closure 
activity. This would represent a less than significant increase in noise levels after 
mitigation at the nearest sensitive receptor during TS/MRF construction. Thus, 
impacts during TS/MRF construction would be less than significant with 
mitigation. The increase in noise levels during final landfill closure activities at 
the nearest sensitive receptor would remain above the City significance threshold 
of 5 dBA for construction activity. As such, construction noise impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable during landfill final closure activities. (DEIR, p. 4.5-
22.) 

F. Project Alternatives: 

The following alternatives were selected by the City of Los Angeles for the Proposed 
Project. The alternatives to be analyzed in comparison to the proposed Project include the 
following: 

Alternative A: No Project Alternative 

Alternative B: Reduced Transitional Vertical Expansion -19' Increase 

Alternative C: Reduced Transfer Station Alternative 

Alternative D2: Transfer Station Only, No Vertical Expansion, Revised Design 

The DEIR examined the project alternatives in detail comparing the alternatives to the 
proposed Project Alternative D2, a modified version of the Alternative D previously 
considered in the EIR, is the environmentally superior and preferred project alternative. 
Therefore, the discussion below compares the Alternatives to the revised proposed 
Alternative D2. 

For the reasons set forth below, and considering the entire record, the Planning Commission 
hereby determines that the EIR presents a reasonable range of alternatives, in accordance 
with CEQA, and approves Alternative 02- Transfer Station Only, No Vertical Expansion, 
Revised Design) rather than the proposed project and the following alternatives: Alternative 
A- No Project Alternative; Alternative B- Reduced Transitional Vertical Expansion- 19' 
Increase and Alternative C - Reduced Transfer Station Alternative. As the following 
discussion demonstrates, however, only Alternative D2 is feasible in light of Project 
objectives and other considerations. Each reason set forth below is a separate and 
independent ground for the Planning Commission's determination. 

Alternatives Rejected as Being Infeasible. As described above, section 15126.6(c) of the 
CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead 
agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process; and to briefly explain the 
reasons underlying the lead agency's determination. Consideration was not given to 
alternative locations for the proposed Project because the Project Applicant does not own 
nor can the Applicant reasonably acquire, or otherwise have access to, alternative sites 
within the City of Los Angeles. Although the Project Applicant owns other sites outside the 
City of Los Angeles, these sites are located in outlying areas. Construction of a transfer 
station in an outlying area is an infeasible means of consolidating loads for disposal that are 
generated in the City of Los Angeles and the region. (DEIR, p. 6-2.) 
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A good faith effort was made to evaluate all feasible alternatives in the EIR that are 
reasonable alternatives to the Project and could feasibly obtain the basic objectives of the 
Project, even when the alternatives might impede the attainment of the objectives or be 
more costly. As a result, the scope of alternatives analyzed in the EIR is not unduly limited 
or narrow. The Planning Commission also finds that all reasonable alternatives were 
reviewed, analyzed and discussed in the review process of the EIR and the ultimate 
decision on the Project. 

1. Alternative A - No Project Alternative. The "No Project" alternatives analysis must 
discuss the existing conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published 
as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if 
Alternative 02 is not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available 
infrastructure and community services. If the environmentally superior alternative is the 
"no Project" alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior 
alternative among the alternatives. (CEQA Guidelines§ 15126.6, subd. (e)(2).) (OEIR, 
pp. 6-2 thru 6-3.) 

Under Alternative A. as originally analyzed in the EIR. no transitional vertical expansion 
would occur and the proposed TS/MRF would not be constructed. The landfill, which 
ceased active operations on April 14, 2007, would be closed in accordance with the 
requirements of current regulations. Activities on Bradley East would continue at their 
current levels in accordance with SWFP No. 19-AR-0004, which would not expire. 
Expansion of green and wood waste operations would not occur. Because generation of 
waste would continue to occur in the City of Los Angeles and elsewhere in the region, 
when the landfill closes in 2007, solid waste currently handled at BLRC would need to be 
disposed at other regional landfills. To the extent that capacity is available, loads could 
be consolidated at other transfer stations for transport to outlying landfills. However, as 
such existing facilities reach capacity, alternative methods would need to be developed 
to move large quantities ot waste to landfills outside the City of Los Angeles. 
Alternatively, the City of Los Angeles, at the direction of the City Council, has begun to 
explore other advanced technologies for processing the City's solid waste that do not 
involve landfilling. While this process will require many years to implement, it offers the 
opportunity to substantially reduce the amount of waste that will need to be transported 
to outlying landfills in the future. (OEIR, p. 6-3.) 

a. Analysis of Alternative A's Ability to Reduce Significant Unavoidable Project Impacts 

Land Use and Planning. The existing BLRC is compatible with the immediately 
surrounding land uses and consistent with the applicable policies and goals identified 
in Section 4.2 of the EIR. Under the No Project Alternative, none of the activities 
proposed in Alternative 02 would occur with the exception of closing the landfill. The 
closed landfill would be compatible with the surrounding uses and would meet most 
of the policies and goals identified in Section 4.2 with the exception of those 
pertaining to solid waste. Therefore, land use impacts under the No Project 
Alternative would be less than Alternative 02 . (OEIR, p. 6-3.) 

Transportation and Circulation. Under the No Project Alternative, some increase in 
traffic levels would be expected during the course of the landfill closure from trucks 
bringing in clean soil for the four-foot closure cap. Upon completion of closure 
activities, no traffic, including trash or transfer truck trips, would be generated by the 
BLRC. Solid waste generated in the City of Los Angeles would need to be disposed 
of at other area landfills that are located at a greater distance (up to approximately 
120 miles) from the City of Los Angeles. In addition, under the No Project 
Alternative, the air quality and traffic benefits of consolidating trash loads into transfer 
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trucks and reducing the overall number of truck trips to outlying landfills may not be 
realized. This could potentially result in an increase in the number of truck trips, trip 
lengths and greater truck traffic on freeways serving the outlying areas than would 
occur under Alternative D2. 

Regardless, under the No Project Alternative, as other landfills in the area reach 
capacity and close, there will be a need to transport waste greater distances to 
outlying landfills. If the City is successful in implementing alternative technologies for 
processing solid waste, which could occur under the No Project Alternative, the total 
amount of waste required to be landfill could drop substantially. In this event, the 
traffic impacts of the No Project Alternative would be lower than Alternative 02. The 
short-term increase in traffic due to closure activities would be similar to the impacts 
under Alternative 02. However, long-term traffic impacts under the No Project 
Alternative could potentially be greater than Alternative 02 as a result of increased 
traffic to the outlying landfills and the resulting additional local route trucks required 
to service businesses, residences, and construction sites, unless additional long­
term transfer capacity is provided in the City or elsewhere in the region, or the City is 
successful in implementing alternative methods of dealing with the City's solid waste 
generation. (DEIR, pp 6-3 thru 6-4.) 

Air Quality. Under the No Project Alternative, all solid waste would be redirected to 
other regional landfills. These other landfills are located in areas such as the 
Antelope Valley (e.g., the Antelope Valley and Lancaster Landfills) and could also 
include the Sunshine Canyon, El Sobrante, and Chiquita Landfills. Shipping the solid 
waste out to these facilities would increase the trip lengths and number of trips as 
larger transfer trucks would not be utilized and thereby would increase regional air 
quality emissions. Activities associated with the closure of the landfill (e.g., installing 
the soil cap and planting vegetation) would generate air emissions associated with 
the trucks and other equipment. These emissions would be the same as those 
identified under Alternative D2. No other Project activities would occur and no other 
emissions would be generated. Therefore, short-term air quality emissions under the 
No Project Alternative would be the same as those under Alternative 02. Long-term 
air quality emissions would be greater under the No Project Alternative than under 
Alternative 02 because of the increased number of trash truck trips that would have 
to transport MSW on long-hauls to other regional landfills. (OEIR, p. 6-4.) 

Noise. Under the No Project Alternative, the only Project activities which would 
occur are those associated with the landfill closure. Noise impacts would be 
generated from the trucks and equipment used to accomplish these closure 
activities. However, due to the distance from any receptor sources these impacts 
would be less than significant and similar to Alternative 02. Additionally, the gas 
produced by the closed landfill would continue to be flared off as necessary. These 
flares produce noise, but the noise would not be a change from the existing 
conditions. (OEIR, pp 6-4 thru 6-5.) 

No other Project activities would occur (e.g., no truck trips associated with the new 
TS/MRF) and therefore, no noise impacts would be generated by the landfill after its 
closure. Therefore, long-term noise impacts under the No Project Alternative would 
be less than those associated with Alternative 02. (OEIR, p. 6-5.) 

AestheticsNiews. Under the No Project Alternative, the closed landfill will have a 
maximum height of 1,010 feet above msl. The closure activities would include 
installation of final cover, planting of vegetation on all slopes, and constructing 
surface water control structures. The maximum height of the closed landfill would 
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not be much higher than currently exists and would not block any views of the 
mountains from the surrounding land uses. Views of the closed landfill would be 
primarily of a large, slightly sloping mound. This mound would be vegetated similarly 
to the slopes of the landfill at the intersection of Glenoaks Boulevard and Peoria 
Street. Therefore, no change would occur with respect to existing views of the 
landfill and impacts to views under the No Project Alternative would be the same as 
Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-5.) 

No new sources of light or glare would be introduced to the Project site under the No 
Project Alternative. Trucks and other equipment would be present during the final 
closure activities (see Section 3.0). Upon completion of landfill closure activities, no 
sources of light or glare would be located on the Project site. Therefore, light and 
glare impacts under the No Project Alternative would be less than Alternative D2. 
(DEIR, p. 6-5.) 

Geology and Soils. Under the No Project Alternative, the existing operation of the 
landfill will continue, but the new TS/MRF would not be constructed. Therefore, no 
erosion or slope stability impacts would occur as a result of these activities and 
impacts would be less than Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-5.) 

Final landfill closure activities would include earth movement activities which would 
have the potential to expose large areas to the potential effects of soil erosion. 
Similar to Alternative D2, these activities are regulated by conditions established in 
the landfill's existing Zoning Variances and in grading permits. Therefore, these 
potential soil erosion impacts would be the same as those discussed under 
Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-5.) 

All grading associated with the importation and dumping of soils/inert materials, 
installation of soil cap, planting vegetation and construction of surface water control 
structures will require that the necessary permits be obtained from the Department of 
Building and Safety, and that the grading operations conform to all requirements of 
the City's Building Code. As such, the proposed final landfill cover would not 
represent soil that is unstable or would be unstable as a result of the Project and 
potentially result in collapse. Impacts from the No Project Alternative would be the 
same as those identified for landfill closure under Alternative D2. Overall, erosion 
and slope stability impacts associated with the No Project Alternative would be 
slightly less (due to the lack of construction activities associated with the new 
TS/MRF) than those associated with Alternative D2. (DEIR, pp. 6-5 thru 6-6.) 

Hydrology/Water Quality. Under the No Project Alternative, no construction 
activities, expansion of existing operations, or installation of additional holding tanks 
would occur. All hydrology and water quality impacts associated with the landfill 
would be the same. The current procedures utilized to control surface/storrnwater 
water runoff and protect water quality would continue to be implemented. No 
construction activities would occur which could impact water quality. Closure of the 
landfill would require earth moving activities for the application of the four foot cap 
and the planting of vegetation. These activities would be in compliance with the 
conditions listed in the grading permit as required by the Department of Building and 
Safety. Therefore, impacts to hydrology and water quality would be less than 
Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-6.) 

Hazardous Materials. After closure, no solid waste will be accepted at BLRC for 
disposal. The possibility of introducing hazardous materials would therefore be less 
than Alternative D2. No construction activities, operation of the new TS/MRF, or 
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expansion of the green and wood waste would occur under the No Project 
Alternative. Therefore, no hazardous materials would be utilized on the Project site 
and impacts would be similar to those under Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-6.) 

Utilities (Wastewater). Under the No Project Alternative, leachate generated by the 
decomposition of landfilled material would continue to be collected through the 
existing wastewater (leachate) collection and disposal system. This collected 
leachate would continue to be discharged to the existing public sanitary sewer 
system under the conditions of the landfill's industrial wastewater discharge permit 
issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The amount of leachate 
generated would be the same as that under Alternative D2 as the total amount of 
landfilled material would be the same. (DEIR, p. 6-6.) 

Additionally, the amount of wastewater generated through employee use would 
decrease upon complete closure of !he landfill due to the decrease in the number of 
employees on-site. Therefore, wa.stewa!er impacts associated with the No Project 
Alternative would be less than those associated with Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-7.) 

b. Feasibility of Alternative A 

While Alternative A would result in impacts that would be less than those associated 
with Alternative D2, Alternative A would not meet most of the basic or fundamental 
project objectives, namely the fundamental objective to accommodate the rapidly 
growing demand for such TS/MRF facilities within the City .of Los Angeles and the 
corresponding ability to efficiently consolidate and process waste. The City of Los 
Angeles Bureau of Sanitation has responsibility for the collection, disposal, and 
recycling of over 1. 7 million tons per year of solid waste for the residents of the City 
of Los Angeles. As such, a waste disposal capacity shortfall could have serious 
implications for Sun Valley and City of Los Angeles. Currently there are only five 
landfills in the County that are private and have no restrictions on the ability to accept 
waste from all jurisdictions, including the City of Los Angeles. (DEIR, p. 2-9.) One of 
the largest permitted disposal sites in the County, the Puente Hills Landfill, operated 
by the Los Angeles County Sanitation District, cannot accept waste from the City. As 
the BLRC is second only to the Puente Hills facility in the volume of municipal solid 
waste ("MSW') that it was permitted to accept, the BLRC's 1 0, 000 !pd daily permitted 
volume had been an important disposal source for Sun Valley and the City for years. 
(DEIR, p. 2-9 to 2-10.) As a result of!he 2007 closure of the BLRC landfill, there is a 
need for future waste disposal options for the City. (See DEIR, p. 2-1 0.) Alternative 
A would not achieve many of the basic project objectives. 

In 1989, the California Legislature adopted AB 939, a recycling mandate law that 
called for the diversion of 50% of recyclable material from the waste stream by the 
year 2000. In 2000, the City of Los Angeles met AB 939's 50% compliance standard 
and has been maintaining a recycling rate of approximately 62%. In 2006, the Mayor 
and City Council of the City of Los Angeles set waste diversion goals of 70% by 2015 
and 90% by 2025, respectively. (See Report on City of Los Angeles Departments' 
Recycling Programs, attached as Exhibit A to the February 1 , 2009 letter from 
Andrea K. Leisy of Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley to William Roschen, Los 
Angeles City Planning Commission President ("Leisy Letter").) The City of Los 
Angeles is currently diverting 62% of its waste from landfills. Ultimately, the City of 
Los Angeles plans to become a zero waste city. 

The City of Los Angeles is currently developing a Solid Waste Integrated Resources 
Plan (SWIRP) which will result in the development and implementation of a 20 year 
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master plan for the City's solid waste and recycling programs. SWIRP will outline the 
City's objectives to provide sustainability, resource conservation, source reduction, 
recycling, renewable energy, maximum material recovery, public health and 
environmental protection for solid waste management planning through 2030 -
leading Los Angeles towards being a "zero waste" city. As defined by the Grass 
Roots Recycling Network, Zero Waste is a philosophy and a design principle for the 
21st Century. It includes "recycling" but goes beyond to address the reduction of 
"upstream" waste created through mining, extraction, and manufacturing of products. 
Zero waste involves maximizes recycling, minimizes waste, reduces consumption 
and encourages the development of products that are made to be reused, repaired 
or recycled back into nature or the marketplace. (See Solid Waste Integrated 
Resources Plan (SWIRP) background infonnation, attached as Exhibit B to the Leisy 
Letter.) Moreover, the fonner Mayor of Los Angeles, Jim Hahn, declared in 2005 that 
he wanted the City landfill free by 2006. (See Highlights of Mayor Hahn's record on 
improving neighborhoods, attached as Exhibit C to the Leisy Letter.) 

The City recognizes that new policies, programs and facilities will be needed in order 
to reach the Mayor and City Council's waste diversion goals, as well as to achieve 
zero waste by 2030 and that radical changes will be required in three areas: product 
creation (manufacturing and packaging), product use (use of sustainable, recycled 
and recyclable products), and product disposal (resource recovery or landfilling). 
(See Exhibit B to the Leisy Letter.) 

As a TSIMRF, BLRC's Alternative 02 will provide the City of Los Angeles with a 
facility through which it can work towards achieving its zero waste goal, without new 
or expanded landfill space. Alternative 02 provides for future waste disposal and 
diversion options in the Los Angeles area by allowing for the BLRC to evolve from its 
historically permitted 10,000 tpd disposal rate to the acceptance of 4,000 tpd of MSW 
for processing, consolidating and hauling off-site to other regional landfills. In Phase 
II of the Project, an expanded MRF would process up to 1,000 tpd of materials that 
would be recycled and eventually reused in the marketplace. (DEIR, p. 2-13.). 

Alternative D2 is also consistent with the current national trend of communities 
transporting their waste to large, regional facilities, as older landfills near urban 
centers reach capacity and begin closing. (See EPA's manual: Waste Transfer 
Stations: A Manual for Decision-Making (attached as Exhibit D to the Leisy Letter) 
(explaining why transfer stations, as well as MRFs, are needed and can be beneficial 
to communities).) The transfer station serves as the critical link in making cost­
effective shipments to these distant facilities. (ld., pp. 2-3.) The transfer station 
facility serves to consolidate waste from multiple collection vehicles into larger, high­
volume transfer vehicles for more economical shipment to distant disposal sites. (ld., 
p. 2) No long term storage of waste occurs at a transfer station; waste is quickly 
consolidated and loaded into a larger vehicle and moved off the site, usually in a 
matter of hours {ld.}. 

Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, however, would not provide for sufficient 
future waste disposal options in the Los Angeles area as it would not allow for the 
BLRC to maintain an acceptance of 4,000 tpd of MSW for processing and hauling 
off-site to other regional landfills facilities, nor would it allow for an eventual 
expanded MRF to process 1,000 tpd of materials that would be recycled and 
eventually reused in the marketplace. (DEIR, p. 2-13.). Alternative A could also 
thwart the City's goals of maximum waste diversion as set forth in the City's 1993 
Solid Waste Management Goals, Objectives and Policies, incorporated herein by 
reference. (See also, "City of Los Angeles Solid Waste Planning Background 
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Studies Summary Report (January 2006), incorporated herein by reference.) (FEIR, 
p. 4-891, Response 121-23.} Therefore, the Planning Commission finds this 
alternative to be infeasible. 

2. Alternative B - Reduced Transitional Vertical Expansion - 19' Increase. Under 
Alternative B, the 43-foot transitional vertical increase proposed in Alternative D2 would 
be reduced to a 19-foot increase. All other components of this Alternative would be the 
same as Alternative D2. The proposed TS/MRF would be constructed, and the green 
and wood waste and Phase I MRF operations would be expanded. Closure activities 
would take place at the landfill in accordance with regulatory requirements. 

a. Analysis of Alternative B's Ability to Reduce Significant Unavoidable Project Impacts 

Land Use and Planning. Under Alternative B, the height of the landfill would be 
increased by 19 feet to a maximum of 1,029 feet above msl. This alternative would 
be compatible with the surrounding land uses and consistent with the applicable 
plans and policies identified in Section 4.2 of the EIR Alternative B would employ 
the same activities as the Project except the height of the landfill would be increased 
by 19 feet. Therefore, land use and planning impacts under Alternative B would be 
similar to those identified under Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-7.) 

Transportation and Circulation. Alternative B would be identical to Alternative D2 
with the inclusion of the maximum height of the existing landfill. Under this 
alternative, the height of the landfill would be increased by 19 feet to a maximum of 
1, 029 feet above msl. The level of traffic generated by the landfill would be expected 
to be greater than that generated under Phase I of Alternative D2, until maximum 
capacity is reached. This is due to the fact that the amount of trash accepted on a 
daily basis would be the same as under Alternative D2, however, the maximum 
capacity would be reached later and therefore, the amount of time in which additional 
truck trips are realized would be greater. Under this portion of Alternative B, five 
intersections would be significantly impacted. Upon closure of the landfill and 
conversion to the TS/MRF, traffic impacts are expected to be the same as Alternative 
D2, with two intersections being significantly impacted. (DEIR, p. 6-7.) 

Air Quality. Under Alternative B, the maximum height of the existing landfill would be 
increased by 19 feet and all activities proposed in Phase II would remain the same. 
Disposal of solid waste was assumed to continue until April 14, 2007. Air emissions 
would be generated during Phase I by the construction of the new TS/MRF facility. 
These impacts would be similar to those identified under Alternative D2. Production 
of landfill gas would be greater under the alternative (see Appendix F) compared to 
Alternative D2, and, even though gas levels would increase, the increase would be 
lower than the peak gas generation from the landfill which occurred in 2002, thereby 
reducing potential surface emissions. Landfill gas produced under this alternative 
would be within the capacity of the existing landfill gas collection and control system. 
During Phase II, the solid waste would be consolidated at the transfer station before 
being shipped to other locations and landfill closure activities would occur. These 
activities are the same as those identified in Alternative D2 and therefore, the air 
quality impacts associated with Alternative B under Phase II would be the same as 
those under Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-8.) 

Noise. Under Alternative B, the existing landfill would continue to operate until it 
reaches its capacity with the 19 foot expansion on or before April 14, 2007. Noise 
would be generated by the trash trucks on the roadways and equipment on the 
landfill. However, the noise generated by landfilling operations would be greater 
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under this alternative than under Alternative D2 because more trash would be 
brought to the landfill on a daily basis. In addition, noise would be generated by the 
flares and the construction activities for the new TS/MRF. During Phase II, noise 
would be generated by the operation of the new TSIMRF and the activities required 
to close the landfill in accordance with applicable regulations. These noise impacts 
under Alternative B are anticipated to be the same as those described under 
Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-8.) 

AestheticsNiews. Project activities under Alternative B would be identical to 
Alternative D2 with the exception of the maximum height of the landfill. Under 
Alternative B, the height of the landfill would be raised by 19 feet for a maximum 
height of 1,029 feet above msl. All other activities associated with this alternative 
would remain the same as Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-8.) 

The same visual simulation study was conducted for this alternative as was 
conducted under Alternative D2. Photographs from the eight study locations (see 
Figure 4.6-10 in Section 4.6) were taken and the proposed elevations of the landfill 
under this alternative were laid on top. Figures 6.1 through 6.8 show the before and 
after photographs from each of these locations. As can be seen in these 
photographs, the views from locations 1 and 2 are not affected by the 19 foot 
increase. The views from locations 3 and 4 would be partially blocked by the 19 foot 
expansion of the landfill, but portions of the mountains would still be visible in the 
background. The 19 foot landfill expansion would make the views of the landfill more 
visible from locations 5 through 7 but would not block any mountain views, as the 
mountains are not visible from these locations. The view from location 8 would 
include a slightly larger landfill view. However, the increase in the height of the 
landfill does not block the views of the mountains from this location. (DEIR, pp. 6-8 
thru 6-9.) 

The impacts associated with view blockage under this alternative would be greater 
than those associated with Alternative D2, but still less than significant Since no 
other aspects of this alternative would differ from Alternative D2, impacts associated 
with light and glare would be the same. (DEIR, p. 6-9.) 

Geology and Soils. Under Alternative B, all aspects of Alternative D2 would remain 
the same with the exception of the maximum height of the landfill. Under this 
alternative, the height of the landfill would be increased by 19 feet to a maximum 
height of 1,029 feet above msl. All procedures regulating the operation of the 
existing landfill would remain in place to control the possibility of erosion and slope 
stability associated with earth moving activities. All earth moving impacts associated 
with the construction of the new TS/MRF, closure of the landfill and expansion of the 
green and wood waste would be the same as those identified under Alternative D2. 
Therefore, geology and soils impacts associated with Alternative B would be the 
same as those under Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-18.) 

Hydrology. Under Alternative B, all aspects of Alternative D2 would remain the same 
with the exception of the maximum height of the landfill. Under this alternative, the 
height of the landfill would be increased by 19 feet to a maximum height of 1,029 feet 
above msl. The same procedures for controlling stormwater runoff and protecting 
water quality that are currently used would continue to be used under Alternative B. 
In addition, any construction that requires earth moving activities would comply with 
all applicable State and federal regulations, including NPDES, and the conditions 
listed on the grading permit as required by the Department of Building and Safety. 
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Therefore, impacts to hydrology and water quality under Alternative B would be 
similar to Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-18.) 

Hazardous Materials. Under the Alternative B, the Bradley Landfill was assumed to 
continue accepting solid waste until the ZV expired on April 14, 2007. The Bradley 
Landfill has not accepted hazardous waste and has measures in place to ensure that 
hazardous wastes do not enter the landfill under closure conditions. Hazardous 
materials impacts associated with the landfill under Alternative B would be the same 
as those identified for the operation of the existing landfill under Phase I of 
Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-18.) 

No hazardous materials would be required for the construction of the new TS/MRF or 
expansion of the green and wood waste facility. Operation of the new TS/MRF 
would utilize the same procedures as the existing landfill to prevent hazardous 
materials from entering the TS and being sent to other landfills. Landfill gas 
production would be greater under this alternative, but landfill gas would continue to 
be handled by the existing landfill gas collection and control system. Therefore, 
hazardous materials impacts would be the same as those identified under Alternative 
D2. (DEIR, p. 6-18.) 

Utilities (Wastewater). Under Alternative B, leachate generated by the 
decomposition of landfilled material would continue to be collected through the 
existing wastewater (leachate) collection and disposal system. This collected 
leachate would continue to be discharged to the existing public sanitary sewer 
system under the conditions of the landfill's industrial wastewater discharge permit 
issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Due to the proposed increase 
in height of the landfill by 19 feet, additional water would be present in the landfill 
trash. This increase in water would generate a slight increase in the amount of 
leachate generated by the landfill. The amount of leachate generated would be 
greater than the amount generated under Alternative D2. Therefore, leachate 
impacts would be greater under Alternative B than under Alternative D2. (DEIR, pp 
6-18 thru 6-19.) 

Since no other aspects of Alternative D2 would change under Alternative B, the 
same number of employees would be on site and would generate the same amount 
of wastewater from the use of restrooms, etc. Therefore, impacts from wastewater 
generation would be the same under Alternative B as under Alternative D2. (DEIR, 
p. 6-19.) 

b. Feasibility of Alternative 

This Alternative anticipates an increase in the height of the landfill, which can no 
longer occur. Once the permit variance expired for the landfill on April 14, 2007, 
landfill closure activities began immediately, as required under BLRC's landfill 
closure and post-closure plan. (See Title 27, Cal. Code Reg., Ch. 4, § 21769.) An 
expansion of the landfill at this time would require the closure activities to cease and 
for the project applicant to obtain another operating permit. Regardless, by 
excluding the vertical expansion, all other aspects of this Alternative B would be the 
same as Alternative D2; thus the impacts associated with this alternative would be 
the same. Therefore, the Planning Commission finds this alternative to be infeasible. 

3. Alternative C - Reduced Transfer Station Alternative. Under Alternative C, the 
proposed TS/MRF capacity (throughput) would be reduced by 25 percent, to a 3,000 tpd 
TS and 750 tpd MRF and the 43-foot transitional vertical expansion would occur. All 
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other components of Alternative D2 would remain the same. Green and wood waste 
and Phase I MRF operations would be expanded. Closure activities would take place on 
the landfill in accordance with regulatory requirements. (DEIR, p. 6-19.) 

a. Analysis of Alternative C's Ability to Reduce Significant Unavoidable Project Impacts 

Land Use and Planning. Both Phase I and Phase II of Alternative C would be the 
same as Alternative D2, except the throughput of the new TS/MRF would be reduced 
by 25%. However, this reduction in the capacity of the new TS/MRF would not 
change the compatibility of the BLRC with the surrounding land uses or the Project's 
consistency with the applicable goals and policies. Therefore, land use and planning 
impacts associated with Alternative C would be the same as those identified under 
Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-19.) 

Transportation and Circulation. Under Phase I of Alternative C, the traffic associated 
with closure activities of this Alternative would be the same as Alternative D2. Under 
Phase II, operation of the new TS/MRF would begin. However, it is anticipated that 
traffic generated by the operation of the new TS/MRF would be approximately 25% 
less due to the reduction in capacity of the facility. Therefore, while short-tenn traffic 
impacts under Alternative C would be the same as Alternative D2, the long-term 
traffic impacts would be less than Alternative D2. (DEIR, pp. 6-19 thru 6-20.) The 
msw and recyclables that would otherwise be processed at BLRC would, however, 
nevertheless have to be transported elsewhere for disposal and processing. Thus, 
while local trips around BLRC could be reduced in the long-tenn, the number of 
regional trips would not. 

Air Quality. Under Alternative C, Phase I would be identical to Alternative D2. 
During Phase II, the solid waste would be consolidated at the transfer station before 
being shipped to other locations and landfill closure activities would occur. However, 
the throughput of the new TS/MRF would be reduced by 25% under this alternative. 
Since the TS under this alternative would not be able to process the same quantity of 
solid waste per day, it is possible that more trips to outlying area landfills by trash 
trucks would be required, in the event that sufficient transfer capacity is not available 
for consolidation of loads elsewhere in Los Angeles or the region. In this case, air 
quality impacts of the Alternative could be greater than Alternative D2. Alternatively, 
if, in the long run, the City is successful in reducing the need for landfilling of solid 
waste or if regional transfer capacity is adequate, the reduction of transfer capacity 
associated with this Alternative would not have the potential to result in increased 
traffic generation. In this case, air quality impacts under Phase II of Alternative C 
would be less than under Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-20; see also ICF White Paper: 
Greenhouse Gas Offsets from Recycling (April 18, 2008); Letter to Mary Nichols from 
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles (March 5, 2008) (re: greenhouse gas 
emission reductions from composting and using green waste as ADC).) 

Noise. Under Alternative C, Phase I would be identical to Alternative D2. Noise 
would be generated by the flares, and the construction activities for the new 
TS/MRF. During Phase II, noise would be generated by the operation of the new 
TS/MRF and the activities required to close the landfill in accordance with applicable 
regulations. Since the capacity of the new TS/MRF would be reduced by 25% under 
this alternative and would not be able to process the same quantity of solid waste, 
fewer trash and transfer trucks would be entering/exiting the landfill. With fewer 
trucks utilizing the Project site, noise impacts generated by these vehicles are 
anticipated to be less than Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-20.) 
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AestheticsNiews. Under Alternative C, Phase I would be the same as Alternative 
D2. The aesthetic impacts relating to light/glare would be the same as Alternative 
D2. While the capacity of the new TS/MRF would be reduced by 25%, it is not 
expected to reduce the visual impacts associated with Alternative D2. The new 
TS/MRF would be located in an area that is only partially visible from San Fernando 
Road. The reduction in capacity would not change the amount of the facility that was 
visible. Additionally, the same sources of light would be required and the same 
source of glare (e.g., trucks) would still be entering the facility. Therefore, 
aestheticlview impacts associated with Phase II under Alternative C would be the 
same as those identified under Alternative 02. (DEIR, p. 6--20.) 

Geology and Soils. Phase I of Alternative C would be identical to Alternative 02. The 
same activities would occur during this phase and the landfill would continue to use 
the same procedures that are currently in place to control soil erosion and protect 
slope stability. Therefore, geology and soils impacts under Phase I of Alternative C 
would be similar to those identified under Alternative 02. Under Phase II, all 
activities would be the same, including landfill closure and new TS/MRF operation. 
However, the amount of solid waste processed by the TS would be 25% less. The 
only earth moving activities required would be for the closure of the landfill (e.g, 
installing the soil cap, planting vegetation, etc.). No earth moving activities would be 
required for the operation of the new TS/MRF. Therefore, geology and soils impacts 
associated with Phase II under Alternative C would be the same as those identified 
under Alternative 02. (DEIR, p. 6-21.) 

Hydrology. Under Alternative C, all activities associated with Alternative D2 would 
remain the same except the capacity of the new TS/MRF would be decreased by 
25%. The same procedures for controlling stormwater runoff and protecting water 
quality that are currently used would continue to be used under Alternative C. In 
addition, any construction that requires earth moving activities would comply with all 
applicable State and federal regulations, including NPDES, and the conditions listed 
on the grading permit as required by the Department of Building and Safety. 
Therefore, impacts to hydrology and water quality under Alternative C would be 
similartoAiternative 02. (DEIR, p. 6-21.) 

Hazardous Materials. The same activities would occur under Alternative C as would 
occur under Alternative D2. No hazardous materials would be required for the 
construction of the new TS/MRF or expansion of the green/wood waste facility. 
Operation of the new TS/MRF under Phase II would utilize the same procedures as 
the existing landfill to prevent hazardous materials from entering the TS and being 
sent to other landfills. Therefore, hazardous materials impacts would be the same as 
those identified under Alternative D2. (DEIR, p. 6-21.) 

Utilities (Wastewater). Under Alternative C, leachate generated by the 
decomposition of landfilled material would continue to be collected through the 
existing wastewater (leachate) collection and disposal system. This collected 
leachate would be discharged to the existing public sanitary sewer system under the 
conditions of the landfill's industrial wastewater discharge permit issued by the 
Bureau of Sanitation. The amount of leachate generated would be the same as 
anticipated under Alternative D2. Therefore, leachate impacts under Alternative C 
would be the same as those identified under Alternative 02. (DEIR, p. 6-22.) 

Operation of the new TS/MRF is not anticipated to generate any wastewater. A 
slight decrease in the wastewater generated by employees is anticipated since fewer 
employees would be needed with reduced capacity of the new TS/MRF. Therefore, 
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impacts from wastewater generation would be slightly less under Alternative C than 
under Alternative 02. (DEIR, p. 6-22.) 

b. Feasibility of Alternative C. 

As noted above, any vertical expansion associated with Alternative C is infeasible. 
Once the permit variance expired for the landfill on April 14, 2007, landfill closure 
activities began immediately as required under BLRC's landfill closure and post­
closure plan. (See Title 27, Cal. Code Reg., Ch. 4, § 21769.) An expansion of the 
landfill at this time would require the closure activities to cease and for the project 
applicant to obtain another operating permit. 

A reduced TS/MRF is rejected as infeasible as it would not meet most of the basic 
and fundamental project objectives, namely to accommodate the rapidly growing 
demand . for such TSIMRF facilities within the City of Los Angeles and the 
corresponding ability to efficiently consolidate and process waste. The City of Los 
Angeles Bureau of Sanitation has responsibility for the collection, disposal, and 
recycling of over 1. 7 million tons per year of solid waste for the residents of the City 
of Los Angeles. As such, a waste disposal capacity shortfall could have serious 
implications for Sun Valley and City of Los Angeles. (DEIR, p. 2-9.) As a result of the 
2007 closure of the BLRC landfill, there is a need for future waste disposal options 
for the City. (See DEIR, p. 2-10.) 

Moreover, in 1989, the California Legislature adopted AB 939, a recycling mandate 
law that called for the diversion of 50% of recyclable material from the waste stream 
by the year 2000. In 2000, the City of Los Angeles met AB 939's 50% compliance 
standard and has been maintaining a recycling rate of approximately 62%. In 2006, 
the Mayor and City Council of the City of Los Angeles set waste diversion goals of 
70% by 2015 and 90% by 2025, respectively. The City of Los Angeles is currently 
diverting 62% of its waste from landfills. 

Ultimately, the City of Los Angeles plans to become a zero waste city. The City of 
Los Angeles is currently developing a Solid Waste Integrated Resources Plan 
(SWIRP) which will result in the development and implementation of a 20 year 
master plan for the City's solid waste and recycling programs. SWIRP will outline the 
City's objectives to provide sustainability, resource conservation, source reduction, 
recycling, renewable energy, maximum material recovery, public health and 
environmental protection for solid waste management planning through 2030 -
leading Los Angeles towards being a "zero waste" city. As defined by the Grass 
Roots Recycling Network, Zero Waste is a philosophy and a design principle for the 
21st Century. It includes "recycling" but goes beyond to address the reduction of 
"upstream" waste created through mining, extraction, and manufacturing of products. 
Zero waste involves maximizes recycling, minimizes waste, reduces consumption 
and encourages the development of products that are made to be reused, repaired 
or recycled back into nature or the marketplace. 

The City recognizes that new policies, programs and facilities will be needed in order 
to reach the Mayor and City Council's waste diversion goals, as well as to achieve 
zero waste by 2030 and that radical changes will be required in three areas: product 
creation (manufacturing and packaging), product use (use of sustainable, recycled 
and recyclable products), and product disposal (resource recovery or landfilling). 

The reduced TS/MRF under Alternative C, however, would not provide for sufficient 
future waste disposal options in the Los Angeles area because Alternative C would 
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not allow for the BLRC to maintain an acceptance of 4,000 tpd of MSW for 
processing and hauling off-site to other regional landfills facilities, nor would it allow 
for an eventual expanded MRF to process 1,000 tpd of materials that would be 
recycled and eventually reused in the marketplace. (DEIR, p. 2-13.). A reduced 
TS/MRF would also possibly thwart the City's goals of maximum waste diversion as 
set forth in the City's 1993 Solid Waste Management Goals, Objectives and Policies, 
incorporated herein by reference. (FEIR, p. 4-891, Response 121-23.) 

Furthermore, reduced TS/MRF under Alternative C would also diminish the 
greenhouse gas reduction benefit Alternative D2 would provide. The Climate Change 
Draft Scoping Plan prepared by the California Air Resources Board (June 2008) 
recognizes that increasing waste diversion from landfills beyond the current rate of 
54 percent (which exceeds the 50 percent mandate) provides additional recovery of 
recyclable materials and will directly reduce greenhouse gas emissions. The 25% 
reduction in recycling capacity under Alternative C (a 750 tpd MRF), however, would 
be a substantial reduction in the amount of recyclable materials that the facility could 
process under Alternative 02. A reduction in recycling correlates to a reduction in 
greenhouse gas benefits. 

Increased recycling of products, such as paper, metals, and plastics has been shown 
to provide greenhouse gas benefits in several ways. Recycling paper reduces the 
amount of organic material placed in landfills, and thus reduces the amount of 
methane that is generated from the decomposition of waste. Paper recycling also 
reduces forest harvest for virgin paper production, and so increases the average age 
(and tree size) of the forested land, providing carbon sequestration benefits. 
Recycling and remanufacturing of aluminum, steel, and plastics reduces energy 
consumption (and associated emissions from fossil fuel combustion), which is lower 
for recycled material acquisition and manufacturing than corresponding processes 
with virgin inputs. Finally, recycling can reduce non-energy C02 emissions from 
industrial processes. A reduced MRF under Alternative C would result in a less of a 
reduction in greenhouse gas from recycling. 

Alternative C would also not avoid or substantially reduce the significant adverse 
·impacts of the project. While, as discussed above, traffic and air quality impacts 
would be reduced somewhat, the impacts would not be reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

For the reasons stated above, the Planning Commission finds this alternative to be 
infeasible. 

4. Alternative D2. Transfer Station Only, No Vertical Expansion, Revised Design. 
Alternative D2, a variation on Alternative D analyzed in the Draft EIR, was identified to 
encompass all proposed activities that may be permitted to occur on the project site after 
expiration of the ZV on April 14, 2007. Activities allowed under Alternative D2 include: 
(1) landfill closure (required by State regulations governing the management of landfills 
in California); (2) expansion of the existing MRF (previously referred to as the Phase I 
MRF); (3) construction of the new TS/MRF; (4) closure of the existing MRF and 
operation of the new TS/MRF; and (5) expansion of green and wood waste operation. 
(Final EIR, pp. 3-126 thru 141.) Alternative D2 reflects the applicant's proposed design 
modifications for the TS/MRF. 

Specifically, under Alternative 02, the design of the TS/MRF would be the same as 
under the Proposed Project but on-site circulation of trucks would be modified such that 
incoming trucks would enter on the same roadway but would enter the TS/MRF on the 
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south side of the building, then proceed through the building to discharge their loads, 
then exit the building at the southwest corner and exit the facility via the same roadway 
as proposed under Alternative 0 (see Figure 6-9, Alternative 02 Site Plan). This revised 
circulation pattern would allow the loading of waste transfer trucks and recyclables 
trucks to take place on the north side of the new TS/MRF building (see Figure 6-10, 
Alternative 02 Floor Plan). Under this site plan, this activity would be screened by the 
TS/MRF building from residential uses located on the west side of San Fernando Road. 
The access roadway that would be used by incoming waste trucks would also be located 
behind an earthen berm that would include a fence and vegetative plantings on top of 
the berm. 

The same design features for the TS/MRF under the Proposed Project (enclosed on all 
sides, maintenance of negative pressure to contain odors within the building, odor 
control system) would be incorporated into the TS/MRF building under Alternative 02. 
The maximum processing capacity of the TS/MRF under Alternative 02 would be the 
same as the Proposed Project (4,000 tpd TS/1,000 tpd MRF). The TS/MRF would be 
expected to reach stabilized operation in 2012. 

Under Alternative 02, no transitional vertical expansion would occur within the landfill. 
Landfill closure activities will be undertaken on the existing landfill in accordance with 
regulatory requirements. All other components of the Proposed Project would remain the 
same. The proposed TS/MRF would be constructed, and green and wood waste and 
Phase I MRF operations would be expanded. Timing of activities occurring under 
Alternative 02 is shown in Figure 6-13, Alternative 02 Activity Phasing. 

a. Analysis of Alternative 02. 

Land Use and Planning. Under Alternative 02, the existing landfill would not be 
expanded. The closed landfill and the proposed TS/MRF would be compatible with 
the surrounding land uses and consistent with the applicable goals and policies as 
discussed under the Proposed Project, with the exception of those policies/goals 
dealing specifically with solid waste. Without the height expansion, new locations for 
the disposal of solid waste would be required. Therefore, the short-term land use 
and planning impacts under Alternative 02 would be slightly greater than the 
Proposed Project, while the long-term impacts would be the same as the Proposed 
Project (Final EIR, pp. 3-126-141.) 

Transportation and Circulation. Under Alternative 02, the existing landfill would not 
be expanded, and the allowable height would not be increased. Traffic generation 
that would be associated with the Phase I Transitional Vertical Expansion under the 
Proposed Project would not occur. Under Alternative 02, activities that could take 
place on the project site would be limited to: (1) landfill closure; (2) expansion of the 
existing MRF (previously referred to as the Phase I MRF); (3) construction of the new 
TS/MRF; (4} operation of the new TS/MRF; and (5) expansion of green and wood 
waste operation. Of these activities, the maximum traffic generation scenario would 
occur under one of two scenarios. First, if the following activities were to take place 
simultaneously: (1) landfill closure; (2) Phase I MRF; (3) construction of the new 
TS/MRF; (4} expanded green and wood waste operations. This scenario could occur 
because construction and operation of the new TS/MRF cannot occur 
simultaneously. The other traffic generation scenario would be the final operating 
condition at the BLRC site, after completion of all interim activities, and would consist 
of operation of the new TS/MRF and expanded green and wood waste operations. 
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The first scenario described above corresponds to the traffic scenario evaluated in 
the Draft EIR for Phase I Construction, plus traffic associated with landfill closure 
less traffic associated with the transitional vertical landfill expansion. As shown in 
Table 4-3 in Chapter 4.0, Responses to Comment of the Final EIR, trip generation 
associated with the transitional landfill expansion (1 ,272 daily truck trips) is greater 
than trip generation associated with landfill closure (240 daily truck trips). Therefore 
the Phase I Construction scenario under Alternative 02 would be reduced by 
approximately 1,000 trips compared to the Proposed Project, or approximately 2,650 
daily trips. The second scenario, final operating condition, would be the same under 
Alternative 02 as under the Proposed Project (3,960 daily trips). The Phase II 
Construction scenario, which was the highest level of traffic generation evaluated in 
the Draft EIR would never occur under Alternative 02 since landfill closure would be 
completed before the new TS/MRF opens. As such, maximum traffic generation 
under Alternative 02 would potentially be substantially lower than the Proposed 
Project. Implementation of the traffic mitigation measures identified for the Proposed 
Project would also mitigate impacts associated with Alternative 02. (Final EIR, pp. 3-
126-141.) 

Air Quality. Under Alternative D2, the height of the existing landfill would not be 
increased and the landfill would be closed when it reached its currently allowed 
maximum height of 1,010 feet msl. Phase I of the project would also include the 
construction of the new TS/MRF. Air emissions would be generated during closure 
of the landfill and construction of the TS/MRF. Solid waste disposal requires trucking 
that msw to outlying landfills. The TSIMRF would assist in offsetting the potential 
increase in the number of trash trucks on the highways and the trip lengths required 
to dispose of solid waste, including regional air quality emissions. Under Alternative 
02, Phase II would be identical to the Proposed Project. Therefore, Phase II air 
quality impacts under Alternative D2 would be the same as those identified for the 
Proposed Project. As noted above under Transportation, trip generation under 
Alternative 02 would not exceed trip generation of the Proposed Project during any 
phase. 

A Health Risk Assessment (HRA) was prepared to identify potential air toxic impacts 
to the community from operation of diesel-fueled solid waste collection vehicles 
(SWCV), transfer trucks and other equipment under Alternative 02. The HRA was 
provided in the same way as the HRA for the Proposed Project. (See Section 4.4.) 

Health Risk Assessment Analysis and Results. In accordance with the OEHHA Air 
T oxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk 
Assessments, cancer risks were calculated using an inhalation cancer potency factor 
for OPM of 1.1 (mg/kg-day)-1 and chronic non-cancer risks were calculated using a 
Reference Exposure Level (REL) for OPM of 5 1Jg/m3. These health factors for OPM 
were developed based on whole diesel exhaust (both gas and particulate matter) so 
that OPM is a surrogate for all the speciated compounds within OPM. In accordance 
with Appendix 0 of the OEHHA guidance, acute non-cancer risk of speciated 
compounds is not required since the potential cancer risk from inhalation exposure to 
OPM will outweigh the potential non-cancer health impacts. 

Annual average air concentrations were calculated for each receptor using the OPM 
emission rates shown in Table 4.4-13, Section 4.4. The resulting concentrations at 
the maximum exposed offsite worker and maximum exposed residential receptor 
were then used to calculate the health risks following SCAQMD's Rule 1401 
methodology. As summarized in Table 6-1, the maximum exposed individual worker 
(at Art Street and Sutter Avenue) is predicted to be exposed to a MICR from OPM of 
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9.72 in one million. The maximum exposed individual resident (on Art Street near 
San Fernando Road) is predicted to be exposed to a MICR from DPM of 9.53 in one 
million. 

SCAQMD has not established a specific risk threshold for mobile sources (i.e., 
trucks). SCAQMD Rule 1401 regulates permitting of new stationary source 
emissions. This rule allows permits for cancer risk up to 1 0 in one million as long as 
the equipment has Best Available Control Technology for Toxics (T-BACT). Refuse 
trucks are currently regulated by ARB and ARB requires retrofits over time to reduce 
PM10 emissions by use of BACT. SCAQMD recently adopted a rule requiring rail 
yards to notify the public if the risk from facility emissions exceeds 10 in one million. 
Taking all of these factors into account, the HRA utilized the SCAQMD standard of 
1 0 in one million for new sources as a conservative threshold for identifying 
significant impacts. 

Since MICR of 9.72 in one million at the maximum exposed individual worker and 
MICR of 9.53 in one million at the maximum exposed individual resident are both 
less than 1 0 in one million, incremental cancer risk for the project is found to be a 
less than significant impact. 
Impacts related to non-cancer risks resulting from Alternative 02 would also be less 
than significant. (Final EIR, pp. 3-126-141.) 

Noise. Under Alternative 02, the landfill would be closed when it reaches its current 
maximum elevation of 1,010 feet msl. The remaining components of Phase I, 
construction, expansion, and installation activities, would remain the same as those 
identified under the Proposed Project. Noise would be generated by the trash trucks 
on the roadways and equipment on the landfill until such time as the landfill is closed. 
In addition, noise would be generated by the flares and the construction activities for 
the new TS/MRF. The noise impacts under Alternative 02 for Phase I are 
anticipated to be less than those under the Proposed Project under the Phase I 
Construction scenario. This is because, even though landfill closure and TS/MRF 
construction activities could be taking place simultaneously under Alternative D2, the 
Phase I Construction scenario evaluated in the Draft EIR included simultaneous 
TS/MRF construction and additional landfilling activity that involved operation of 
similar equipment as would be utilized during landfill closure. 

During Phase II, noise would be generated by the operation of the new TS/MRF and 
the landfill closure activities required in accordance with applicable regulations. The 
revised design of the TS/MRF under Alternative D2 compared to the Proposed 
Project would route incoming trucks to an entrance on the south side of the building, 
from where they would then proceed through the building to discharge their loads, 
then exit the building at the southwest corner and exit the facility via the same 
roadway as proposed under Alternative D (see Figure 6-9, Alternative D2 Site Plan). 
This revised circulation pattern would allow the loading of waste transfer trucks and 
recyclables trucks to take place on the north side of the new TS/MRF building, 
further screening TS/MRF activity from residential uses located on the west side of 
San Fernando Road. 

Furthermore, the access roadway to be used by incoming waste trucks would be 
located behind an earthen berm that would include a fence and vegetative plantings 
on top of the berm. This berm and vegetated area would extend the length of the 
TS/MRF site parallel to San Fernando Road and would completely screen the 
roadways into and out of the TS/MRF and the parking area from San Fernando 
Road. In addition, the roadway used by waste transfer and recyclables trucks on the 
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north side of the TS/MRF building would be located below the floor elevation of the 
TS/MRF building, further screening these trucks from San Fernando Road. The 
berm and vegetated area would also partially screen the lower levels of TS/MRF 
building, although the upper levels of the building would be visible from San 
Fernando Road. This design modification would further reduce noise-related 
impacts during operation of the TS/MRF from locations southwest of San Fernando 
Road. (Final EIR, pp. 3-126-141.) 

AestheticsNiews. Under Alternative D2, the maximum height of the landfill would 
not be increased; however, the remaining components of the Proposed Project 
would stay the same. As the height of the existing landfill would not be increased, no 
blockage of views of the surrounding mountains would occur. Views would be 
similar to what is currently available (see the before photographs in Figures 6-1 
through 6-8, above). Since no blockage of views would occur, there would be no 
significant visual impacts associated with this alternative. Impacts with respect to 
aesthetics (view blockages) under Alternative D2 would be less than under the 
Proposed Project. 
Furthermore, an earthen berm including a fence and vegetative plantings would 
extend the length of the TS/MRF site parallel to San Fernando Road and would 
completely screen the roadways into and out of the TS/MRF and the parking area 
from San Fernando Road. The roadway used by waste transfer and recyclables 
trucks on the north side of the TS/MRF building would be located below the floor 
elevation of the TS/MRF building, further screening these trucks from San Fernando 
Road. The berm and vegetated area would also partially screen the lower levels of 
TS!MRF building, although the upper levels of the building would be visible from San 
Fernando Road. This design modification would further reduce visual impacts 
related to the TS/MRF compared to the Proposed Project. 

Since the remaining aspects of the project would stay the same as the Proposed 
Project, the same sources of light and glare are anticipated. These include security 
and facility lighting, headlights from trucks, and glare from trucks and other 
equipment This would produce the same amount and type of impacts associated 
with light and glare as discussed under the Proposed Project Therefore, light and 
glare impacts under Alternative D2 would be the same as those under the Proposed 
Project. 

Geology and Soils. Under Alternative D2, the maximum height of the existing landfill 
would not be increased. During the operation of the existing landfill, the same 
procedures that are currently used to control soil erosion and to ensure slope stability 
would continue to be practiced. The other activities associated with Phase I of the 
Proposed Project would still occur (e.g., green and wood waste expansion and 
construction of the TS/MRF). Phase II of Alternative D2 would be the same as 
described for the Proposed Project. The earth moving activities associated with the 
activities in Phase I and II would be conducted in accordance with the existing 
conditions placed on the landfill and the conditions of the grading permits as required 
by the Department of Building and Safety. Therefore, geology and soils impacts 
under Alternative D2 would be the same as those identified under the Proposed 
Project 

Hydrology. Under Alternative D2, the height of the existing landfill would not be 
increased beyond its currently permitted height of 1,010 feet above msl. All other 
activities associated with the Proposed Project would remain the same. The same 
procedures for controlling stormwater runoff and protecting water quality that are 
currently used would continue to be used under Alternative 02. In addition, any 
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construction that requires earth moving activities would comply with all applicable 
State and federal regulations, including NPDES, and the conditions listed on the 
grading permit as required by the Department of Building and Safety. Therefore, 
impacts to hydrology and water quality under Alternative D2 would be similar to the 
Proposed Project 

Hazardous Materials. The same activities would occur under Alternative D2 as 
would occur under the Proposed Project, except the maximum height of the existing 
landfill would not be increased beyond its currently permitted height of 1,010 ft above 
msl. Under the Alternative D2, the Bradley Landfill was assumed to continue 
accepting solid waste until its existing permit expired in April 2007 (or sooner if it 
reaches capacity). BLRC does not accept hazardous waste and has measures in 
place to ensure that hazardous wastes do not enter the landfill. These procedures 
would remain in place until the landfill is closed and capped. Therefore, hazardous 
materials impacts associated with Alternative D2 are less than significant 

No hazardous materials would be required for the construction of the new TS/MRF, 
or expansion of the green and wood waste facility. Operation of the new TS/MRF 
under Phase II would utilize the same procedures as the existing landfill to prevent 
hazardous materials from entering the TS and being sent to other landfills. 
Therefore, hazardous materials impacts would be the same under Alternative D2 as 
those identified under the Proposed Project 

Utilities (Wastewater). Under Alternative D2, leachate generated by the 
decomposition of landfilled material would continue to be collected through the 
existing wastewater (leachate) collection and disposal system. This collected 
leachate would be discharged to the existing public sanitary sewer system under the 
conditions of the landfill's industrial wastewater discharge permit issued by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. Since the height of the existing landfill would 
not be increased, the amount of leachate generated is anticipated to be slightly less 
than under the Proposed Project Therefore, leachate impacts under Alternative D2 
would be less than those identified under the Proposed Project 

Operation of the new TS/MRF is not anticipated to generate any wastewater. A 
slight increase in the wastewater generated by employees is anticipated since more 
employees would be needed with operation of the new TS/MRF. Therefore, impacts 
from wastewater generation would be the same under Alternative D2 as under the 
Proposed Project 

The original proposed project included a vertical expansion of the landfill, increased 
green and wood waste operations and construction and operation of a new TS/MRF. 
During the course of the review process, the landfill operating permit expired, 
eliminating the potential for the landfill vertical expansion. It was determined that 
Alternative D2 reduced several of the significant effects associated with the original 
proposed project, and better matched the City's recycling, environmental and policy 
concerns. BLRC has agreed to pursue a SWF permit that would implement 
Alternative D2. 

b. Findings on Feasibility of Alternatives 

Section 15126.6, subdivision (f) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR include 
"a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, 
which would avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the project" 
Based on the analysis in the EIR, the project as proposed was expected to result in 
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significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality. The alternatives to the project 
were designed to avoid or reduce these significant and unavoidable impacts and to 
further reduce impacts that are found to be less than significant following mitigation. 
The City has reviewed the significant impacts associated with a reasonable range of 
alternatives as compared with the project as originally proposed, and in evaluating 
the alternatives has also considered each alternative's feasibility, taking into account 
economic, environmental, social, legal, and other factors. The City finds that 
Alternative 02 has fewer significant environmental effects than the originally 
proposed project or any of the other alternatives considered. In evaluating and 
rejecting the alternatives (other than Alternative 02), the City has also considered the 
important factors listed in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in section XII 
below. 

Where a lead agency has determined that, even after the adoption of all feasible 
mitigation measures, a Project as proposed will still cause one or more significant 
adverse environmental effects that cannot be substantially lessened or avoided, the 
agency, prior to approving the Project as mitigated, must first determine whether, 
with respect to such impacts, there remain any Project alternatives that are both 
environmentally superior and feasible within the meaning of CEQA. Public 
Resources Code section 21081, subdivision (b)(3) provides that when approving a 
project for which an EIR has been prepared, a public agency may find that "specific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the 
environmental impact report." 

5. Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Unlike many Projects, the environmental effects of solid waste disposal activities and 
alternatives must be considered within the regional context of solid waste handling and 
disposal. Regardless of whether the Project is built, solid waste will continue to be 
generated in the City of Los Angeles and elsewhere in the region. (DEIR, pp. 6-25- 26.) 
The FEIR concluded that Alternative 02 (Transfer Station Only, No Vertical Expansion, 
Revised Design) was environmentally superior to the proposed project and the other 
alternatives to the project. (FEIR, p. 3-126 through 3-139.) Alternative 02 will reduce or 
avoid many of the significant environmental impacts that the proposed project would not. 
It would also yield many positive environmental effects resulting from increased 
diversion and recycling activities. 

In addition to avoiding or substantially lessening any of the significant effects of the 
project, the range of alternatives analyzed in the EIR shall also attain most of the basic 
project objectives. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15162.6, subd. (a)). Alternative 02 would 
attain, at least partially, most of the basic objectives developed for the proposed project. 
The Planning Commission, therefore, finds that Alternative 02 is feasible and the 
environmentally superior alternative to the originally proposed Project for the reasons 
explained below. 

G. Statement of Overriding Considerations: 

The Final EIR has identified unavoidable significant impacts that would result from 
implementation of the proposed Project. Section 21081 of the California Public Resources 
Code and Section 15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines provide that when the decision of the 
public agency allows the occurrence of significant impacts that are identified in the EIR but 
are not at least substantially mitigated, the agency must state in writing the reasons to 
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support its action based on the completed EIR and/or other information in the record. State 
CEQA Guidelines require, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(b), that the decision 
maker adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations at the time of approval of a Project if 
it finds that significant adverse environmental effects have been identified in the EIR which 
cannot be substantially mitigated to an insignificant level or be eliminated. These findings 
and the Statement of Overriding Considerations are based on substantial evidence in the 
record, including but not limited to the EIR, and documents and the materials that constitute 
the record of proceedings. 

The following impacts are not mitigated to a less than significant level for the proposed 
Project, as identified in the EIR: Aesthetics (Aesthetic Construction Impacts); Air Quality 
(Various VOC, NOX, and PM10 emissions during Construction and Operations); Air Quality 
(VOC, NOX, and PM10 emissions during Landfill Closure Construction); and Noise 
(Construction Noise Impacts). 

Accordingly, the City adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations. The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts would result from implementation of the 
Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected alternatives to the 
Project discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, and (iv) 
balanced the benefits of the Project against the Project's significant and unavoidable 
impacts, the City hereby finds that the benefits outweigh and override the significant 

. unavoidable impacts for the reasons stated below. 

The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, goals and objectives of the proposed 
Project, and provide, in addition to the above findings, the detailed rationale for the benefits 
of the Project. These overriding considerations of economic, social, aesthetic, and 
environmental benefits for the Project justify adoption of the Project and certification of the 
completed Final EIR. Many of these overriding considerations individually would be 
sufficient to outweigh the adverse environmental impacts of the Project and justify adoption 
of the Project and certification of the completed EIR. In particular, achieving the underlying 
purpose for the Project would be sufficient to override the significant environmental impacts 
of the Project. 

1. Alternative 02 would ensure that the BLRC remains among the largest and longest-term 
employers in Sun Valley and the northeast San Fernando Valley. Alternative 02 would 
allow Sun Valley to retain the over 240 jobs (many held for 15 years or longer) and the 
$13 million annual payroll realized to employees, many of whom live in Sun Valley. 
Alternative 02 would also allow Sun Valley to retain the $30 million in direct economic 
benefit the project applicant provides to the local area. (FEIR, pp. 4-609, 4-612, 4-614, 
4-626, 4-628, 4-639.) 

2. Many of the businesses in Sun Valley, some of which are small businesses owned by 
minority business owners, depend on the project applicant as a consumer. Alternative 
02 would allow these businesses, such as truck repair shops, parts suppliers and 
restaurants, to retain BLRC and its employees as consumers, which is a key to the 
survival of many of these businesses. This is especially important today given the 
current fiscal crisis. (FEIR, pp. 4-639, 4-697.) 

3. Alternative 02 provides an orderly transition of the BLRC from a landfill operation to a 
TS/MRF operation, including closure of the landfill. Future waste disposal and recycling 
needs are expected to increase within the City due to population growth, economic 
growth, and closures of other large landfills over the next ten years. Alternative 02 will 
greatly assist in accommodating the anticipated need for recycling at a centralized 
location within the City. (OSEIR, p. 2-14.) 
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4. Alternative 02 would provide a state-of-the-art facility, cost-effective disposal, and 
TS/MRF services that will assist the City in achieving local and state mandated waste 
diversion goals, including those set forth in the California Integrated Waste Management 
Act of 1989 and the City of Los Angeles' waste diversion goals of70% by 2015 and 90% 
by 2025, respectively. (DSEIR, p. 6-25.) 

5. Alternative 02 provides expanded capacity to process green and wood waste generated 
in the City of Los Angeles to promote increased recycling of such materials, consistent 
with City and State goals. 

6. Alternative 02 avoids the possibility that more trips to outlying area landfills by waste 
disposal trucks will be required in the event that sufficient transfer capacity is not 
available for consolidation of loads elsewhere in Los Angeles or the region. (DSEIR, p. 
6-20.) 

7. Alternative 02 implements a TS/MRF that reduces environmental impacts and provides 
environmental benefits to traffic, air quality, including greenhouse gas emissions, by 
facilitating recycling and the consolidation of loads and transfer to other regional landfill 
sites. The TS/MRF, for example, would facilitate reuse and recycling of materials, such 
as aluminum and metals that would otherwise need to be produced from nonrenewable 
resources. (DEIR, p. 5-3.) 

8. Alternative 02 includes a program to establish a "Community Improvement Fund" funded 
by the project applicant for any tonnage received at the landfill prior to its permanent 
closure. The Fund could potentially amount to several million dollars benefiting Sun 
Valley and to be used for local education, youth, health and environmental programs and 
services. The fund would be administered by an advisory committee made up of local 
community leaders and residents. (FEIR, pp. 4-614, 4-638, 4-658, 4-665.) 

9. Alternative 02 would allow the project applicant to remain in Sun Valley and continue its 
financial and societal support of the local community: 

a. The project applicant currently funds citizenship and anti-gang programs for youth, 
like Communities in Schools, which encourage youth to stay in school and out of 
gangs. (FEIR, pp. 4-458, 4-638.) 

b. The project applicant currently supports local environmental beautification programs 
such as Sun Valley Beautiful, Earth Day Expo, and Neat Neighborhood Grants. 
These programs benefit the local residents by providing funds to help residents 
clean-up and beautify their homes and neighborhoods with trees, new fences, etc. 
The project applicant has also donated substantial time and money to Sun Valley 
beautification projects; most recently establishing two marble gateway monuments 
featuring Sun Valley artwork (see www.sunvalleybeautiful.org). (FEIR, pp. 4-168, 4-
176,4-482,4-626,4-628,4-638, 4-658, 4-721.) 

c. The project applicant's employees currently volunteer their time to schools and many 
community and business organizations. (FEIR, pp. 4-207, 4-638.) 

d. The project applicant provides educational opportunities for students by introducing 
them to environmental sciences and teaching them about the importance of 
recycling. Alternative 02 would allow such programs to continue and future programs 
to be implemented such as mentoring programs and job shadowing programs. 
(FEIR, pp. 4-195, 4-198.) 
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e. The project applicant donates funds to local schools to support programs the schools 
could not otherwise afford, including the Colfax Elementary School, while educating 
children in the community about waste management and the benefits of recycling to 
the environment. (FEIR, pp. 4-330, 4-332, 4-338.) 

f. The project applicant offers its Sun Valley facilities for use by the Los Angeles 
County Sheriffs Department and the Montebello Fire Department as a training site 
for its Urban Search and Rescue programs. The facilities have been invaluable in 
providing quality, realistic training and testing sites for dozens of search dog teams 
from across the country, which have recently been utilized during the aftermath of 
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita and the La Conchita mudslide. (FEIR, pp. 4-89, 4-115) 

g. The project applicant provides ongoing interest and support for the arts through 
assisting organizations such as Women in Theatre. (FEIR, p. 4-616.) 

h. The project applicant heavily contributes to a variety of other community programs 
such as Tip-a-Cop, street lighting along San Fernando Road, Parks and Recreation 
Programs, the Green Energy Conservation Program, Habitat for Humanity 
International and a myriad of Chamber of Commerce activities. (FEIR, pp. 4-618, 4-
346, 4-496.) 

i. The project applicant provides support to other various local educational, athletic and 
after school programs and groups (e.g., Boys & Girls Club of San Fernando, 
Crescenta-Canada Family YMCA, Go for Broke Educational Foundation, Vena 
Avenue El.ementary Healthy Start Program, Andres y Maria Cardenas Family 
Foundation, among many others). 

1 0. Closure activities of the landfill under Alternative D2 would include planting of vegetation 
and landscaping that is consistent with the goals of the Sun Valley Renaissance 
Concept Plan. (See http://www.valleyofthestars.net/Library/SVUDAT/SVR4.pdf.) This 
Plan, prepared by the Urban Design Assistance Team of the American Institute of 
Architects, San Fernando Valley chapter, envisions the revitalization and redevelopment 
of Sun Valley. 

H. Mitigation Monitoring Program. Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and 
Section 15091(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines require that when a public agency is making 
findings required by Section 21081 of the Public Resources Code and Section 15091(a)(1) 
of the State CEQA Guidelines, the public agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring 
program for the mitigation measures which have been made part of this Project. 

The City hereby adopts Exhibit "C" as its Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Project and 
finds that the Project meets the mitigation monitoring program requirement of Section 
21081.6 of the Public Resources Code. 

The City hereby finds and determines that the Mitigation Monitoring Program provides for 
the implementation and monitoring of the Project mitigation measures intended to mitigate 
potential environmental impacts. The mitigation monitoring and reporting program is 
required for implementation by Condition No. E - 9 of this grant. 

I. Environmental Justice: 
The subject property is located within a City identified Environmental Justice Improvement 
Area. Projects within the boundaries are identified to be reviewed for impacts to the 
proposed activities and mitigation measures are to be made to address these impacts. 
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Industrial land uses targeted for environmental justice processing include applications for 
active or closed landfills, waste transfer stations, solid waste, solid waste vehicle yards, 
auto-dismantling or recycling facilities, green waste, and any other facilities that use 
hazardous materials. The official status of this area is that it has been demarcated by a 
motion of City Council on July 20, 2005. There are no development standards of which to 
apply restitution or fees, nor any administering entity for fees collected. Environmental 
justice is typically implemented by proactive regulatory measures towards existing uses or 
effectuated onto new uses via turnover of businesses. 

As applied to the subject vicinity, Environmental Justice is a valid concern to be addressed. 
The adjacent community is primarily comgosed of demographic characteristics that would 
warrant environmental justice concerns . Only 50% of the 86,391 community plan 
population is native born citizens of the United States. Approximately 66 percent of the 
community is composed of Hispanic origins compared to 46 percent citywide. The 
community plan is composed of 22,500 households that. have a mean annual income of 
$39,700fhousehold compared to $55,647 citywide. Almost one third of these households 
draw their income from retirement sources or from public assistance compared to 35.6 
percent citywide. Within the overall community plan population, approximately 19 percent 
are within the poverty level; however, within the immediate census tracts23

, between 19 to 
25 percent are within the poverty range - all in comparison to 21 percent poverty level 
citywide. Of the individuals over the age of 24, only 1 0 percent have obtained a college 
degree24 compared to 21.7 percent citywide. Similarly, the EIR had performed a broader 
analysis of a 3 mile radius utilizing more conservative thresholds and arrived with a 
consistent conclusion. 

Thus far, the Environmental Review Process as well as the Public Hearing Process for the 
instant case has afforded the general public with several opportunities to review and 
comment, in a public forum to the lead agency and the hearing officer. Spanish translation 
was made available at the public hearing. Multiple comments from the community were 
considered in regards to the EIR and development and operational aspects of these 
comments for incorporation into the subject case. Further, the socio-economic 
characteristics of the community have been considered against that of the citywide 
characteristics. The resulting information indicates that indeed, a disparity of impacts will be 
induced upon residents of an ethnic group in a community afflicted with poverty levels higher 
than the citywide norms. 

Unmitigated environmental impact of air pollutants generated from the project's operation 
will continue with collection and outbound trucks used for transporting the refuse and 
recyclable materials. The applicant has volunteered a host fee of $100,000fyear. It is 
suggested that this is the compensation towards achieving environmental justice for impacts 
sustained by the community. Along with the host fee, the following measures be 
implemented with this entitlement based upon federal suggested guidelines25

: 

• Low emissions diesel fuel for both collection and outbound trucks. 

22 Calculations were extrapolated through data from the 2000 Census. 
23 Census Tracts immediately abutting the subject property, including potential haul routes affecting 
neighboring owners were considered (Census Tract Nos. 121100, 121210, 121220, 121800, 121900, and 
121110). 
24 These values include individuals 24 or older, who have completed an Associate of Arts or a Bachelors 
degree. 
25 Waste Transfer Stations: A Manual for Decision Making, United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, "Host Community Agreements" Implied Provisions for Implementation of Community Benefits, 
page 18. 
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" Aggressive program for replacing the existing diesel truck fleet with alternative clean 
air fuel vehicles (powered by CNG or LNG). The program shall include a fee each 
time a diesel powered collection vehicle deposits refuse, recyclables, green waste, or 
wood waste to the site. 

• Roadside cleanup of litter on access routes including but not limited to San Fernando 
Road, Glenoaks Boulevard, Bradley Avenue, Tujunga Avenue, Wicks Street, Wicks 
Place, Ralston Avenue, Sutter Avenue, Art Street, Tuxford Street, and Penrose 
Street. 

• Restrictions on vehicle traffic routes (as noted in the conditions of approval). 
• Financial support for regulatory agencies to assist with facility oversite. 
• A fee paid to the local government for every ton of waste received at the facility. 
o Free reduced-low cost use of the facility the for community's residents and 

businesses. 
• Preferential employment to the community's residents. 
o Funding for road or utility improvements. 
o Provisions for an environmental education center. 

The fund should be administered by a variety of community members including a 
representative of the City Council Offices, Neighborhood Councils, the recycling/refuse 
industry, the educational field, and the medical field. The moneys collected by the 
Environmental Justice component will be directed to the community at large with funds 
spent on environmental education; subsidize prescription drugs for respiratory related 
ailments in local non-profit medical clinics; and employment placement programs. 
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PUBLIC HEARING AND COMMUNICATIONS 

The public hearing was held on November 3, 2008. There were approximately 35 people in 
attendance. The 14 persons who spoke included the applicant's representative, representatives 
of the Sun Valley Neighborhood Council, individuals of a neighboring business, and residents of 
the area. Approximately 5 attendees spoke in favor of the application, 4 persons had general 
comments, and 3 were in opposition. 

Sixty-four letters supporting the project were received. Some of the support letters were 
received from community based organizations including the Sun Valley Neighborhood Council, 
the Sun Valley Chamber of Commerce and the Greater San Fernando Chamber of Commerce. 
Staff notes that fifty of those letters were fonn letters from employees of Waste Management 
(Applicant). The Neighborhood Council letter recommends conditional approval of the project 
with the following conditions: 

• Use clean fuel trucks and service equipment. 
• Enclose the green waste processing area in a four sided building with a roof and 

concrete floor. 
• Contribute "host fee" for use in the Sun Valley Community. The SVANC recommends 

the establishment of a host fee with a base of $100,000 per year for the life of the project 
and a per ton fee of $1.50. This fee should be adjusted for inflation and linked to the 
CPl. 

Four letters of opposition were received prior to the public hearing denoting the following issues: 
• Failure of the .. Pf3pa[trnent pf Gity_ Planning to provide notice of public hearing to 

interested parties who requested ·such notice or to who submitted comments on the draft 
EIR. (The hearing officer noted to the audience that the processes for EIRs versus the 
requested entitlements are different and no requirements to notify the interested parties 
of CUP or Variance hearings are mandated. Although staff is working to resolve this 
disconnection, this point is moot.) 

• The project raises environmental justice concerns that cannot be mitigated. 
• The DEIR uses an incorrect environmental baseline for measuring the project's impacts, 

resulting in an underestimation of environmental impacts by 32 percent. 
• The FEIR fails to analyze the potential impacts on the community resulting from the 

requested 24 hour operations of activities within and TS/MRF and outbound trucks. 
• The FEIR fails to quantify and mitigate sufficiently the nuisance odors that will result from 

the TS/MRF and the proposed doubling of the green waste volume processing. 
e The cumulative impact analysis does not satisfy CEQA Guidelines and should therefore 

be rejected. 
• The FEI R fails to consider a reasonable rage of project alternatives, which should 

include a reduced scale TS/MRF and no vertical expansion, in light of Waste 
Management's withdrawal of its 43 foot height increase application in December 2006. 

• The FEIR's analysis of greenhouse gas impacts fails to consider the potential adverse 
impacts of greenhouse gas emissions on the surrounding community. 

• Expansion of the green waste facility should require an enclosed building. Further, the 
site should be relocated to a non-landfill place on the property in order to construct a 
building. A hydraulic leveling system should be employed for such a building . Also, an 
off-site location at a vacant building at the Van Nuys Air Port should be considered. 

• A truck wash system should be employed on the site for collection trucks prior to 
returning to service. 

• The TS/MRF office is purposely constructed at a location that will prohibit future potential 
rail service connection to the proposed transfer station. Rail transport to outlying landfills 
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would be the future of refuse transport which would substantially reduce outbound truck 
trips. 

The applicant described the history of the site and its surroundings as well as the proposed 
project. The Bradley Landfill is now functionally closed and in the process of being "capped off. 
Los Angeles needs a waste handling site close by, with only the Sunshine Canyon Landfill and 
Puente Hills being within the area. The project requested will handle up to 1,000 tons/day of 
recydables, 2,500 tons/day of greenwaste, and 4,000 tons/day of municipal solid waste. Waste 
and other recyclables handling services are needed by the city to achieve a processing target of 
up to 70% recyclable materials within the total refuse of the future. Waste Management has 
worked with the surrounding community to achieve a better proposed project. For example, the 
proposed waste transfer station will target a LEED rating at the Gold Level. Additionally, over 
25,000 tons of solid waste will be removed from the landfills annually. The project also 
proposes synchronized traffic signals, noise mitigation, tree-planting of over 200 trees along 
San Fernando Road. Alternative fuels and incentives to the utilization of these fuels is required. 
This heavy industrial use does not need to be dirty. The project benefits include keeping 
approximately 240 jobs in the vicinity, provide a $30 million per year revenue generating 
business entity in the city, Contributions of $1 00,000/year of host fees to the Sun Valley 
community, and a company that continues to reach out to the community. 

The applicant further responded to the public hearing comments as follows: 
• Difficulties of enclosing the Greenwaste facility include the subsurface grade that is a 

part of the landfill, which is unable to be properly compacted to current Building and 
Safety specifications. 

• The Greenwaste facility has been the subject of a lawsuit settlement which mandate 
operational requirements including $250,000,000 of improvements to the. facility .. Such. 
improvements have reduced complaints of foul odors from up to 300 per year to 6 
complaints per year. 

a Diesel and air quality mitigations will be implemented that will leave less than a 
significant level of impact with the project operations that will potentially cause a risk of 
less than 9 in one million chance of contracting cancer if an individual is exposed to the 
facility for a continuous period of 70 years. On another issue of alternative clean fuel 
vehicles, the entire fleet will be replaced over time as the diesel trucks have been 
exhausted by age and use. This will be feasible in lieu of replacing the entire fleet at 
once. 

• Street usage and parking of trucks are the result of neighboring businesses and not due 
to the applicant. 

• Wear and tear impacts of the streets due to additional trucks are other than Waste 
Management's utilizing the area's streets. 

• The baseline of 10,000 tones/day as related to the former landfill was used for the EIR 
as an acceptable standard to the LEA. 

• In compliance with the concept of environmental justice, the right thing to do is not to run 
people (business) out, but clean up and provide sustainable and responsible industry. 

• Mr. Kuvic commented on moving and enclosing the green waste facility -move loadout 
trammels to opposite of the population. 

• Rail access to the facility is a debate in the community but questions it's viability for the 
applicant. 

• Waste Management was identified as a contributer of contamination to the aquifer in 
North Hollywood as noticed by the EPA relative to this Superfund Area. The applicant 
has disputed this information with the EPA. 

Five speakers in favor of the proposed project and entitlements supported the proposal. These 
individuals include a member of the Bradley Landfill Community Advisory Committee, Sun 
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Valley Chamber of Commerce, VICA, Sun Valley Neighborhood Council, Shadow Hills Property 
Owners Association and residents of the community. Speakers noted the following points: 

• Project will meet the current City Green Building standards and exceed these standards 
by seeking LEED certification at the Gold Level. 

• The project will provide substantial economic benefits to the City. 
• The project is needed to handle the current and projected refuse handling and 

processing as well as recyclable processing for the city's residents. 
• Impressed with the well-managed Waste Management program. 
• Retaining and the enhancing the Greenwaste facility will be beneficial to the City. 
• Project will prevent economic blight for the subject property. 
• Project will provide much needed employment opportunities to the area. 
• Waste Management has been a good neighbor. 
• The Waste Transfer Facility building will be an enclosed activity for processing waste in 

the Valley. 

Four speakers with general comments made the following points regarding the proposal: 

• Tremendous air quality impacts from diesel fueled trucks servicing the facility must be 
retrofitted/replaced with Compressed Natural Gas fueled trucks or least polluting 
vehicles. 

• Greenwaste facility must enclosed. 
• The Greenwaste facility can be enclosed elsewhere on the site that is several acres in 

size. 
• Plastic recyclables must be .enclosed with an adequate fire suppression .. system. 
• Groundwater pollution caused by the landfill must be investigated to the extent that U.S. 

EPA has cited groundwater contamination with one of the sources being Waste 
Management Recycling and Disposal Services of California, Inc. 

• Streets damaged by trucks must be repaired. 
• Although not opposed to the project, Waste Management has done a poor job of 

community upkeep and must step up with more community improvements/activities. 

Three speakers opposed the project notes the following issues. 

• Significant unavoidable impacts include air quality, traffic, and noise that the City should 
scrutinize thoroughly. 

• Hours of operation are on the initial notice (6am to 12 midnight) are in conflict with the 
latest proposed hours of operation (24 hours each day). The FEIR does not address the 
impact of the expanded hours. 

• The EIR fails to mitigate odor impacts. 
• The Greenwaste facility should be closed from nuisance. 
• The project would be more favorable if the Transfer Station were reduced in scale. 
• A representative of a local elementary school 500 feet to the south noted that there was 

not enough accommodation nor mitigation for the area and that the project scope should 
be reduced by 213rds. 

• Overall, speakers who opposed the project did so due to the many environmental 
impacts. 

A representative of Council District No. 6 noted that the "Host Fee" proposed by the applicant 
may not be proportionate to the project and its impacts. A higher fee should be exacted. 
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5.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

MITIGATION MONITORJNG AND REPORTING PROGRAM PROCEDURES 

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires a Lead Agency to adopt a "reporting or 

monitoring program for the changes to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to 

mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment" (Mitigation Monitoring Program, Section 15097 

of the CEQA Guidelines provides additional direction on mitigation monitoring or reporting). The City 

of Los Angeles Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency for the Bradley Landfill and Recycling 

Center Transition Master Plan Project. 

An Environmental Impact Report has been prepared to address the potential environmental impacts of the 

Proposed Project. Where appropriate, this environmental document identified project design features or 

recommended mitigation measures to avoid or to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts of 

the Proposed Project. This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is designed to 

monitor implementation of the mitigation measures identified for the proposed project. The MMRP is 

subject to review and approval by the Lead Agency as part of the certification of the EIR and adoption of 

project conditions. The required mitigation measures are listed and categorized by impact area, as 

identified in the Draft EIR, with an accompanying identification of the following: 

• Monitoring Phase, the phase of the project during which the mitigation measure shall be 

monitored. Because the Proposed Project involves transition of the project from one operating 

use to another as well as expansion of existing operations, the usual project phases utilized by the 

Department of City Planning (i.e., pre-construction, construction, operations) do not generally 

apply to this project. For this reason, for purposes ofthis project, the monitoring phase describes 

the point in time at which the mitigation measure would be required to be implemented in order 

to address the environmental impact that necessitates the mitigation measure. 

• The Implementation Party, the entity with the responsibility for implementing the mitigation 

measure 

• The Enforcement Agency, the agency with the power to enforce the mitigation measure, and 

• The Monitoring Agency, the agency to which reports involving feasibility, compliance, 

implementation and development are made. 

The MMRP performance shall be monitored annually to determine the effectiveness of the measures 

implemented in any given year and reevaluate the mitigation needs for the upcoming year. 

4.3 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

4.3-!. Bradley Avenue and Tuxford Street - Post signs prohibiting parking on the north side of 

Tuxford Street east of Bradley Avenue and on the south side of Tuxford Street west of 

Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center Transition Master Plan 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Page 5-1 



City of Los Angeles July2008 

Bradley Avenue to convert existing east and westbound lane configurations from left turn 

lane, through lane and shared through/right to a dedicated left turn lane, two through lanes 

and dedicated right turn lane. Applicant shall pay its fair share toward funding the 

Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC)/ Adaptive Traffic Control System 
(ATCS) signal system improvements for thls intersection and any fees paid by the applicant 

pursuant to the AT SAC/ A TCS program shall be used by the City solely for the improvements 

needed at this intersection. 

Monitoring Phase: Prior to green waste 

expansion or operation of the Phase II TS/MRF, whlchever occurs first 

Implementation Party: Applicant 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

4.3-2. l-5 Southbound On/Off Ramps and Penrose Street- Design and install a new traffic signal at 

this currently unsignalized location through the Golden State Corridor ATSAC/ATCS 

program. The fee under the ATSAC/ATCS is currently $143,000 per intersection. The 
applicant shall contact the LADOT prior to payment to determine the actual cost at the time 

of payment. 

Monitoring Phase: Prior to green waste 

expansion or operation of the Phase II TSIMRF, whichever occurs first 

Implementation Party: Applicant 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation, 

Cal trans 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

4.3-3. Bradley Avenue and Penrose Street- Applicant shall pay its fair share toward funding a 

new traffic signal at this currently unsignalized location through the Golden State Corridor 

ATSAC/ATCS program and any fees paid by the applicant pursuant to the ATSAC/ATCS 

program shall be used by the City solely for the improvements needed at thls intersection. 

The fee under the ATSAC/ATCS is currently $143,000 per intersection. The applicant shall 
contact the LADOT prior to payment to determine the actual cost at the time of payment. 

Monitoring Phase: Prior to waste 

expansion or operation of the Phase II TS/MRF, whichever occurs first 
Implementation Party: Applicant 
Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

4.3-4. San Fernando Road and Sheldon Street -Applicant shall pay its fair share towan:\ funding the 

City of Los Angeles expanded signal system improvement for this intersection through the 

A TSAC/ A TCS and any fees paid by the applicant pursuant to the program shall be used by 
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the City solely for the improvements needed at this intersection. This improvement will 
provide for increased capacity at the intersection. The ATSAC/ATCS provides signal 

synchronization through monitoring upstream and downstream traffic volumes and delay. 
The synchronization is enhanced through computer enhancement and manual monitoring by a 

centralized control system. 

Monitoring Phase: Prior to green waste 

expansion or operation of the Phase II TSIMRF, whichever occurs frrst 

Implementation Party: Applicant 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

4.3-5. Glenoaks Boulevard and Tuxford Street- Applicant shall pay its fair share toward funding 

the ATSAC/ATCS signal system improvements and any fees paid by the applicant pursuant 
to the program shall be used by the City solely for the improvements needed at this 

intersection. 

Monitoring Phase: Prior to green waste 
expansion or operation of the Phase II TS/MRF, whichever occurs first 

Implementation Party: Applicant 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

4.3-6. San Fernando Road and Tuxford Street- Participate in the contribution towards funding for 
the ATSAC/ATCS expanded signal system improvements. 

Monitoring Phase: Prior to green waste 
expansion or operation of the Phase II TSIMRF, whichever occurs first 

Implementation Party: Applicant 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

4.4 AIR QUALITY 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

4.4-1 Prior to beginning Phase I construction activities, the project applicant shall develop a 

Construction Emission Management Plan for the Proposed Project. The Plan shall include 

measures to minimize emissions from vehicles including, but not limited to: 

• Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to moving soil and conduct necessary watering 
to prevent visible dust emissions from exceeding I 00 feet in any direction. 

Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center Transition Master Plan 
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• Apply non-toxic chemical stabilizers according to manufacturers' specifications or apply 
non-toxic dust suppressants or vegetation sufficient to maintain a stabilized surface to 

disturbed surface areas (completed grading areas) that are to be left inactive for five working 

days or more. 

• Exposed pits (i.e., gravel, soil, dirt), if any, with 5% or greater silt content shall be watered 

twice daily, enclosed, covered or treated with non-toxic soil stabilizers according to 

manufacturers' specifications. 

• Water excavated soil and debris piles hourly or cover them with tarp, plastic sheets or other 
coverings. 

• Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm conditions. Water as often as needed 

on windy days when winds are less than 25 miles per hour or during very dry weather in 

order to maintain a surface crust and prevent the release of visible emissions from the 
construction site. 

• All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose materials off-site shall be covered prior to 

leaving the construction site or shall maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum 

vertical distance between the top of the material and the top of the truck). Mud-covered tires 
and under-carriages of trucks shall be washed before leaving the construction sites. 

• Continue sweeping adjacent streets, as needed, to remove dirt dropped by construction 

vehicles or mud that would otherwise be carried off by trucks departing the project site. 

• Securely cover loads with a tight fitting tarp or similar covering device on all trucks leaving 
the construction site. 

• Cease excavating and grading during periods when winds exceed 25 miles per hour. 

• Cease excavating and grading during second stage smog alerts. 

• Low VOC-emission paints shall be utilized in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1113. 

• Truck deliveries shall be scheduled outside peak traffic hours and consolidated to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Monitoring Phase: 
Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center Transition Master Plan 
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4.4-2 Use electricity or alternative fuel for on-site equipment to the extent feasible; for all other 

equipment use CARB-approved diesel fuel. Contractor and applicant shall maintain invoices 

on-site for inspection for diesel fuel purchases. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 

and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 
Department of City Planning, 

Department of Building and Safety, 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Department of Building and Safety, 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

4.4-3 Maintain construction equipment tuned up and with two to four degree retard diesel engine 

timing. This measure is obsolete based on new CARB mles requiring more stringent 
standards, as outlined in Mitigation Measures 4.4-6 and 4.4-8. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 
and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

4.4-4 Use on-site electricity rather than temporary power generators in portions of the landfill 
where electricity is available. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 

and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 
Department of Building and Safety, 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Department of Building and Safety, 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

4.4-5 Use CARB-approved diesel (as defined in SCAQMD Rule 431.2), which shall be identified 

in the Construction Emission Management Plan prepared by the Applicant and Contractor 
(Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 ). 

Monitoring Phase: During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 

and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 
Implementation Party: Applicant 

Enforcement Agency: Department of City Planning, 

Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center Transition Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
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Monitoring Agency: 

July2008 

Department of Building and Safety, 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Department of Building and Safety, 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

4.4-6 Use construction equipment that meets EPA Tier I, II or Ill emission requirements; the 

specific equipment to be utilized shall be identified in the Construction Emission 

Management Plan prepared by the Applicant and Contractor (Mitigation Measure 4.4-l). 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

During Construction of the Phase Ii TSIMRF 
and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 

Department of City Planning, 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety, 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

4.4-7 When diesel particulate filters (DPF) are required, use CARB-verified particulate filter traps. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 

and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

4.4-8 Any new off-road equipment purchased shall meet a minimum of EPA Tier Ill standards 
and/or apply diesel particulate filters (DPF) meeting CARE-verified Level 3 standards for 

off-road engines; the specific equipment to be utilized shall be identified in the Construction 

Emission Management Plan prepared by the Applicant and Contractor (Mitigation Measure 
4.4-1) .. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 

and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 
Department of Building and Safety, 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Department of Building and Safety, 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

4.4-9 Prohibit material delivery heavy-duty truck idling in excess of five minutes. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center Transition Master Plan 
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Implementation Party: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

July2008 

Applicant 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

4.4-10 Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

During Construction of the Phase II TS/MRF 

and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

4.4-11 Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases of construction to 

maintain smooth traffic flow. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

During Construction of the Phase II TS/MRF 

and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation, 

Environmental Affairs Department (Local Enforcement Agency) 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation, 

Environmental Affairs Department (Local Enforcement Agency) 

4.4-12 Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system to off-peak hour 

to the extent practicable. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 

and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

4.4-13 Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Bradley Landfill and REcycling Center Transition Master Plan 
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Implementation Party: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

July2008 

Applicant 
Department of Building and Safety, 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

4.4-14 Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on- and off­

site. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 
and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 
Department of Building and Safety, 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Los Angeles Department of Transportation 

4.4-15 Give preferential consideration to qualified contractors who use clean fuel construction 

equipment; emulsified diesel fuels; construction equipment that uses ultra low sulfur CARB 

diesel and is equipped with oxidation catalysts, or other retrofit technologies. Justification 
shall be included in the Construction Emission Management Plan. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 

and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 
Department of City Planning, 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

4.4-16 Pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 403, a Fugitive Dust Control Plan will be developed and 

implemented for the Proposed Project, and shall include, but not be limited to: 

• Moisten soil not more than 15 minutes prior to moving soil and conduct necessary watering 

to prevent visible dust emissions from exceeding 100 feet in any direction. 

• Apply non-toxic chemical stabilizers according to manufacturers' specifications or apply 

non-toxic dust suppressants or vegetation sufficient to maintain a stabilized surface to 

disturbed surface areas (completed grading areas) that are to be left inactive for five working 
days or more. 

Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center Transition Master Plan 
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• Exposed pits (i.e., gravel, soil, dirt), if any, with 5% or greater silt content shall be watered 

twice daily; enclosed, covered or treated with non-toxic soil stabilizers according to 

manufacturers' specifications. 

• Water excavated soil and debris piles hourly or cover them with tarp, plastic sheets or other 

coverings. 

• Water exposed surfaces at least twice a day under calm conditions. Water as often as needed 

on windy days when winds are less than 25 miles per hour or during very dry weather in 

order to maintain a surface crust and prevent the release of visible emissions from the 

construction site. 

• All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil or other loose materials off-site shall be covered prior to 

leaving the construction site or shall maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum 

vertical distance between the top of the material and the top of the truck). Mud-covered tires 

and under-carriages of trucks shall be washed before leaving the construction sites. 

• Continue sweeping adjacent streets, as needed, to remove dirt dropped by construction 

vehicles or mud that would otherwise be carried off by trucks departing project site. 

• Securely cover loads with a tight fitting tarp or similar covering device on all trucks leaving 

the construction site. 

• Cease excavating and grading during periods when winds exceed 25 miles per hour. 

• Cease excavating and grading during second stage smog alerts. 

• Low VOC-emission paints shall be utilized in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1113. 

• Truck deliveries shall be scheduled outside peak traffic hours and consolidated to the 

maximum extent feasible. 

• Replace ground cover in disturbed areas inactive for ten days or more. 

• All streets shall be swept at least once a day using SCAQMD Rule 1!86 certified street 

sweepers or roadway washing trucks or whenever visible soil materials are carried to adjacent 

streets (recommend water sweepers with reclaimed water). 

• To reduce dust caused by track-out from vehicles exiting the site, an extra wide rumble strip 

(minimum ten feet) should be used at all exits. 

• Street cleaning on all access roads to reduce dust in streets should be mandatory at least twice 

daily. 

Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center Transition Master Plan 
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Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

July2008 

Prior to and During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 
and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Environmental Affairs Deparirnent (Local Enforcement Agency), 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Deparirnent of Building and Safety, 

Environmental Affairs Department (Local Enforcement Agency), 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

4.4-17 Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning on-site 
construction activity including resolution of issues related to PM10 generation. Identification 

of the construction relation officer shall be posted at the entry gate to the project site, 

including name and contact phone number. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Prior to and During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 

and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 

Deparirnent of City Planning, 
Deparirnent of Building and Safety 

Deparirnent of City Planning, 

Deparirnent of Building and Safety 

4.4-18 A weather station indicating temperature, wind speed and direction should be constructed and 

maintained on-site. Weather information should be recorded and available for LEA use for at 
least 30 days. 

Monitoring Phase: Prior to and During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF, 

During Landfill Closure in Phase II, and and During TS/MRF Operation in Phase II 
Implementation Party: Applicant 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Deparirnent of Building and Safety, 

Environmental Affairs Deparirnent, 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Deparirnent of Building and Safety, 

Environmental Affairs Deparirnent, 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

4.4-19 If complaints are received and verified by the LEA, limited and reasonable monitoring for 
dust will be conducted by qualified firms or individuals, under the LEA's direction if 

determined to be necessary by the LEA. Reports and/or results will be provided to the LEA 

by the facility operator at the operator's expense. If project dust levels are found to be 
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unacceptable, the LEA may require the operator to implement appropriate and reasonable 

dust control measures. 

Monitoring Phase: Prior to and During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF, 
During Landfill Closure in Phase II, and During TSIMRF Operation in Phase II 

Implementation Party: Applicant 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Environmental Affairs Department (Local Enforcement Agency), 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Environmental Affairs Department (Local Enforcement Agency), 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

4.4-20 The Project Applicant shall obtain Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) 

certification for the TSIMRF at the Basic level, at a minimum. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

During TSIMRF Operation in Phase II 

Applicant 
Department of Building and Safety 

Department of Building and Safety 

4.4-21 Investigate the technological feasibility of using a diesel oxidation catalyst or PM filter trap 
on an off-road device (i.e. construction equipment). Although there are a few Level III 

devices that are CARE-verified for off-road applications, the Applicant will conduct a 
technological feasibility analysis on one piece of equipment, to be reviewed by the California 

Air Resources Board (CARB). If successful, the Applicant will consider extending the 

program beyond 2008. In addition, the Applicant will comply with recently-adopted state 
regulations to reduce emissions from off-road vehicles and equipment. 

Monitoring Phase: 
Implementation Party: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

During TSIMRF Operation in Phase II 

Applicant 
Department of City Planning, 

Department of Building and Safety, 

California Air Resources Board 
Department of City Planning, 

Department of Building and Safety 

4.4-22 Conduct a pilot study using a CARE-verified Diesel Particulate Filter that is also verified to 

reduce NOx emissions on one refuse hauling truck. If successful, the Applicant will consider 

extending the program to 2008. Applicant will also participate in the SCAQMD SOON 

program to accelerate NOx reductions from off-road equipment, as required. 
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Monitoring Phase: 
Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

July2008 

During TS/MRF Operation in Phase II 

Applicant 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 

South Coast Air Quality Management District 

4.4-23 Maintain construction equipment tuned up and with two to four degree retard diesel engine 

timing during landfill operation and closure activities. This measure is now obsolete, see 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3. 

Monitoring Phase: 
Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

During TS/MRF Operation in Phase II 
Applicant 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

4.4-24 Purchase and use an electric wood grinder in lieu of a traditional diesel grinder. 

Monitoring Phase: 
Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Prior to and During Expansion of Green Waste Operation 

Applicant 

Department of Building and Safety, 

.. Environmental Affairs Department (Local Enforcement Agency) 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Environmental Affairs Department (Local Enforcement Agency) 

4.4-25 Applicant shall establish a preference or fee reduction for all solid waste collection vehicles 

(SWCVs) and other on-road heavy-duty vehicles visiting the landfill, TS/MRF or green/wood 

waste facilities, that are alternative fueled or model year (MY) 2009 or newer diesel vehicles 
equipped with CARR-verified DPFs. This program shall be posted at the scale house by the 

Applicant. 

Monitoring Phase: 
Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

During TS/MRF and Green Waste Operation in Phase II 

Applieant 
Department of City Planning, 

Department of Building and Safety 

Department of City Planning; 

Department of Building and Safety 

4.4-26 Conduct pilot test on CARR-verified DPF and Lean NOx Catalyst (e.g., Cleaire Flash and 

Catch and Longview devices); determine feasibility; develop incentive program (e.g., reduced 

tipping fees) for use of emission control device in on-road heavy-duty vehicles visiting the 
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landfill, TS/MRF or green/wood waste facilities. [25% NOx control and 85% PM control) 

The test and program shall be reviewed and approved by CARB. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Prior to and During TS/MRF and 

Green Waste Operation in Phase II 

Applicant 

Department of City Planning, 

Department of Building and Safety, 

California Air Resources Board 

Department of City Planning, 

Department of Building and Safety 

4.4-27 Only loading of bailed or contained recyclables shall be loaded outdoors. 

Monitoring Phase: 
Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

During TS/MRF Operation in Phase II 

Applicant 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Environmental Affairs Department (Local Enforcement Agency) 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Environn:lental Affairs Department (Local Enforcement Agency) 

4.4-28 The applicant will maintain a 24-hour call-in number for residents in the event of nighttime 

odor complaints. Assigned personnel will respond to any calls to determine whether or not 

the source of odor is coming from BLRC. In the event that BLRC is the source of odors, 

appropriate measures will be implemented to mitigate such odors. 

Monitoring Phase: Prior to and During TSIMRF Construction and Operation 

(Phase I and II) and Green Waste Expansion and Operation in Phase II 

Implementation Party: Applicant 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Environmental Affairs Department (Local Enforcement Agency) 

Department of Building and Safety, 

Environmental Affairs Department (Local Enforcement Agency) 

Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center Transitian Master Plan 
Final Environmental Impact Report 
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4.5 NOISE 

4.5-1 Construction contracts shall specify that all construction equipment must be equipped with 
mufflers and other applicable noise attenuation devices. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 
and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

4.5-2 Construction shall be restricted to the .hours of 7:00 am. to 9:00 p.m. Monday through 
Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Saturday and prohibited at anytime on Sunday or a Federal 
holiday. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 
and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 

Applicant 
Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

4.5-3 Temporary plywood noise barriers shall be constructed along the BLRC property line on San 
Fernando Road between the TSIMRF construction site and residential area located west of 
San Fernando Road. Plywood shall be installed to the height necessary to block the line of 
sight between the construction site and the nearest residential unit to the construction site. 
Plywood shall be a minimum of one-half inch thick, in order to provide a minimum I 0 dB 
reduction in noise levels between the construction activity and the receptor'. Noise barrier 
design shall be reviewed and approved by the Department of Building and Safety to ensure 
that the design results in the required I 0 dB minimum reduction. 

Source: Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, Caltrans, October, 1998, pages N-

139 and N-140. The transmission loss (I'L) of different materials, upon which the noise reduction capability of the 

material is based, is not dependent on the distance from the source. Although the resulting sound level with the 
barrier in place would dijfer depending on the distance from the noise source, the noise-reducing effect of the 
barrier material is the same regardless of the distance it is placed from the source. 

Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center Transition Master Plan 
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City of Los Angeles 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

July2008 

During Construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 

and During Landfill Closure in Phase II 
Applicant 

Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

4.5-4 If complaints are received by the LEA, limited and reasonable monitoring for noise will be 
conducted by qualified firms or individuals, under the LEA's direction if determined to be 

necessary by the LEA. Reports and/or results will be provided to the LEA by the facility 
operator at the operator's expense. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

During Construction and Operation of the Phase II TSIMRF 

Applicant 
Department of Building and Safety 

Environmental Affairs Department (Local Enforcement Agency) 

Department of Building and Safety 

Environmental Affairs Department (Local Enforcement Agency) 

4.5-5 The applicant sha.l! document to the Department of Building and Safety that the wall and roof 
panels in the TSIMRF building provide at least 20 dB A noise attenuation for the lowest sound 
frequencies associated with the equipment to· be utilized within the building. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

4.6 AESTHETICS 

Prior to Construction of Phase II TS/MRF 

Applicant 
Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

4.6-1 New lighting sources shall be shielded to direct light downward and onto the project site and 
not toward the sky to minimize atmospheric light pollution. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

4.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Prior to Construction and During Operation of Phase II TS/MRF 

Applicant 
Department of Building and Safety 
Department of Building and Safety 

4.7-1 All soil disturbance and travel on unpaved surfaces shall be suspended if winds exceed 25 

miles per hour. 

Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center Transition Master Plan 
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Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

July 2008 

Construction 

of the Phase II TSIMRF aod Laodfill Closure in Phase II 
Applicaot 

Department of Building aod Safety, 

South Coast Air Quality Maoagement District 

Department of Building aod Safety, 

South Coast Air Quality Maoagement District 

4.7-2 Mitigation measures defined in Section 4.4, Air Quality, of this EIR related to site watering 

aod watering of unpaved roads to prevent wind-borne erosion. 

Monitoring Phase: 

Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Construction 

of the Phase II TS/MRF aod Laodfill Closure in Phase II 
Applicaot 

Department of Building aod Safety, 

South Coast Air Quality Maoagement District 

Department of Building aod Safety, 
South Coast Air Quality Maoagement District 

4.7-3 All grading activities shall be performed in accordaoce with the provisions of Chapter IX, 

Division 70,_ofthe City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Code, Title 14 of the California 

Code of Regulations aod with the rules aod regulations established by the City Department of 
Building aod Safety. 

Monitoring Phase: Construction of the Phase II TS/MRF aod Laodfill Closure in Phase II 
Implementation Party: Applicaot 

Enforcement Agency: 
Monitoring Agency: 

Department of Building aod Safety 

Department of Building aod Safety 

4.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

4.8-1 Adjacent downgradient wells shall be in service during sampling periods. 

Monitoring Phase: 
Implementation Party: 
Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Post-Closure 

Applicaot 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 

4.8-3 The applicaot will re-calculate drainage flows based on additional impervious surfaces to 

ensure drainage facilities can continue to accommodate the 50-year, 96-hour storm. The 

applicaot shall document the results of the calculations for the City of Los Angeles 

Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering, the LARWQCB, City of Los Angeles 

Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center Transition Master Plan 

Final Environmental impact Report 
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Department of Public Works 

Department of Public Works. 

Bureau of Sanitation, and the County of Los Angeles 

Monitoring Phase: Prior to construction of the Phase II TSIMRF 

Implementation Party: Applicant 

City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 

Bureau of Engineering, 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, 

City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Sanitation, 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 

City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 

Bureau of Engineering, 

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, 

City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Sanitation, 

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 

4.9 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

4.9-2 At all entry points for incoming materials, a radiation detection system shall be installed, 

maintained, and periodically calibrated as approved by the LEA and CIWMB. Testing of 

such devices shall be conducted yearly. 

Monitoring Phase: During Construction and Prior to Operation of the Phase II TS/MRF 

Implementation Party: Applicant 

Enforcement Agency: City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 

Monitoring Agency: 

Bureau of Engineering, 

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 

City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 

Bureau of Engineering, 

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 

Bradley Landfill and Recycling Center Transition Master Plan 
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DETERMINATION LETTER 
CPC-2007 -3888-CU-ZV -SPR 
MAILING DATE: 02/24/10 

Pacoima Beautiful 
11243 Glen oaks Blvd., Suite 1 
Pacoima, CA 91331 

Joshua Stehlik 
13327 Van Nuys Blvd. 
Pacoima, CA 91331 

Refu Aguilera 
10861 Vinedale 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Mary Freeman 
8123 Goodland Avenue 
North Hollywood, CA 91605 

Jon Eshback & Jack Forsch 
9051 Wildwood 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Terry McConico 
1 0923 Randall Street 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Alex Guerrero 
5121 Van Nuys Blvd. 
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403 

Andrea Gutman 
10511 Mahoney Drive 
Sunland, CA 91040 

Jose Corenjo 
1441 0 Sylvan Street 
Van Nuys, CA 91405 

Mike O'Gara 
Sun Valley N.C. 
9301 Cayuga Avenue 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Richard Zanotti 
7800 Vineland Avenue 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Diana Cruz 
11846 Strathern St. 
North Hollywood, CA 91605 

Karen Holt 
10539 Tinker Avenue 
Tujunga, CA 91042 

Debra Stephens 
9975 Wheatland Avenue 
Sunland, CA 91040 

Xochilt Garcia 
9612 Beachy Avenue 
Arleta, CA 91331 

Vicki Burch 
1 0654 Vinedale 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Mike Hammer 
9081 Tujunga Avenue 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Miguel Ramirez 
9081 Tujunga 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Dale Goldsmith 
10940 Wilshire Blvd. 
Los Angeles, CA 90029 

Waste Management 
c/o Doug Corcoran 
9801 Tujunga · 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Karl Kunak 
8148 Irvine Avenue 
N. Hollywood, CA 91605 

Lupita A. Gonzalez 
11846 Strathern St. 
North Hollywood, CA 91605 

Raul Anguiano 
13580 Osborne Street 
Arleta, CA 91331 

Electra Kruger 
10544 Mahonly Drive 
Shadow Hills, CA 91040 

Dennis O'Sullivan 
8140 Sunland Blvd. 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Susan A. Bartlett 
9954 Edmore Place 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Lee McTaggart 
8957 Herrick Avenue 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Miguel Ramirez 
8980 Cayuga Avenue 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Maria Guzman 
10861 Vinedale 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 



herri Giron 
059 Van Noord Avenue 
orth Hollywood, CA 91605 

:IUren Akins Ahkiam 
1243 Glenoaks, Suite I 
acoima, CA 91331 

ad Bradpicu 
)366 Ormond Street 
hadow Hills, CA 91040 

ark Brown 
1835 W. Olympic Blvd. #285 
)S Angeles, CA 90064 

:turen Smith 
3002 Hartland Street 
an Nuys, CA 91406 

at Cole 
)81 Tujunga Avenue 
Jn Valley, CA 91352 

:l Kavazanjian 
115 S. Oakley Place 
~mpe, AZ 85281 

ana NancyS. 
~030 Sheldon Street #23 A 
m Valley, CA 91352 

·istina Gonzalez 
168 Telfair Avenue 
m Valley, CA 91352 

iiS Section-Faa Tskamoto 
ity Hall, Room 825 
lail Stop 395 

Isabel Mendoza 
12050 Sheldon St. #1 C 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Adalberto B. 
8091 Tujunga Avenue 
Sylmar, CA 91342 

Neighborhood Legal Services 
13327 Van Nuys Blvd. 
Pacoima, CA 91331 

Kimberly Rible 
16633 Ventura Blvd., #1220 
Encino, CA 91436 

Carolyn C. 
1838 Eastern Avenue 
Ventura, CA 93003 

James Gutman 
1 0511 Mahoney 
Sunland, CA 9040 

Craig Fajnor 
523 W. 61

h Street, Suite 1134 
Los Angeles, CA 90014 

Helen Arriola 
N/E Valley Health Corp. 
1172 N. Maclay Street 
San Fernando, CA 91340 

Edward Kavazanjian Jr. Ph.D. 
Consulting Geotech. Engineer 
1415 S. Oakley Place 
Tempe, AZ 85281 

Frank Quon 
City Planner 
Van Nuys City Hall, Room 430 
Mail Stop #366 

Howard Loyd 
13580 Osborne St. 
Pacoima, CA 91331 

Helen 
8091 Tujunga Avenue 
Sylmar, CA 91342 

Howard Zoyd 
8750 Independence Ave., #203 
Canoga Park, CA 91304 

Maria Guzman 
1467 Ryan Street 
Sylmar, CA 91342 

Stuart Waldman 
6616 Langdon Avenue 
Van Nuys, CA 91406 

Dave De Pinto 
10435Mary Bell Avenue 
Sunland, CA 91040 

Kat Suntamana 
9081 Tujunga Avenue 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Julieta Ruizvelas 
8500 Kewen 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Council Member Tony Cardenas 
Sixth Council District 
City Hall, Room 455 
Mail Stop 210 

Beto Brambila 
No Address 



Zola Garcia 
12030 Sheldon St. 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Bobby Arias 
8743 Burnet Ave. 
North Hills, CA 91343 

Carol Silver 
824 Sunland Blvd. 
Sun Valley, CA 91362 

Susan Bartlett 
8062 San Fernando Rd. 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Jon Eshbach 
9051 Wildwood Ave. 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

David Hernandez 
5312 Bellingham Ave. 
Valley Village, CA 91607 

Elektra Kruger 
1 0544 Mahoney Dr. 
Shadow Hills, CA 91040 

Josefina Alvarez 
12747 Marcer St., C-49 
Pacoima, CA 91331 

Sharya Romano 
1 0939 Art St. 
Los Angeles, CA 91040 

Mike Hammer 
9227 N. Tujunga Ave. 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Irma Carrillo 
8873 Oneida 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Nato Flores 
No Address 

Gustava Lira 
No Address 

Anthony Servera 
11871 Sheldon St. 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Carolyn Casvan 
Oxnard St. 
Woodland Hills, CA 

Michelle Gararian 
2029 Century Park E. #1240 
Los Angeles, CA 90067 

Doug Corcoran 
9081 Tujunga Ave. 
Sun Valley, CA 91362 

Imelda Padilla 
11243 Glenoaks Blvd., Ste. 1 
Pacoima, CA 91331 

Bob Morales 
PO BOX 662108 
Arcadia, CA 91066 

Dave DePinto 
10435 Mary Bell Ave. 
Sunland, CA 91040 

Slinky Rodriguez 
13367 Aldergrove St. 
Sylmar, CA 91342 

Melly D. 
No Address 

Stuart Wawldman 
5121 Van Nuys Blvd. 
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403 

Ricardo Aldape 
1 0366 Ormond St. 
Shadow Hills, CA 91040 

Michael Fiore 
14127 Kittridge St. 
Van Nuys, Ca 91403 

Ted Bradpiece 
1 0366 Osmond St. 
Sunland, CA 91040 

Jorge Villanueva 
11243 Glenoaks 81., Ste. 1 
Pacoima, CA 91331 

Gliceria Padilla 
8700 Noriis Ave. 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Wayne Tsuda 
200 N. Spring St. 
MS 177 

Adalberto B. 
9081 Tujunga Ave. 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 



lly Lee 
)81 Tujunga Ave. 
un Valley, CA 91352 

ruce Bilson 
2505 Saticoy St. 
tudio City, CA 91604 

iana Sobric 
2030 Sheldon St. 
un Valley, CA 91352 

laria Ahumada 
2072 Peoria St. 
un Valley, CA 91352 

avid Hernandez 
0 BOX990 
an Fernando, CA 91641 

reeman Baldwin 
850 Lankershim Blvd. 
un Valley, CA 91352 

xiquio Ruiz 
919 Cranford Ave. 
un Valley, CA 91352 

/illiam E. Eick 
904 Foothill Blvd., Ste C 
a Crescenta, CA 91214 

Sofia Ramirez 
1094 El Dorado Ave. 
Pacoima, CA 91331 

Mary Benson 
11 070 Sheldon St. 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Gliceria Padilla 
8700 Norris Ave. 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Maria Gutierrez 
12050 Sheldon St. #3G 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Eleni Koutsoukos 
8274 Sunland Blvd. 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Elvin Henriquez 
1 057 Cantara St. 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Martin Rosen 
200 N. Spring St., Rm 1905 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Jose Castillo 
1316 Pinney 
Pacoima, CA 91331 

Frances Gutierrez 
9124 Talfair #7 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Fred Gaines 
16633 Venutra Blvd., #1220 
Encino, CA 91436 

Mary Benson 
11070 Sheldon 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Stuart Waldman 
9121 Van Nuys Blvd. 
Sherman Oaks, CA 91403 

Maria Sesma Sooy 
12001 Art St. 
Sun Valley, CA 91352 

Olivia Valle 
7716 Laurel Cyn, #12 
N. Hollywood, CA 91605 


