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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 (TS/MRF), 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 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 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 (other than green or wood waste) 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.   
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5. Project Phasing: 

 
a. Phase I –  

 Construction of a 4,000 tpd TS and 1,000 tpd MRF capacity adjacent to the 
existing landfill.  These construction activities 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. 

 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.     

 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 ongoing plan retrofit or replace the applicant‟s Sun Valley fleet 
of refuse collection trucks to meet the requirements of the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) Waste Collection Vehicle (WCV) 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.  

 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. 

 Compliance with CARB WCV Regulation.  Retrofitting or replacement of the 
applicant‟s Sun Valley truck fleet to meet the requirements of the CARB 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 TS/MRF operation. 

 
c. Closure Activities of the landfill would continue throughout Phase I and Phase II 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 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. 
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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 façade shall include a variety of features such as: a combination of different 

textures, colors and materials; distinctive architectural features; display windows; 
signage 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 

Avenue/Tujunga 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 
TS/MRF 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 
boundary lines.  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 Department of City Planning.  A total of 221 trees and plant materials 
shall be planted throughout the overall development site in accordance with the 
landscape plan. 
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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 variation, 
murals, planters and/or other landscape elements to create visual interest. 

c. Screening of mechanical and electrical equipment from public view. 
d. Screening of all rooftop equipment and building appurtenances from public view. 
e. Requiring the enclosure of trash areas for all projects. 
f. Requiring freestanding walls to conform to the requirements of Section A.2b above. 
g. Directing exterior 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 materials, 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 occur in the public right-
of-way. 

c. Within the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 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 entering 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 shall be performed by the applicant in 
the spirit of furthering environmental justice and in an effort to reduce and off-set the 
significant impacts identified by the Environmental Impact Report, including project-
specific and cumulative air quality impacts and to further reduce less than significant 
project specific and cumulative land use compatibility impacts:  

 
a. The applicant shall collect a Host Fee in accordance with the following schedule from 

all third party haulers depositing refuse, green waste or wood waste at the subject 
site.  These fees shall be adjusted for inflation in accordance with the Consumer 
Price Index each year. 
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b.  

Waste Management Sun Valley Recycling Park 
Clean Air Incentive/Host Fee Schedule ($/ton) 

Types of Material 
 
 
 

 
Types of Trucks 

Clean Fuel Trucks 
(a) 

CARB-Compliant, 
Retrofitted Trucks 

 (b) 

Non-CARB 
Compliant Trucks 

(c) 

Municipal Solid 
Waste 

$1.00 $1.50 $3.00 

Sorted 
Recyclables 

$0.25 $0.25 $0.50 

Sorted Green & 
Wood Waste 

$0.25 $0.25 $0.25 

Cost of Living 
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 

 
c. Sun Valley Recycling Park Trust Fund.  The applicant shall contribute all Host Fees 

collected from the third party haulers into Sun Valley Recycling Park Trust Fund 
Account.   All funds in such account shall be disbursed locally in Sun Valley or 
nearby neighborhoods for such programs as determined by Council District No. 6 
with input from a locally constituted advisory committee and others as deemed 
appropriate by Council District No. 6.  Such programs may include the following: 

   

 Health care - examples include retaining experts to  conduct health studies 

and to educate the community on local health care issues, to educate and 

provide preventative  health care services, and to subsidize prescription 

drugs for respiratory related ailments in local non-profit medical facilities in 

the Sun Valley area. 

 Environmental - examples include retaining experts to study local 

environmental issues and to implement improvements such as clean truck 

education and incentive programs, tree plantings, stormwater management, 

eliminating litter and graffiti, and supporting environmental  beautification 

programs in the Sun Valley area. 

 Transportation - examples include retaining experts to conduct studies and to 

implement improvements related to traffic and road conditions in the Sun 

Valley area. 

 Other measures - such as employment and job training programs that are not 

already required by existing laws and regulations that further environmental 

justice or mitigate environmental impacts from the Sun Valley Recycling Park. 
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Funds not disbursed in a fiscal year shall remain in the Fund and shall be devoted to 
the purposes of the Fund.  All interest and other earnings attributable to monies in 
the Fund shall be credited to the Fund and shall be devoted to the purposes of the 
Fund. 
 

d. Covenant.  Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall record a 
Environmental Restriction, Covenant Regarding Host Fee Fund, and Waiver 
Agreement satisfactory to the City Attorney to ensure that the foregoing Host Fee 
conditions are binding on and enforceable against the applicant and all future owners 
and operators of the subject facility.   
 

e. Fleet Replacement Plan.  Aggressive program for replacing the existing diesel truck 
fleet with alternative clean air fuel vehicles (powered by CNG, LNG, electrical, or 
other clean-air vehicle).    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 applicant shall replace (or retrofit) their existing fleet of vehicles each year to 

meet the requirements of the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Waste 
Collection Vehicle (WCV) Regulation.  Full Compliance with this regulation for all 
solid waste collection vehicles in the state of California is required by the end of 
2010 until the entire fleet of collection trucks are completely converted to clean 
air vehicles - 10 years from the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy of the 
TS/MRF.   

f. Incentives for Reducing Diesel Emissions in Sun Valley.  The Applicant shall 
implement a program for encouraging the use of diesel trucks meeting CARB 
emissions requirements and vehicles powered by alternative-fuel engines, such as 
vehicles powered by natural 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 qualifying vehicles 

that transport refuse into the site.  This reduction shall be 50% for vehicles 
meeting the requirements of the CARB On-Road Heavy Duty Vehicles (In-Use) 
Regulation and 66.66 % 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 CARB 
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 CARB On-Road Heavy 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 CARB On-Road Heavy Duty 
Vehicles (In-Use) Regulation as one, but not the only, factor for selection to 
provide such hauling services. 

g. The applicant shall utilize ultra low sulfur diesel fuel or B5 biodiesel (or an equivalent 
CARB-approved low emission alternative fuel) in the collection and transfer trucks. 

h. Weekly roadside cleanup of litter for typical truck access routes including but not 
limited to San Fernando Road, Glenoaks Boulevard, Bradley Avenue, Tujunga 
Avenue, , Sheldon Street, Tuxford Street, and Penrose Street. 
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i. 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 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 Golden State Freeway and Glenoaks Boulevard 
viii. Penrose Street between Golden State Freeway and Glenoaks Boulevard 

j. Financial support for the City Departments involved to assist with facility oversight 
through the “Full Cost Recovery” means already implemented for environmental and 
casework established by the Department of City Planning. 

k. The applicant shall conduct a “Free Dump Day” two times per year at the facility 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. 

l. Preferential employment to the community„s residents shall be afforded to individuals 
residing within Sun Valley-La Tuna Community Plan Area.  The applicant shall 
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 
lies solely with the Applicant, subject to the requirements of Federal, State and local 
laws. 

m. Provisions for an environmental education program shall be developed to the 
satisfaction of the Department of City Planning, in consultation with the Council 
Office.  Such educational programs shall be offered to the local organizations 4 times 
each year, free of charge.   

n. The project shall abide by any future requirements of the pending Environmental 
Justice Improvement Area 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. 
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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, 
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 determined 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. 16.d.  This requirement 
shall no longer be applicable once the applicant is 100% 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. Recycling and processing may be conducted 24 hours/day in the TS/MRF; 

however 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 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 
Monday through Saturday. 

b. Administrative Office hours not exceed the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday 
through Saturday. 

c. 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. 
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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 
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. 

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 façade 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.  
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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:  

a. If a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) is required under 
applicable law, it shall 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 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 Improvement(s). Prior to the issuance of any building permits, 
public improvements and dedications for streets and other rights of way adjoining the 
subject property shall be guaranteed 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 permit review, the 

applicant/developer shall contact the responsible agencies to ensure that any 
necessary dedications and improvements are specifically acknowledged by the 
applicant/developer. 

ii. Prior to issuance of sign offs for final site plan approval and/or project 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 required by a public agency shall be documented 
in writing and submitted for review by the Planning Department. 

iii. Dedications.  Dedications shall minimize or avoid conflict with the existing 
easements with Vulcan Industries and monitoring wells or equipment required by 
state and local permits.   
 
(1) Tujunga Avenue (Secondary Highway) –A 2-foot and variable width strip of 

land along the property frontage to complete a 45-foot half right-of-way in 
accordance with Secondary Highway Street standards The applicant shall 

http://www.lastormwater.org/
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submit a legal description describing the area to be dedicated along with the 
dedication application.   

(2) Glenoaks Boulevard (Major Highway – Class II) – A 2-foot wide strip of land 
along the property frontage to complete a 52-foot half right-of-way in 
accordance with Major Highway – Class II standards, including a 20-foot 
radius property line return at intersections with Wicks Place and Peoria 
Street. 

(3) Peoria Street (Secondary Highway) - Accept the 3-foot future street along the 
property frontage to complete a 45-foot half right-of-way in accordance with 
Secondary Highway Street Standards. 

(4) Art Street (Industrial Local Street) – Accept the 2-foot and variable width 
future street to complete a 32-foot half right-of-way and the elbow section.  A 
street vacation application for a portion of Art Street has been submitted and 
is currently being process for Council approval under Engineering file No. 
VAC-E 1401112. 

(5) Ralston Avenue (Industrial Local Street) – None.  A street vacation 
application for portion of Ralston Avenue has been submitted and is currently 
being processed for Council approval under Engineering file No. VAC-E 
1401112.  

iv. Improvements.   
 
(1) Tujunga Avenue - Construct additional surfacing to join the existing 

improvements to provide a 35 foot half roadway in accordance with 
Secondary Highway Street standard, including asphalt pavement, integral 
concrete curb, 2-foot gutter and a 10 foot full width concrete sidewalk for a 
frontage length of 700 feet along Tujunga Avenue, north of the intersection 
with Bradley Avenue.  Improvements shall minimize or avoid 
disruption/conflict with the existing easements with Vulcan Industries and 
monitoring wells or equipment required by state and local permits.  
Improvements need not include widening of the roadway.  These 
improvements should suitably transition to join the existing improvement to 
the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 

 
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 
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California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 19, Division 2, Chapter 4.5 may be 
required to participate in the California Accidental Release Prevention Program 
(CalARP).  These businesses shall notify the fire Department‟s Unified Program 
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 
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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.   

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 permits. 

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 94-0792(ZV)(PAD):  The following conditions from previous 

grant of entitlement No. ZA-94-0792(ZV)(PAD), 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 conditions of approval of prior 
cases [Case No. ZA 92-0002(ZV) and Case No. ZA 94-0792(ZV)].  Therefore, the 
following applicable terms and conditions shall continue with the parenthetical indicating 
the previous condition number as stated in the June 2, 1998 entitlement: 

 
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. (6) 

b. 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. (8) 

c. The area in front of the masonry wall along Tujunga Avenue shall be landscaped 
with Oleander or similar shrubs and have a permanently installed watering system 
provided. (9) 

d. 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. (11) 

e. Compliance with permit conditions pertaining to landfill development operation or 
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. (14) 

f. 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. (15) This condition is related solely to the land fill closure and 
does not need to be fully satisfied in order for the applicant to utilize the privileges 
granted hereunder with respect to the other project components. 

g. 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. (16) 

h. 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 
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. 

i. 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. (21) 

j. The necessary permits shall be obtained from the Department of Building and Safety 
for all grading operations. Grading operations shall conform to all requirements of the 
City's Building Code. (23)  

k. 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. (26) 

 
l. Proper dust abatement procedures shall be employed in connection with the 

operations in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 403 to prevent creating a dust 
nuisance. Adequate and properly protected sanitary toilet facilities shall be made 
available on the premises. (27) 
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m. The applicant shall submit a signage plan for all new signage to the Department of 
City Planning for review and approval.  

n. 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 lntegrated Waste 
Management Board, and in accordance with CCR Title 14 and Title 23. 

o. At the expiration of this grant, the premises shall be left in a neat and orderly manner 
in accordance with the Final Closure plan and all other regulatory requirements 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. This condition is related solely to the 
landfill closure, and the applicant does not need to fully satisfy or otherwise clear it in 
order to utilize the privileges granted hereunder with respect to the other project 
components (i.e., construction or operation of the TS/MRF or green waste recycling 
facility). 

 
o.27. No Fly Zone” for Heavy Duty Trucks in Residential Neighborhoods.  Prior to 

issuance of the first building permit for the subject project, the applicant shall submit to 
the Department of City Planning a Sun Valley Heavy Duty Truck Route Plan developed 
in consultation with Council District No.  6.  This Plan shall include the following 
components: 
p.a. The applicant shall provide formal written notification within 90 days of the 

opening of the TS/MRF to all third party haulers that includes the following: 
i. A detailed narrative and maps of the allowed heavy duty truck routes, including 

information on designated routes to and from the freeways.  All haulers shall be 
instructed to uses these routes exclusively.  Driving through residential 
neighborhoods shall be strictly prohibited, except for haulers picking up trash, 
recyclables or green waste from homes or other customers in the neighborhood; 

ii. Penalties if the applicant determines that a hauler has not complied with the 
plan‟s prohibition against driving through residential neighborhoods, including 30 
and 60-day suspension of privileges to utilize the facility and a permanent ban for 
repeat violators; 

iii. Requirements that all haulers comply with City of Los Angeles restrictions on the 
use of heavy trucks (see LAMC Section 80.35 et seq., “Restricted Use of Certain 
Streets”); 

iv. Emphasis on safe and defensive driving techniques; and 
v. Requiring compliance with all speed limits and posted traffic signs. 

q.b. The applicant shall install, at its cost, additional signage in the vicinity of the 
subject site, especially at or near intersections, to direct drivers to the facility via the 
designated routes. 

r.c. All of the applicant‟s contracts with third party haulers shall include the following 
provisions:  
i. All heavy duty trucks coming to facility shall be CARB-compliant, including being 

retrofitted with Diesel Oxidation Catalysts or Diesel Particulate Filters, operating 
on alternative fuels, or employing other CARB compliant engine technology that 
would result in equivalently reduced emissions. 

ii. All trucks shall pay the Host Fee in accordance with Condition No. A.16 a. and b.  
iii. The truck company shall ensure all drivers coming to the facility are complying 

with the Sun Valley Heavy Duty Truck Route Plan, including complying with all 

Formatted
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required routes, speed limits and other requirements for traveling on Sun Valley 
roads. 

s.d. All drivers will be provided – on an on-going basis – with printed materials (in English 
and Spanish) that outline the drivers‟ responsibility to: 
i. Comply with all City ordinances regarding heavy trucks avoiding residential 

streets; 
ii. Comply with all speed limits in the Sun Valley area; and 
iii. Travel to/from the freeway according to designated routes. 

t.e. For the first 90 days that the after the TS/MRF is open and operating, the applicant 
shall post an additional bilingual staff person in the scale house whose responsibility 
will be to discuss with drivers the importance of complying with the Sun Valley Heavy 
Duty Truck Route Plan.  This staff person shall also notify all drivers that deviation 
from the Plan will result in suspension of privileges to use the facility and that repeat 
violators may be permanently banned.  

 
 

B. Entitlement Conditions:  Variance for Wood Waste/Green Material Chipping and 
Grinding Facility: 
 
1. Entitlement Grant.  Pursuant to Section 12.27 of the Municipal Code, 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 for the purpose of a Green and Wood Waste 
Processing Station.  Operation 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.  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 
 

3. Equipment.  In continuing the green waste recycling use and expanding the volume 
capacity to 2,500 tons/day, the applicant shall comply with the following requirements:   
a. Misting System.  The volume of water and deodorant shall be adjusted as needed to 

suppress odors and dust generated by the added volume of green waste processed, 
at all times.  Any new equipment including trommels and conveyors shall be installed 
with similar misting devices to depress odors and dust.   

b. The fence and wind resistant material shall be maintained in A-1 condition at all 
times.  The applicant shall inspect the fence system on a daily basis and repair or 
replace the fence materials as necessary.   

c. Equipment limitations include the existing conveyor system permitted by court 
settlement. 

d. A maximum of 2 conveyor sort lines, 3 grinders, 4 trommel screens, and 5 loaders 
shall be permitted 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 electricity, natural gas, or the like.   
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4. Relationship to Lawsuit Settlement.1  The subject use shall operate in a consistent 
manor with the settlement conditions as described in the Final Judgment of Case No. 
BC343538.  All stipulations made in the instant case shall comply with odor and dust 
control measures including the following: 
a. A 24-hour Community Hotline Number that can be used to register odor complaints 

and other concerns. 
b. Green waste is processed and removed within 24 hours of receipt. 
c. Daily Odor Inspections – Inspections are conducted twice a day and consist of 

checking 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 
orchard-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 Wood Waste 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. 

 
 
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 “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.   

 
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.   
 

                                                
1
 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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7. Walkability Characteristics. 
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:   

 
Noise 
a. 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. 

b. 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. 

c. Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating 
several pieces of equipment simultaneously. 

d. The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art 
noise shielding and muffling devices. 

e. 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 

f. 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. 

g. 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. 

h. Leaks, drips and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil 
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on paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 
i. Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be 

used whenever possible. 
j. Dumpsters shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered dumpsters shall be placed 

under a roof or be covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 
k. Gravel approaches shall be used where truck traffic is frequent to reduce soil 

compaction and the tracking of sediment into streets shall be limited. 
l. 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) (The following conditions a., e., f., o., q . and r. 
shall only apply if a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) is required 
under applicable law): 
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 additional 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. 

k. Trash container areas must have drainage from adjoining roofs and pavement 
diverted around the area(s). 

l. 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 
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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 that 

incorporates design features that reduce accidents, to the Bureau of Engineering and 
the Department of Transportation 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 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 
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.  (MM 4.3-1) 

b. Interstate-5 Southbound On/Off Ramps and Penrose Avenue – 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.  (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 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.  (MM 
4.3-3). 
 
Or 
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The Applicant shall widen the west leg of this intersection to provide an exclusive 
eastbound left-turn lane and right-through lane and widen the east leg of the 
intersection to provide an exclusive westbound right-turn lane (LADOT 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) 
 
Or 
 
The Applicant shall provide protective only left-turn traffic signal phasing in the 
eastbound direction at Sheldon Street onto railroad tracks (LADOT 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) 
 
Or 
 
The Applicant shall provide protective only left-turn traffic signal phasing in the 
northbound direction (LADOT 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) 
 
Or 
 
The Applicant shall provide protective-permissive left-turn traffic signal phasing in all 
four directions (LADOT 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. 

ii. Apply non-toxic chemical stabilizers according to manufacturers‟ specifications or 
apply non-toxic dust suppressants or vegetation sufficient to maintain a stabilized 
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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 CARB-approved diesel fuel.  Contractor and applicant shall 
maintain invoices on-site for inspection for diesel fuel purchases.  (MM 4.4-2) 

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

d. 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).  (MM 4.4-5) 

e. Use construction equipment that meets EPA Tier I, II or III 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) 

f. When diesel particulate filters (DPF) are required, use CARB-verified particulate filter 
traps.  (MM4.4-7) 

g. Any new off-road equipment purchased shall meet a minimum of EPA Tier III 
standards and/or apply diesel particulate filters (DPF) meeting CARB-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) 

h. Prohibit material delivery heavy-duty truck idling in excess of five minutes.  (MM 4.4-
9) 

i. Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference.  (MM 4.4-10) 
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j. Provide temporary traffic controls such as a flag person, during all phases of 
construction to maintain smooth traffic flow.  (MM 4.4-11) 

k. Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system to off-
peak hour to the extent practicable.  (MM 4.4-12) 

l. Reroute construction trucks away from congested streets or sensitive receptor areas.  
(MM 4.4-13) 

m. Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on- 
and off-site.  (MM 4.4-14) 

n. 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.  (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 100 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 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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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. 

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

o. 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.  (MM 4.4-17) 

p. 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) 

q. 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) 

r. 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) 

s. 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 CARB-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.  In addition, the Applicant will comply with 
recently-adopted state regulations to reduce emissions from off-road vehicles and 
equipment.  (MM 4.4-21) 

t. Conduct a pilot study using a CARB-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.  Applicant will also participate in the 
SCAQMD SOON program to accelerate NOx reductions from off-road equipment, as 
required.  (MM 4.4-22) 

u. Purchase and use an electric wood grinder in lieu of a traditional diesel grinder.  (MM 
4.4-24) 

v. 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 CARB-verified DPFs.  This 
program shall be posted at the scale house by the Applicant.  (MM 4.4-25) 

w. Conduct pilot test on CARB-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 CARB.  (MM 4.4-26) 

x. Only loading of bailed or contained recyclables shall be loaded outdoors.  (MM 4.4-
27) 

y. 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 
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BLRC is the source of odors, appropriate measures will be implemented to mitigate 
such odors.  (MM 4.4-28) 

 
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 10 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 during the construction period, 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 (Construction Conditions).   

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) 
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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 
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 
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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 
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 CalMat’s Trout/Schweitzer Pond and Peoria 
Street Site, Los Angeles By-Products Company’s Strathern Street Site and the Bradley 
Landfill. Both the Peoria Street Site and the Strathern Street Site are being filled 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: 

 
Goal 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 
preserve 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 Valley-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 Valley 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 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.  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 
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property line.  .  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.1  Phase 
I activities would include constructing the new TS/MRF and expansion of the existing 
MRF.  The green and wood waste operations would continue but would increase to 
historical levels.  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 III 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 of the Project. (Policy 1.3.2) 

                                                
1
/     Waste Management, Bradley Landfill & Recycling Center‘s Report of Disposal Site Information, 

August 2002. 
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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. All of the applicant‘s refuse collection trucks meet 
or exceed CARB Waste Collection Vehicle regulations. Fourteen of the applicant-
operated trucks are presently alternative-fuel vehicles (LNG). All diesel powered trucks 
are in-compliance with all requirements for installation of diesel particulate filters and 
diesel oxidation catalysts.  The use of ultra low sulfur fuel plus a diesel particulate filter 
reduces diesel particulate (PM) matter exhaust by 85%.  The use of ultra low sulfur fuel 
plus a diesel oxidation catalyst reduces diesel particulate matter by 50%.  Any new 
vehicles added to the Waste Management-operated fleet will be alternative-fueled 
vehicles in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1193. 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 CARB-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 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. All of the applicant‘s refuse collection trucks meet 
or exceed CARB Waste Collection Vehicle regulations. Fourteen of the applicant-
operated trucks are presently alternative-fuel vehicles (LNG). All diesel powered trucks 
are in-compliance with all requirements for installation of diesel particulate filters and 
diesel oxidation catalysts.  The use of ultra low sulfur fuel plus a diesel particulate filter 
reduces diesel particulate (PM) matter exhaust by 85%.  The use of ultra low sulfur fuel 
plus a diesel oxidation catalyst reduces diesel particulate matter by 50%.  Any new 
vehicles added to the Waste Management-operated fleet will be alternative-fueled 
vehicles in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1193. 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 
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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, or implement alternative measures if funding for the ATCS is provided by another 
source  This contribution would help the City actively support intelligent traffic systems., 
and the alternative measures would improve traffic flows.  Funding of this system or 
implementation of the alternative measures 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. All of the applicant‘s refuse collection trucks meet 
or exceed CARB Waste Collection Vehicle regulations. Fourteen of the applicant-
operated trucks are presently alternative-fuel vehicles (LNG). All diesel powered trucks 
are in-compliance with all requirements for installation of diesel particulate filters and 
diesel oxidation catalysts.  The use of ultra low sulfur fuel plus a diesel particulate filter 
reduces diesel particulate (PM) matter exhaust by 85%.  The use of ultra low sulfur fuel 
plus a diesel oxidation catalyst reduces diesel particulate matter by 50%.  Any new 
vehicles added to the Waste Management-operated fleet will be alternative-fueled 
vehicles in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1193. The Sun Valley Hauling fleet 
collection and transfer trucks will also utilize B5 biodiesel (or an equivalent CARB-
approved low emission alternative fuel). The use of B5 biodiesel will further reduce the 
amount of air emissions (e.g., particulate matter and CO2) 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 the 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 
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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.) 
 

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 III landfill is in the process 
of closure and does not accept hazardous materials.  During construction of the new 
TS/MRF, 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. 

 
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 
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Incentive Program Area.  Such overlay Zone will provide programs for 
consolidation and retention of these uses.   
 

Wastewater 
 
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 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.  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 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 storm 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 project 
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.   
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POWER 
 
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 (CO2) 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. All of the applicant‘s 
refuse collection trucks meet or exceed CARB Waste Collection Vehicle 
regulations. Fourteen of the applicant-operated trucks are presently 
alternative-fuel vehicles (LNG). All diesel powered trucks are in-
compliance with all requirements for installation of diesel particulate filters 
and diesel oxidation catalysts.  The use of ultra low sulfur fuel plus a 
diesel particulate filter reduces diesel particulate (PM) matter exhaust by 
85%.  The use of ultra low sulfur fuel plus a diesel oxidation catalyst 
reduces diesel particulate matter by 50%.  Any new vehicles added to the 
Waste Management-operated fleet will be alternative-fueled vehicles in 
accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1193.  The Sun Valley Hauling fleet 
collection and transfer trucks will also utilize B5 biodiesel (or an 
equivalent CARB-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.   
 
All of the applicant‘s refuse collection trucks meet or exceed CARB Waste 
Collection Vehicle regulations. Fourteen of the applicant-operated trucks 
are presently alternative-fuel vehicles (LNG). All diesel powered trucks 
are in-compliance with all requirements for installation of diesel particulate 
filters and diesel oxidation catalysts.  The use of ultra low sulfur fuel plus 
a diesel particulate filter reduces diesel particulate (PM) matter exhaust 
by 85%.  The use of ultra low sulfur fuel plus a diesel oxidation catalyst 
reduces diesel particulate matter by 50%.  Any new vehicles added to the 
Waste Management-operated fleet will be alternative-fueled vehicles in 
accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1193. 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 markets for electrical energy, such 
as environmentally friendly alternative fuel for transportation in electric 
buses and light-duty vehicles. 
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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. All of the 
applicant‘s refuse collection trucks meet or exceed CARB Waste 
Collection Vehicle regulations. Fourteen of the applicant-operated trucks 
are presently alternative-fuel vehicles (LNG). All diesel powered trucks 
are in-compliance with all requirements for installation of diesel particulate 
filters and diesel oxidation catalysts.  The use of ultra low sulfur fuel plus 
a diesel particulate filter reduces diesel particulate (PM) matter exhaust 
by 85%.  The use of ultra low sulfur fuel plus a diesel oxidation catalyst 
reduces diesel particulate matter by 50%.  Any new vehicles added to the 
Waste Management-operated fleet will be alternative-fueled vehicles in 
accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1193. .  The Sun Valley Hauling fleet 
collection and transfer trucks will also utilize B5 biodiesel (or an 
equivalent CARB-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 CO2) generated 
under the Project.   

 
The Project would include the construction of a new TS/MRF and the resumption of of 
the existing green waste operation to historical levels 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 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, the 
project  can help improve  waste handling in the City of Los Angeles.  The project will 
establish a good precedent for other venues in the vicinity of the north San Fernando 
Valley to the project site provide similar services that are converting or upgrading to their 
facilities. . 
 



CPC 2007-3888-CU-ZV-SPR F-10 
 

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 are 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 and associated 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, Monday to Saturday while being 
respectful to neighboring sensitive uses to the south. These residential 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 5:00 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.  All 
exterior doors of the TS/MRF shall be closed between the hours of 9:00 p.m. to 6:00 
a.m. 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 
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 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 
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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.‖2 
 
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 [T][Q]M2-1 and designated Heavy Manufacturing.   
 
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.   
 
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 
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 TS/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 5:00 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 transfers of waste and recyclable 

                                                
2
 Reference: Case No. ZA 94-0792(ZV)(PA1), Determination Letter June 2, 1998, Discussion, page 8. 
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materials shall be limited to Monday to Saturday from 5:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m.  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 TS/MRF building and earthberms.  Loading of refuse, operation of this 
equipment, and idling of waiting trucks will likely produce noise.  The 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, the closest of which is 
located 900 feet away.   
 
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 
 

The nearest existing residential use is located approximately 900 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 TS/MRF 
building.3)  The TS/MRF 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.  However, 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 

                                                
3
 Radius Map, CPC-2007-3888-CU-ZV-SPR, dated August 18, 2008. 
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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 harmony 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 TS/MRF.  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.   
 
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 facility within the 
M zone. 

 
NOTE: The subject variance request is not 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-conforming 
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.  Nonetheless, the applicant is still seeking the 
variance to avoid any possibility of confusion in the future.  

 
 
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. 
 
The general intent of the zoning code is to prevent the potential nuisance of solid waste 
transfer facilities from impacting nearby residents.  However, in this case, the purpose 
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and intent of the zoning regulation is preserved.  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, and 900 feet from  the nearest residential structure.  Staff notes that the 
perimeter of the proposed transfer station will be set back 115 feet from the southern 
property line—creating at substantial buffer between the transfer station itself and the 
nearest residential zone and structure.  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 distance from sensitive receptors, the 
proposed project will be sufficiently buffered to preserve the intent of the zoning code.  
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 M3 Zone.  
The M3 zone is the most intensive of the City‘s various zones and allows for uses that 
―may be obnoxious or offensive by reason of emission of odor, dust, smoke, gas, noise 
vibration, and the like.‖4  Permitted uses in the M3 zone include acid manufacture, 
distillation of bones, and fertilizer manufacture, all of which may be conducted in the 
open.  Although wood and green waste recycling are not specifically referenced in the 
permitted uses identified in the M3 zone, LAMC Section 12.20 A.1 allows any use in the 
M3 zone that is permitted in the M2 zone.  The M2 zone permits curing, composting, and 
mulching facilities, including all accessory buildings, as well as chipping and grinding 
facilities in enclosed buildings.5  The requirement for an enclosed building is expressly 
stated in the M2 zone.  It is not expressly set forth in the M3 zone applicable to the 
GWWPS.  Therefore granting a variance to allow the GWWPS to be open-air is not 
inconsistent with express purpose and intent of the M3 Zone.  Furthermore, 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.   
 

2. There 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 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 

                                                
4
  Los Angeles Municpal Code (“LAMC”) § 12.20 A.37. 

5
  LAMC § 12.19 A.15. 
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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 
infeasible due to the subsurface conditions.   
 

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 
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, 
including the Community Recycling facility just down the street.  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.  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).‖  These receptors are located even farther from the proposed 
transfer station. 
 
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 and 900 feet to the nearest existing 
residential structure.  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 to the nearest residential zone and 900 feet to the nearest 
residential structure, 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 adjacent to the north, the 
applicant is restricted to developing the building here.  Other portions of the site where 
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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.   There is M2 and M3-zoned 
land in the immediate vicinity and on those lands a structure could be built enclosing a 
green and wood waste processing station.  On the subject property, however, the 
enclosed building cannot be built due soil stability issues.  To deny this variance would 
deny the right to establish an otherwise by-right use that other properties in the same 
zone and facility could establish. 
 
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  
states 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 continue conducting an open/unenclosed recycling facility.  
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 shall 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.   
 
Other properties in the same zone and vicinity, including the Community Recycling 
facility down the street, process green and wood waste in the open air.  In fact, the 
applicant has process green and wood waste in the open air for several years.  
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Moreover, the applicant has presented evidence that no other similar facilities in the City 
are covered.  As such, the variance is necessary for the preservation and enjoyment of 
substantial property rights of other properties in the same zone and vicinity.   
 

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 for the GWWWPS 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.  These measures have proven effective in reducing odors, as evidenced by the 
dramatic decline of odor complaints.  
 
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. The proposed increase 
in capacity will not increase odors, as odors are a function of the amount of time that the 
materials are on the site.  As conditioned, all materials will be processed and removed 
from the site within 48  hours, and most within 24 hours.   
 
In addition to the above, a complete list 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 of the variance will not adversely affect any element of the General Plan. 
 
As set forth on pages F-1 through F-8 of these findings, the proposed project is 
consistent with goals and policies 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.   
 
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 
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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.   
 

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 
the height of the building is 57 feet that is permitted by the 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. The warehouse includes 
3600 square feet of ancillary office space. Under LAMC Section 12.21 A.49(h) 2, parking 
for ancillary office space amounting to less than 10% of the total space is calculated 
under warehouse standards.  Thus, an additional 1 space will be required for a total of 
40 parking spaces.  The applicant‘s will provide  63 parking spaces for the combination 
of uses.  The Department of Building and Safety will confirm this meets the Code 
requirements 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 
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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  consists 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 23 feet tall to the top of the existing fence 
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 in size 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 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. 
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 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 
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 services in order to improve habitability 
for the resident and minimize impacts on neighboring properties where appropriate 
 
The project does not contain residential uses; therefore the residential use requirements 
of the Municipal Code are not applicable.   
 

E. CEQA Findings 
 

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 

Field Code Changed
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circulated from November 27, 2002 to December 31, 2002.  A public informational meeting 
was held on December 12, 2002.  Subsequently, a Public Scoping 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 scoping 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 scoping 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. 2002121027) 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 
 

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 
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Southern California.  Neither the expanded green and wood waste operation nor 
construction of the new TS/MRF 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 project-specific or 
cumulative significant 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 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 
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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 
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 
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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 
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. 
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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. These 
residences are located 900 and 975 feet, respectively, from the TS/MRF and 2,577 
feet and 2,817 feet, respectively, from the green/wood waste operation. 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 Quality 
 

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 
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 
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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 
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 
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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-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 4.8-4:  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. 
 
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. 
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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 is 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 TS/MRF 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 
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 
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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. 
 
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 100-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 
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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 a 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 TS/MRF 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 
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.  Changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into the Project that reduce the potentially significant environmental 
hydrology impacts to less-than-significant levels. 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. 
 
Cumulative Impacts:  As discussed on Page 2-67 of the Final EIR, the project will 
not result in cumulatively significant impacts to surface water runoff or drainage 
because the project will not contribute incrementally to surface water runoff or 
drainage. 
 

 
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 40,000 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. Environmental Impacts Found To Be Less Than Significant After Mitigation.   

 
a. Transportation/Circulation:   
 

i. Description of Environmental Effects 
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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 
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 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 potentially significant impacts at three study 
intersections. 
 
Cumulative Impacts:  As discussed on Pages 2-25 & 2-24 of the Final EIR and 
tables 4.3-12, 4.3-13, 4.3-14, 4.3-16, 4.3-17, ad 4.3-18 of the Draft EIR, the 
project may  result in cumulatively significant traffic impacts unless the impacts 
can be mitigated. 
 

 
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 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 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 I-5 Southbound On/Off Ramps and Penrose Street – Design and install a 

new traffic signal at this currently unsignalized location through the 
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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 Avenue: –   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 
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. 

 
The conditions of approval specify alternative physical improvements at four of 
the above intersections. These measures will be as effective in mitigating project 
traffic impacts as the implementation of the signal system improvements 
specified above.  Therefore, traffic impacts will be less than significant  than 
significant irrespective of which measures are implemented.  
 

iii. Findings 

The potentially significant project-specific and cumulative traffic  impacts 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. 
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iv. Rationale for Findings 

The Phase I component of Alternative D2 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 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 D2 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. Aesthetics/View: 
 

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.   
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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 
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.  Therefore, this impact is Less Than Significant.) 
 
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.  
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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 
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. 
 
Cumulative Impacts:  As discussed on Pages 2-51 of the Final EIR, the project 
would not result in significant cumulative impacts to the visual environment. 
Views, or lighting and glare.  
 

iv. Rationale for Findings 
 
No substantial increase in on-site lighting is anticipated with implementation of 
Phase II of Alternative D2.  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.) 
 
The EIR concluded that the increase in height of the landfill would result in a 
significant impact as to view blockage.  Since this component is no longer part of 
the Project, the current Project‘s impact would be less than significant.  
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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 new TS/MRF.  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.  (DEIR, 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 D2 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 D2, 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 
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 materials/waste 
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. 
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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 TS/MRF 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 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 
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.  
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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. 
 
Cumulative Impacts.  As discussed on Page 2-55 of the Final EIR, the project 
would not result in cumulatively significant traffic geology and soils impacts. 
 

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 TS/MRF 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 
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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 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.  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 
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 D2 would be less than significant.  (DEIR, 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 
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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 D2.  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. 
 
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 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 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. 
 



CPC 2007-3888-CU-ZV-SPR F-42 
 

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 

 
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: 
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 

 
Because mitigation is not necessary to avoid potentially significant impacts, the 
purpose of the above measure is to avoid any acceptance of hazardous 
materials. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the 
Project that avoid environmental hazardous materials impacts.   
 
Cumulative Impacts.  Because no hazardous materials may be accepted at any 
operation of the project, there can be no reasonably foreseeable cumulatively 
significant hazardous materials impacts. 
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iv. Rationale for Findings 
 
The Transitional Vertical Expansion will not occur.  Construction of the new 
TS/MRF would not involve the transport, use or disposal of hazardous 
materials/waste. Existing procedures would continue to be utilized at the green 
and wood waste recycling facility and the proposed TS/MRF to ensure that 
hazardous materials are not accepted for processing.  . 
 

5. Environmental Impacts Found To Be Significant And Unavoidable.   
 
a. Air Quality: 
 

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, 0.9 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. 
 
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, 
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 
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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 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 
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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, 74 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 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 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 
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 
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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 Toxics 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 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 µg/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 
 
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 (µg/m3) or 
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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 TACs 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. 
 
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 
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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 (CO2), 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 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.   
 
The Draft EIR analysis of regional operational emissions was conducted in 
accordance with methodologies established by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD).  The Draft EIR calculated projected emission 
levels for a four-phased project.  These phases and the activities included in 
each phase were as follows: 
 

• Phase I Operation – included a 43-foot transitional vertical 
expansion of the existing landfill, an expanded green and wood waste 
processing operation and a temporary increase in the capacity of an 
existing recycling operation. 
• Phase I Construction – included all of the above activities, along 
with construction of a new 4,000 tons per day capacity Transfer Station 
(TS) and 1,000 tons per day Materials Recycling Facility (MRF). 
• Phase II Construction – projected to occur after closure of the 
landfill when the facility‘s land use permits expired on April 7, 2007.  
Included operation of the TS/MRF constructed in Phase I, installation of 
final cover, drainage and landfill gas systems on the closed landfill, and 
continued operation of the expanded green and wood waste processing 
facility. 
• Phase II Complete – included completion of the installation of final 
cover, drainage and landfill gas systems on the closed landfill, leaving 
operation of the TS/MRF constructed in Phase I, and operation of the 
expanded green and wood waste processing facility as the long-term 
operations to be conducted on the Project site. 
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Changes in the Project Phasing 
 
As a result of the substantial time required to process the EIR and entitlements 
for the proposed Project, the order of activities listed above has been affected as 
follows: 

• On April 7, 2007, the existing landfill closed when its land use 
permits expired.  The transitional vertical expansion was never 
implemented, and temporary expansion of an existing recycling facility 
was not initiated. 
• Subsequent to the closure of the landfill, the Project Applicant, as 
required by state law and regulation, initiated the installation of final 
cover, drainage and landfill gas systems on the closed landfill.  This 
activity is expected to be complete in June, 2010, prior to commencement 
of construction or operation of other project components. 
• Construction of the TS/MRF and initiation of the expanded green 
and wood waste processing operation has been delayed until the City 
approves the Project. 
 

Revised Project Phasing 
 
With the changes listed above, the initial four-phase project has now become a 
two-phase project consisting of the following activities: 
 
• Construction – operation of the expanded green and wood waste 
processing operation and construction of the new TS/MRF 
• Operation – operation of the expanded green and wood waste processing 
operation and operation of the new TS/MRF. 
 
As set forth in the supplemental analysis prepared by Chris Joseph & Associates, 
dated April 26, 2010 (the ―Supplemental Analysis‖), the reductions in the scope of 
the project will result in substantial reductions in emissions of criteria pollutants 
as compared to the amounts set forth in the Final EIR.  The supplemental 
analysis shows that the maximum emission levels projected to occur during 
construction are as follows: 18 lbs/day of VOC; 107 lbs/day of CO; 137 lbs/day of 
NOx; 0.9 lbs/day of Sox; and 392 lbs/day of PM10.  The maximum construction 
emissions of NOx, and PM10 would still exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would 
be significant. The Supplemental Analysis shows that the maximum emission 
levels projected to occur during operation are as follows: 40 lbs/day of VOC; 210 
lbs/day of CO; 813 lbs/day of NOx; 6 lbs/day of Sox; and 149 lbs/day of PM10.  
The maximum operational emissions of NOx, would still exceed SCAQMD 
thresholds and would be significant. 
 

 
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. 
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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 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 CARB-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 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. 

4.4-6 Use construction equipment that meets EPA Tier I, II, or III 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 CARB-verified 
particulate filter traps. 
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4.4-8 Any new off-road equipment purchased shall meet a minimum of EPA 
Tier III standards and/or apply diesel particulate filters (DPF) meeting 
CARB-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 turn 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 CARB 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 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 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.   
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• 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). 

• 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 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. 

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 III devices that are CARB-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 CARB-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. 
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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 CARB-verified DPFs.  This program shall be posted at the 
scale house by the Applicant. 

4.4-26 Conduct pilot test on CARB-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 
by CARB. 

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 

 
For those impacts identified above that remain significant and unavoidable, 
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 
(construction and operation) and PM10 (construction only), no feasible 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.  
 
For those impacts identified above as less than significant, either no mitigation is 
necessary or changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project that reduce the potentially significant environmental effects 
associated with air quality to less-than-significant levels. 
 
In order to implement Mitigation Measure No. 4.4-25, Condition of Approval Nos. 
A.16.a and b require the applicant to collect a ―Host Fee‖ from all third party 
haulers depositing refuse, green waste or wood waste at the subject site.  The 
fee will be graduated, with clean vehicles paying the lowest fee and non-CARB 
compliant vehicles the highest.  The City Council finds that the letter dated April 
27, 2010 from Doug Corcoran, who has over 25 years experience in the waste 
industry, provides substantial evidence that the reduced fees for clean vehicles 
will provide a substantial incentive for haulers to retrofit non-CARB compliant 
trucks. The City Council further finds, based on this evidence, that is it 
reasonably foreseeable that the Host Fee condition will result in a reduction of 
operational emissions.  However, because the precise amount of such reduction 
is difficult to quantify, no credit is given for such measure, and the proposed 
Project‘s operational impacts are conservatively considered to remain significant 
and unavoidable 
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The Host Fee condition also requires the applicant to deposit the Host Fees into 
a segregated City account.  The funds from this account will be disbursed for 
such purposes as retaining experts to conduct health studies and to educate the 
community on local health care issues, providing  preventative  health care 
services,  subsidizing prescription drugs for respiratory related ailments in local 
non-profit medical facilities in the Sun Valley area, retain experts to  study local 
environmental issues,  implementing improvements such as clean truck 
education and incentive programs, tree plantings, stormwater management, 
eliminating litter and graffiti, supporting  environmental  beautification programs in 
the Sun Valley area, and implementing  improvements related to traffic and road 
conditions in the Sun Valley area. The programs are intended to mitigate and 
offset the proposed Project‘s significant and unavoidable project-specific and 
cumulative air quality impacts, and to further reduce the proposed Project‘s less 
than significant project-specific land use compatibility (between the proposed 
Project and related industrial projects, on the one hand, and residential uses, on 
the other) and traffic impacts.   
 
Furthermore, the subject property is located within a City identified Environmental 
Justice Improvement Area.   The programs implemented with the Host Fees will 
promote environmental justice. 
 
 

iv. Rationale for Findings 
 
As a result of the substantial time required to process the EIR and entitlements 
for the proposed Project, the order of activities listed above has been affected, 
and the initial four-phase project has now become a two-phase project consisting 
of a construction phase and an operational phase. 
 
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.  The April 26, 2010 supplemental analysis prepared by Chris Joseph & 
Associates (the ―Supplemental Analysis‖) calculated daily construction emissions 
the peak construction day activities.  The supplemental analysis shows that the 
maximum emission levels projected to occur during construction are as follows: 
18 lbs/day of VOC, 107 lbs/day of CO, 137 lbs/day of NOx, 0.9 lbs/day of SOx, 
and 392 lbs/day of PM10.  The maximum construction emissions of NOx, and 
PM10 would exceed SCAQMD thresholds and would be significant. These 
emissions levels are less than the maximum Phase 1 Construction and Phase II 
Construction emission levels set forth in both Draft EIR (Tables 4.4-8 and 4.4-9) 
and Final EIR (Tables 4.4-8 and 4.4-9).  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.  (Supplemental 
Analysis, p. 6, )  

 
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 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 
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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.) The 
Supplemental Analysis shows that the maximum emission levels projected to 
occur during operation are as follows: 40 lbs/day of VOC, 210 lbs/day of CO, 813 
lbs/day of NOx, 6 lbs/day of SOx, and 149 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.   However, even with implementation of the mitigation measures, 
NOx emissions would remain significant and unavoidable.  (Supplemental 
Analysis, p. 6.) 
 
These emissions levels shown in the Supplemental Analysis are slightly greater 
than the maximum Phase Complete Operational II emission levels set forth in 
Draft EIR (Table 4.4-11) and much less than the maximum Phase Complete 
Operational II emission levels set forth in the Final EIR (Table 4.4-11).  The 
SCAQMD thresholds are designed to help bring the region into attainment with 
state and federal air quality standards.  They are not health standards, and the 
SCAQMD has intentionally set low the thresholds low to encourage 
implementation of mitigation measures. Many projects trigger exceedances of 
one or more of the criteria pollutant thresholds. Therefore, the City Council finds 
that the slight increase in peak operational NOx emissions shown in the 
Supplemental Analysis as compared to the level shown in the Draft EIR (i.e., a 
difference of only 246 lbs./day) does not represent a substantial increase in 
severity of the significant impact identified in the Draft EIR.  
 
Cumulative air quality and health risk impacts would occur to the extent that 
criteria and toxic pollutant emissions generated by Alternative D2 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 
state and Federal standards for CO, ozone and PM10.  As shown in the 
Supplemental Analysis, total daily air emissions during the construction would 
exceed SCAQMD thresholds for NOx and PM10, and the total daily emissions 
during operation would exceed SCAQMD thresholds for NOx.  These 
exceedances are considered to be significant.  The 29 related Projects would 
also contribute 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 emissions exceed the SCAQMD thresholds, overall the 
Project has the potential to reduce emissions across the SCAB.  The additional 
transfer capacity that would be provided during operation of the TS/MRF  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, 
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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 TS/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 the 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.) 
 
As shown by the Supplemental Analysis, 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:   

 Construction: NOx and  PM10 

 Operation:  NOx 

 Cumulative: NOx and PM10 
 
Cumulative Impacts:  The proposed Project combined with related projects will 
result in significant unavoidable NOx and PM10 impacts.  Cumulative impacts 
related to landfill gas generation, local carbon monoxide concentrations, surface 
emissions of landfill gas, toxic air contaminants, and greenhouse gases would all 
be less than significant.  (FEIR, pp. 2-44, 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.) 
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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. 
 
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 
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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)  
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 
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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 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 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. 
 
Cumulative Impacts: To the extent that construction of the related projects occurs 
at the same time as construction of the proposed Project, cumulative impacts 
could result and the proposed Project‘s contribution would be cumulatively 
considerable. However, the proposed Project‘s operational noise would not result 
in cumulatively considerable noise impacts. 
 

 
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 10 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 
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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 

 
With regard to noise arising from construction of the TS/MRF, changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project that 
substantially lessen, but do not avoid, this potentially significant environmental 
noise impact.  No additional feasible 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.  
 
For those impacts identified above as less than significant, either no mitigation is 
necessary or changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, 
the Project that reduce these potentially significant environmental noise impacts 
to less-than-significant levels. 
 
 

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 
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).  Under the revised design of the TS/MRF under Alternative D2, trucks would 
be routed to enter the TS/MRF 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 
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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 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 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 
temporary and intermittent but nonetheless significant and unavoidable during 
landfill final closure activities.  (DEIR, p. 4.5-22.) 
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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 City Council hereby 
determines that the EIR presents a reasonable range of alternatives, in accordance with 
CEQA, and approves Alternative D2 – 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 City Council‘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.) 
 
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 City Council 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 D2 is not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available 
infrastructure and community services.  If the environmentally superior alternative is the 



CPC 2007-3888-CU-ZV-SPR F-63 
 

―no Project‖ alternative, the EIR 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 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 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 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 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 D2 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 D2 .  (DEIR, 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 
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 D2.  The 
short-term increase in traffic due to closure activities would be similar to the impacts 
under Alternative D2.  However, long-term traffic impacts under the No Project 
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Alternative could potentially be greater than Alternative D2 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 D2.  Long-term 
air quality emissions would be greater under the No Project Alternative than under 
Alternative D2 because of the 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 D2.  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 
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 D2.  (DEIR, p. 6-5.) 
 
Aesthetics/Views.  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 
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 
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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, potential 
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/stormwater 
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 
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.) 
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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. 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 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 2-10.)  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.)  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 
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 
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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 TS/MRF, BLRC‘s Alternative D2 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 D2 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. (Id., 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. (Id., 
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 (Id.). 
 
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 
Studies Summary Report (January 2006), incorporated herein by reference.) (FEIR, 
p. 4-891, Response 121-23.) Therefore, the City Council 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. 
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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 
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 TS/MRF 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.) 
 
Aesthetics/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 
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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.  
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.) 
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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 City Council finds this alternative to be infeasible on 
environmental grounds because it would not offer any environmental advantages 
over the proposed project. 

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 
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 
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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-term 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-term, 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.)  
 
Aesthetics/Views.  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, 
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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.  Therefore, geology and soils impacts under Phase I of Alternative C 
would be similar to those identified under Alternative D2.  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 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 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 
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 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 D2.  (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, 
impacts from wastewater generation would be slightly less under Alternative C than 
under Alternative D2.  (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-
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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 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.  (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 
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.) 
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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 D2. 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 CO2 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 City Council 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 D2, 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 
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 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 (see Figure 6-10, 
Alternative D2 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 
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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 D2.  
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 D2, 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 D2 is shown in Figure 6-13, Alternative D2 Activity Phasing. 

 
a. Analysis of Alternative D2.   

Land Use and Planning.  Under Alternative D2, 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 D2 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 D2, 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 D2, 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. 
 
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 D2 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 
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Alternative D2 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 D2 since landfill closure would be 
completed before the new TS/MRF opens.  As such, maximum traffic generation 
under Alternative D2 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 D2. (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 TS/MRF 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 D2 would be the same as those identified for the 
proposed Project.  As noted above under Transportation, trip generation under 
Alternative D2 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 D2.  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 
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 µg/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 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 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 Toxics (T-BACT).  Refuse 
trucks are currently regulated by ARB and ARB requires retrofits over time to reduce 
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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 
10 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 
Alternative 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 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 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 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 
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.) 
 
Aesthetics/Views.  Under Alternative D2, the maximum height of the landfill would 
not be increased; however, the remaining components of the proposed Project would 
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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 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. 
 
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 
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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 
significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality.  The alternatives to the project 
were designed to avoid or substantially 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 D2 has fewer significant environmental effects than the 
originally proposed project or any of the other alternatives considered.  In evaluating 
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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 superior 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 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 D2 would 
attain, at least partially, most of the basic objectives developed for the proposed Project.  
The City Council, therefore, finds that Alternative D2 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 
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 (View Blockage Impacts) (but only if vertical 
height of landfill is increased, which is now infeasible due to the closure of the landfill); 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).  The more accurate and up-to-date Supplemental Analysis 
concluded that the proposed Project would result in significant and unavoidable construction 
air quality impacts (NOx and PM10) and operation (NOx only).   
 
Accordingly, the City Council adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations.  
The City Council 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 Council hereby finds that the benefits outweigh 
and override the significant unavoidable impacts for the reasons stated below.  The City 
Council finds that the above finding is applicable whether or not the information from the 
Supplemental analysis regarding reduced pollutant emissions is taken into account.  
 
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 D2 would ensure that the BLRC remains among the largest and longest-term 

employers in Sun Valley and the northeast San Fernando Valley. Alternative D2 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 D2 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 
D2 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 D2 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 D2 will 
greatly assist in accommodating the anticipated need for recycling at a centralized 
location within the City. (DSEIR, p. 2-14.) 

 
4. Alternative D2 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 
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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. Alternative D2 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 D2 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 D2 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. A Host Fee would be imposed on all third party trucks utilizing the facility, with reduced 

fees to incentivize the use of clean trucks and recycling. The collected fees, which could 
amount to up to over $1 million annually,  would be deposited into a fund to be used for 
local education, youth, health and environmental programs and services in the project 
vicinity.. (Condition of Approval Nos. A.16.a and b.) 

 
9. Alternative D2 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 D2 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. 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.) 
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f. The project applicant 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. 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 Elementary Healthy Start Program, Andres y Maria Cardenas Family 
Foundation, among many others).  

 
10. The Project would result in the planting of 221 trees to improve aesthetics and air 

quality. 
 

11. 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 Council hereby adopts Section 5.0 of the Final EIR 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 Council 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.  Industrial land uses targeted for environmental justice processing include applications 

Field Code Changed
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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.  However, the City has not established any special 
development standards, conditions, fees or other requirements for this area. Moreover, 
CEQA does not require environmental justice issues to be analyzed in the EIR to the extent 
that such issues do not relate to direct, or reasonably foreseeable indirect, impacts to the 
physical environment caused by the project..Therefore, the City addresses environmental 
justice considerations on a project by project basis in the context of applications for land use 
approvals. 
 
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 concerns6.  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 tracts7, 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 degree8 
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 changes have been to the project to address such 
concerns, including the requirement that all third party haulers pay a host fee that can be 
used to implement programs to address environmental justice considerations..  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 Project-specific and cumulative 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.  Condition Nos. 16.a and 16.b 
require the project applicant to collect and contribute Host Fees into a segregated account. 
The moneys collected will be directed to the local community, with funds spent for such 
purposes as environmental education; subsidize prescription drugs for respiratory related 
ailments in local non-profit medical clinics; and employment placement programs.   

                                                
6
 Calculations were extrapolated through data from the 2000 Census. 

7
 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). 
8
 These values include individuals 24 or older, who have completed an Associate of Arts or a Bachelors 

degree.  
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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 will be implemented based upon federal 
suggested guidelines9:  

  Implementing a program for encouraging the use of diesel trucks meeting CARB 
emission  requirements, including: (a) reduced host fees for vehicles meeting the 
requirements of the CARB On-Road Heavy Duty Vehicles (In-Use) Regulation and 
for vehicles powered by alternative-fuel engines, (b) requiring all bidders/vendors 
that may provide transfer truck services to transport waste and recyclables from the 
site demonstrate full compliance with the CARB On-Road Heavy Duty Vehicles (In- 
Use) Regulation, and (c) providing preference in the bidding process to haulers that 
commit to exceed the compliance requirements of the CARB On- Road Heavy Duty 
Vehicles (In-Use) Regulation. 

 Conducting a ―Free Dump Day‖ two times per year at the facility to encourage 
community residents to properly dispose of waste generated within their property. 

 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 oversight. 

 Free or 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. 
 
 

J. Independent Judgment: 
 

Although the Applicant‘s consultants prepared the screencheck versions of the Draft EIR, 
Final EIR, and all technical reports, the City acted as Lead Agency in reviewing and 
commenting on each document prepared until the Lead Agency was satisfied that they 
reflected the independent judgment of the Lead Agency‘s staff.  All such materials and all 
other materials related to the EIR were extensively reviewed and, where appropriate, 
modified by the the Lead Agnecy or other City agency representatives.  As such, the Draft 
EIR, Final EIR, all technical reports, and all other related materials in the administrative 
record related to the EIR reflect the independent judgment and analysis of the Lead Agency. 
 

K. Substantial Evidence: 
 
The City Council must find and declare that substantial evidence exists in the administrative 
record for each and every finding made herein.  Moreover, the City Council must find that 
where more than one reason exists for any finding, the City Council finds that each reason 
independently supports such finding, and that any reason in support of a given finding 
individually constitutes a sufficient basis for that finding. 
 
The City Council has carefully reviewed all evidence in the record, including the Draft EIR, 
the Final EIR, and all letters and testimony from project opponents or those alleging that the 

                                                
9
 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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EIR is defective or fails to comply with CEQA, whether or not submitted during the comment 
period for the Draft EIR.  The City Council concludes that none of this information 
constitutes substantial evidence that the City has failed to comply with CEQA or has 
otherwise failed to act in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.   
 
In particular, the March 29, 2006 letter from Debra Stevens of Environmental Audit, Inc. 
includes no credential or information showing Ms. Stevens to be an expert in air quality 
modeling.  The City Council, therefore, finds that her letter is not expert testimony.  
Nevertheless, several of her comments resulted in corrections to the EIR—though none of 
these corrections changed the environmental impact conclusion of the Draft EIR.  As set 
forth in the response to the Environmental Audit, Inc., its claim that air quality impacts and 
underreported and that greater air quality impacts will result from employee trips lacks 
substantial evidence and is incorrect.   
 
The April 5, 2006 letter from SCAQMD includes comments and recommendations that 
resulted in corrections to the EIR—though none of these corrections changed the 
environmental impact conclusion of the Draft EIR.  As set forth in the Final EIR response to 
SCAQMD, some of SCAQMD‘s claims that the Draft EIR included incorrect construction trip 
air quality impact modeling and mitigation resulted in changes in the Final EIR, but other 
such comments were rejected as inaccurate.   
 
In letters dated October 31, 2009, April 17, 2009, June 2, 2009 and April 19, 2010, as well 
as in oral testimony at public hearings, Josh Stehlik alleged certain inadequacies in the EIR, 
including the environmental baseline, odors, air quality, cumulative impacts and alternatives.  
There is no credential or information in the record showing Mr. Stehlik to be an expert in the 
matters upon which he comments. The City Council, therefore, finds that his oral and written 
comments are not expert testimony.  Moreover, City Council finds that the Staff Report and 
correspondence from the applicant‘s attorneys show that Mr. Stehlik‘s assertions lack 
substantial evidence and are incorrect as to law, fact, or both. For example, he incorrectly 
asserted that City law requires enclosure of the green waste facility, when, in fact, there is 
no such requirement. Further, his statement that the Bureau of Sanitation had submitted a 
letter critical of the proposed expansion of the green waste facility was refuted by testimony 
from the Bureau itself.   
 
A written response has been prepared for every comment letter or testimony taken during 
the public circulation of the Draft EIR, and these responses contain substantial evidence 
supporting the findings made herein.    
 
 

L. Relationship of Findings to EIR: 
 

These Findings are based on the most current information available.  Accordingly, to the 
extent there are any apparent conflicts or inconsistencies between the Draft EIR and the 
Final EIR, on the one hand, and these Findings, on the other, these Findings shall control 
and the Draft EIR and Final EIR or both, as the case may be, are hereby amended as set 
forth in these Findings. 
 
 

M. Project Conditions of Approval: 
 
Each of the project features and mitigation measures referenced herein shall be conditions 
of project approval to be monitored and enforced by the City pursuant to the building permit 
process and the Mitigation Monitoring Program.  To the extent feasible, each of the other 
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findings and conditions of approval made by or adopted by the City Council in connection 
with the project are also incorporated herein by this reference. 

 
 
 
N. Custodian of Documents: 
 

The custodian of the documents or other material which constitutes the record of 
proceedings upon which the Director‘s decision is based is the City of Los Angeles, 
Planning Department, located at 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, 
California 90012.  

 
 
O. No Recirculation: 

 
CEQA requires that the lead agency recirculate an EIR when significant new information is 
added to the EIR after public notice of its availability has previously been given but prior to 
its certification. "Significant new information" requiring recirculation includes, for example, a 
disclosure showing that:  
 
(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new 
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.  
(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless 
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.  
 (3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others 
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the 
project's proponents decline to adopt it.  
(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature 
that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.  
(b)  Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies 
or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.  
(c)  If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions of the EIR, the lead agency need 
only recirculate the chapters or portions that have been modified.  
(d)  Recirculation of an EIR requires notice pursuant to Section 15087, and consultation 
pursuant to Section 15086.  
(e)  A decision not to recirculate an EIR must be supported by substantial evidence in the 
administrative record 
 
The Final EIR evaluates a change to the Project described in the Draft EIR.  Pages 1-2, 2-7 
through 2-9, and 3-27 to 3-28 set forth the change to the Project.  As more fully-described 
on the aforementioned pages, the proposed transitional vertical expansion of the baseline 
landfill in Phase I has been eliminated.  This change eliminates the significant unavoidable 
aesthetics impact and reduces Phase I traffic, noise, air quality, impacts.  Mitigation 
measures applicable only to the transitional vertical expansion of the landfill have been 
eliminated, and no replacement mitigations are necessary because the impacts have been 
eliminated or reduced.  This change in the project description does not change the 
environmental conclusions and impacts of Phase II because Phase II was analyzed with the 
assumption that the landfill operations had ceased.  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 Final EIR also reflects further refinements to the Project proposal made in response to 
public comments and community concerns, including the addition of Green House Gas 
analysis, changes to the Final EIR in response to comments such as those made by 
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SCAQMD and others, mitigation measures were added and others modified.  All changes to 
the Draft EIR are set forth in Final EIR Section 3 -- Corrections and Additions of the Final 
EIR  
 
The Final EIR and additional documents prepared as part of the administrative record 
document changes to the project and changes to the Draft EIR.   
 
The City staff and have thoroughly reviewed the public comments received regarding the 
original and revised project and the Final EIR to determine whether any of the public 
comments or changes to the Draft EIR provide substantial evidence that would require 
recirculation of the EIR prior to its adoption. 
 
Chris Joseph and Associates prepared a supplement air quality analysis dated April 26, 
2010 (the ―Supplemental Analysis‖) that considers more accurate and up-to-date information 
regarding project phasing.  Due to the substantial time to process the EIR and project 
approvals, the landfill closure activity will be complete by June 2010.  The Draft EIR and 
Final EIR assumed that such activity would occur concurrently with other construction and 
operation of the other project components.   Therefore overstate noise, air quality and traffic 
impacts are overstated.   The Supplemental Analysis shows that the actual air quality 
impacts will be less than set forth in the Final EIR.  The City Council finds that the 
Supplemental Analysis does not constitute significant new information that requires 
recirculation of the EIR.  
 
The City Council finds that no substantial evidence exists anywhere in the entire record of 
proceedings that the triggering events requiring recirculation of the EIR have occurred.  The 
arguments for recirculation are based only on argument, speculation, unsubstantiated 
opinion or narrative, and claims of evidence that are clearly erroneous or inaccurate. The 
City Council finds that substantial evidence demonstrates that the explanations in the 
Responses to Comments, additional mitigation measures or conditions of approval, project 
reductions, and all other changes to the originally-proposed Project and the Draft and Final 
EIRs merely clarify or amplify or make insignificant modifications to an otherwise adequate 
EIR.  The City Council specifically finds that Conditions of Approval Nos. 16.a and 16.b, 
which respectively require the applicant to collect and contribute Host Fees to the Sun 
Valley Recycling Park Trust Account, will provide environmental and other benefits in the 
form of incentivizing the retrofitting of non-CARB compliant trucks and funding programs that 
offset and mitigate the Project‘s environmental impacts, provide public benefits and promote 
environmental justice. The City Council finds that the addition of these conditions, which are 
in part intended to implement mitigation measure 4.4-25, does not constitute significant new 
information that requires recirculation of the EIR.  
 
  

 




