June 2020 | Draft Environmental Impact Report
State Clearinghouse No. 2017081003

WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL
MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT

Glendale Community Services and Parks

Volume I: Draft EIR

Prepared for:

City of Glendale

Contact: Peter Vierheilig, Project Manager
613 East Broadway, Room 120

Glendale, California 91206

818.548.2000

Prepared by:

PlaceWorks

Contact: Julian Capata

700 S. Flower Street, Suite 600
Los Angeles, California 90017
213.623.1443
info@placeworks.com
www.placeworks.com

PLACEWORKS

<)







WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

Table of Contents

Contents Page
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .......ooiiiiiiiiiierrrsissssmsss s s s s ssssse s s s s ssms s s s es s smmse s s sssssssmssnsssssssamnnnseas
1.1 INTRODUCTTION .....cccttiiieiriieieieinieieieisteieieestseiesesststeese st sstsese sttt st sesssssaesesstsssesessessaesessesssesens
1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURES ..ottt ssesesesess st sessessaesessesssesens
1.2.1 EIR FOLMAL cettitieiiciiicicieiciete sttt ettt ettt ettt beseseaenees
1.2.2  Type and Purpose of This DEIR....
1.3 PROJECT LOCATION
1.4 PROJECT SUMMARY .....ccoouviniviiriiciniciinns
1.5 SUMMARY OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES......cocoeinereeineereieiesseeseiessesenessssesssaessesesssessesesaenns
1.6 SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES......ccoiiiiiiencie e
1.7 ALTERNTIVES SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS....
1.71 NO Project AIEINALIVE ....vucvicieciciitiiciciii e sa s seees
1.7.2 Field With NO LIGIES ....vucviciiiiiiicic s
1.8 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED........ccccccnuuee.
1.9 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY
1.10 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES, AND LEVELS
OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION.....cccceirttieiritiereirieaeieistseeesesseesesetsesesesessesesesessesssesesseenes
2. INTRODUGCTION.......coiiiiiiiiiiiiiisisisssss s ssssssssssmn s r s e e s s e s s e s s sessaassas s s sssnssnnsnmnsnnnnsnnnnnnnnssnnsnnnsns
2.1 PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
2.2 NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND INITIAL STUDY...............
2.3 SCOPE OF THIS DEIR ....cccceoeuviieinicieinieerernieenenneenes
2.3.1 Impacts Considered Less Than Significant
2.3.2  Potentially Significant Adverse IMpPacts.......ccccccuviuriiiuriiiiiicinicinicncecee e
2.3.3 Unavoidable Significant Adverse IMPacts .......cccovvviiiiiiniiiiniisnn
2.4 INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE
2.5 FINAL EIR CERTIFICATION.....ccotttieirttieirinieieieiretietetseeieseesesesesesstseaessasesesesessesssesessesesesessessaesessencscsens
2.6 MIIGATION MONITORING......ccoiiiieiriitieeiitieeteie ettt ss s s neas
3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION.......cciiiiicccissnnssssemnrrrrrese s sessss s ssssssssss s s s sssssssssmssnssnssssnnsssssnessnssnns
3.1 PROJECT LOCATION ..ot ss s sss s sssss s s sssssans
3.2 STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES.....ocoiiieriececeee e
33 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS...............
3.3.1 Proposed Land Use........ccccecunnnee.
3.3.2  Project Phasing
3.4 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR......cccoovniiiienieeiiniteieeeiesesestiessaesesesessestaesessesesesesssssacsessencns
4, ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING. ...t iinerse s ssss s s s ssss s s s s s ssmn s s e s smmn e e s s s s smmnnns s
4.1 INTRODUCTTION .....ccetiiierniieieieinitieiesteieieeseseesesststee et sstssse st sessestsesesssssaesesstsssesesessaesesescsesens
4.2 REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING.
421 Regional Location.........ccccveunicinnnee
422 Regional Planning Considerations ...
43 LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING ...ouvitieitritieirireeieieireeietstseseieiseseesessesesesesesstsesesessesesesessescsesees
4.3.1 Location and Land USE .......ccverierininieriiniieiinecieieineceeieeseesetessesesesessesesesessesesessssssssesessescaesees
43.2 Scenic Features......coevevrieieecnennne.
433 Climate and Aif QUALY......cccuiiiiiciiciiecic it
434 INOISE ottt b bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb a bbb b b nebebene b
4.3.5 General Plan and Zoning..........ccvvvivieicinincinenncininncnnns
4.4 ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. ...
4.5 REFERENCES ...ttt ettt sttt e s s nns
5. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS......coiiiiiietirr s ssss s s s ssss s s s ssms s s s s s smms s s s ssssssmmsnns s
5.1 AESTHETICS .....ocoeiviiiiiiccrccicieienes
5.1.1 Environmental SEttNg.......cocciuriiiiiiiiiiiiiic e 5.1-1
PlaceWorks Page i



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

Table of Contents

Contents Page
5.1.2  Thresholds of SIGNIICANCE ..c.cuvuiiuriciiciicirciece e 5.1-3

5.1.3 Environmental IMPacts........cocuiiiiiiiiiiiicicci s 5.1-4

514 Cumulative IMPaCts.......cuiiiiiiiciiiii e 5.1-31

5.1.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions............ccceecuvicuniciniirincisicnicnicsiesseeens 5.1-31

5.1.6  Level of Significance Before MItIGation ........cuuevuieeienireireieieieseiciescisscssssss s sseseens 5.1-32

5.1.7 MitIAtIoN IMEASULES ..e.vuviieiiriciictit bbb s 5.1-32

5.1.8  Level of Significance After MItIgation.......cccoiueiiuriiiiiciiieiieiisiccecess e 5.1-32

5.1.9 References e e 5.1-32

5.2 ATR QUALITY wooiiiiiiii s 5.2-1
5.2.1 Environmental SEttg.......cccvieiiiiiiiiiciiciisciic et 5.2-1

522 Thresholds of SIGNIfICANCE .....cviiiiiiiiici e 5.2-14

523 Environmental IMPACES ........coicuiuciiiuiiiiiiciicicicsicisicise et 5.2-18

524  Cumulative IMPacts.....cccuviiiiiiiiiiiii e 5.2-24

525 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions...........cccueueneincininiinincninininiinisieins 5.2-24

52.6  Level of Significance Before Mitigation .........cccocviiuviciiiciniininiiniciieieis e 5.2-25

527  Mitigation Measures......cocvvrriiriieriinennns s 5.2-25

528  Level of Significance After Mitigation....... ettt 5.2-26

529 References......cvicinicinicnicicicians s 5.2-27

5.3 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS ..o ssessssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssesssans 5.3-1
5.3.1 ENvironmental SEtHIZ........ccieiiueiiieiciiiciiiceciceeisic e ssse st 5.3-1

53.2  Thresholds of SIGNIfICANCE ....cviuiiiiiiiiiiiiii 5.3-18

533 Environmental IMPacts.......coiuiiiiniiiii s 5.3-20

534  Cumulative IMPacts.....cccuciiiiiiiiiiiiic s 5.3-23

5.3.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions.........cccciiniiniiniins 5.3-23

53.6  Level of Significance Before MitIgation .........c.cccureeueueuriurineunecureenseeeeseseecieeesseeesesenseseesenns 5.3-24

5.3.7 Mitigation Measuses......ccoovevviviieiiviiinnnn, OO 5.3-24

5.3.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation ..o 5.3-24

5.3.9 REFEIEICES. ...ttt 5.3-24

5.4 NOISE .o R 5.4-1
5.4.1 Environmental SEttg .......ccociiiiiiiiiiiiii e 5.4-1

542  Thresholds of SIGNIfICANCE ....coiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiciii e 5.4-15

543 Environmental IMPacts........coocuiiiiiiiiiicsss s 5.4-18

5.4.4 Cumulative IMPACS.....c.ccoiiuiiiiiiiiiic i 5.4-28

545 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions..........c.cceuvicinininininiininciccseies 5.4-28

5.4.6 Level of Significance Before Mitigation ........ccvvuvieuiireiiiniiiniiiise s 5.4-28

5.4.7 Mitigation MEASULES .......ovieiiiiiiiiiiic bbb 5.4-29

548  Level of Significant After Mitigation s 5.4-30

5.4.9 REFEICNCES et 5.4-30

5.5 TRANSPORTATION ..ottt ssssa s sss s 5.5-1
5.5.1 Environmental Setting................... s 5.5-1

552 Thresholds of SIGNIICANCE .....cciuiiuiciiiciiieicictr e 5.5-12

5.5.3 Environmental Impacts................. s 5.5-13

554 Cumulative IMPacts........ciiiiiiiiiiiciii e 5.5-20

5.5.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions............cccecuvicunininiirincisicnicnicniesseeens 5.5-21

5.5.6  Level of Significance Before Mitigation ..ot 5.5-21

5.5.7 MitIAtIoN IMEASULES ..e.vuviieiieiciiciits bbb 5.5-21

5.5.8  Level of Significance After MitIgation.......cceiuciiuriiiiiciiieiieiisieeecese e 5.5-22

5.5.9 RELEICIICES. couvitiite e s 5.5-22

5.6 ENERGY oottt 5.6-1
5.6.1 Environmental Setting s 5.6-1

5.6.2 Thresholds Of SIGNIfICANCE ....cvuiiiiiiiiiic s 5.6-4

Page ii PlaceWorks



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

Table of Contents
Contents Page
5.6.3 Environmental IMPaCES......ccccuriiiiiiiiiiic e 5.6-5
5.6.4  Cumulative TMPacts......cccuciiiiiiiiiiiicii e 5.6-8
5.6.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions..........cccviirininincininininiinisieeieennes 5.6-8
5.6.6 Mitigation Measures
5.6.7 Level of Significance After Mitigation........cccuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiniise e 5.6-8
5.6.8 REECIEIICES v vvttrteietetetetet ettt bbbttt bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb bbb benene 5.6-8
6. SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS ......ccciiiiiiemrrr s 6-1
6.1 AESTHETICS ...ttt ettt 6-1
6.2 INOISE . 6-1
7. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT ......cciuciiriimrinnsisssss s s sssssssssssssssas 71
7.1 INTRODUCTION ...ttt 7-1
7.11 Purpose and Scope W71
7.1.2  Project ODJeCtiVES ...cccueuecuiecieeeireecereieeeieeeiseee e w72
7.2 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS............... SRR R )
7.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED DURING THE SCOPING/PROJECT
PLANNING PROGCESS ..ottt sssaennis
7.3.1 Alternative Development Areas........ociiiiiiiiii s
7.4 ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS.....coiieeeeereeeeeeeeeneienens
7.5 NO PROJECT/EXISTING GENERAL PLAN ALTERNATIVE.
7.5.1 ACSTNELICS ...
7.5.2 AL QUALEY ¢
7.5.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions.........ceveivicinicinicinin,
7.5.4 NOISE oo
7.5.,5  Transportation and Traffic.........cccooenencnccniccnccnnnn.
7.5.6 ConclusioN.....c.ciiiiiciicicc s
7.6 MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD WITH NO LIGHTING
7.0.1 ALCSTRELICS e vttt ettt s
7.6.2 ATE QUALEY vttt
7.6.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions...
7.6.4 INOISE oottt
7.6.5 Transportation and Traffic
7.6.6 Energy..ocivniccniinns
7.6.7 ConclusiON.....coiiiiiici s
7.7 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE
8. IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT ......cooiiiierrriinserrs s ssmssse s
8.1 ASSESSMENT IN THE INITTAL STUDY ...ceovtiiieieinieinecineeneieresesessesessesessesesesessessssessssessssesssessens
9. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES DUE TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT ................ 9-1
10. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT .......ccocciminnnnmmrnnnisnneeens 10-1
1. ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED ........ccoosmrrriinmrrsninsssss s ssssmsss s sssnsnnes 111
12. QUALIFICATIONS OF PERSONS PREPARING EIR........cccooeiiiimrriineern e 121
PLACEWORIKS. ...ttt ettt 12-1
13. S]] = 0 1 3 = o 131
PlaceWorks Page iii



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

Table of Contents

Contents Page
VOLUME IlI: APPENDICES

Appendix A NOP Initial Study and NOP Comments

Appendix B Lighting Study

Appendix C AQGHG Modeling Data

Appendix D Noise Data

Appendix E Traffic Study

Appendix F Transportation and Fuel Energy Use Calculations

Page iv PlaceWorks



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

Table of Contents

Figure Page
Figure 3-1 Regional LOCAtON. ...ttt 3-3
Figure 3-2 LLOCAL VICINILY c.viiiiiciiiietccietec ettt ettt 3-5
Figure 3-3 Aetial PhOtOZraph ... s 3-7
Figure 3-4 SIE Pla..ciiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 3-11
Figure 5.1-1 Proposed Field INumination SUMMATy.........cccciiiiiiiiiiiiicese e 5.1-11
Figure 5.1-2 Proposed Field Illumination Summaty — Off-SIte.......ccoiiiiiriiiiiiiiiciiiicciccceeeas 5.1-13
Figure 5.1-3 View Simulation Key Map.......cccocviviviiniiiiiiiiiiii s 5.1-15
Figure 5.1-4 View SIMUIAtion, VIEW T....cciiiiiiiiciiiieieeee sttt e st a e e e b e e taesteeabeessesteessesanasaean 5.1-19
Figure 5.1-5 View SIMulation, VIEW 2. sssnns 5.1-21
Figure 5.1-6 View SImulation, VIEW ... s 5.1-25
Figure 5.1-7 View SImulation, VIEW 4......ccociiiiiiiiiiii s 5.1-27
Figure 5.1-8 View SImulation, VIEW 5. s 5.1-29
Figure 5.4-1 Ambient Noise Measurement LOCAtONS. ... 5.4-13
Figure 5.5-1 City of Glendale Street Classification Map. .......cccoviiiiiiiniiiiiiiiiens 5.5-3
Figure 5.5-2 Study Area Roadway Network and INterSECtions. ......ccveiiiriiriiriniiiiieeeeeeeeeeeesesesenens 5.5-3
Figure 5.5-3 Off-Site Parking LOCAONS ......cvvvviiiiiiiiiiiicii s 5.5-7
Figure 5.5-4 Cumulative Projects Map........cooviiiiiiiiiiii e 5.5-25
Figure 7-1 Alternative Development Site “A” Aetial......cooccvviiiiiiiiiii s 7-7
Figure 7-2 Alternative Development Site “A” Boundary........cccociiiiiiiiiieens 7-9
Figure 7-3 Multi-Purpose Field with No Lights Alternative Plan ..., 7-15
June 2020 Page vi



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

Table of Contents

Table Page
Table 1-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of

Significance After MItIGAtION ........ccccuiiiiiiiiiiicici e 1-9
Table 3.3-1 Proposed Construction SChedule........ccuiiiiiiiiiiic s 3-3
Table 4-1 Summary of Related ProJECts ... 4-6
Table 5.2-1 Ambient Air Quality Standards for Critetia POIUANES c.c.cueeeeiiiiireiiiicceciecceeee e 5.2-2
Table 5.2-2 Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the South Coast Air Basin.....c.cccecevvieeoennieccnene 5.2-12
Table 5.2-3 Ambient Air Quality Monitoring SUMMALY ..o 5.2-13
Table 5.2-4 SCAQMD Significance Thresholds........cccccuiiiiiiiniiicc e 5.2-15
Table 5.2-5 SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds.........ccoieiiiiiiiiiiccceas 5.2-17
Table 5.2-6 SCAQMD Toxic Air Contaminants Incremental Risk Thresholds.......cccooeeeinieioinnncicncnns 5.2-18
Table 5.2-7 Maximum Daily Regional Construction EmiSSiOns .........ccccvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiisennen 5.2-19
Table 5.2-8 Maximum Daily Regional Operational Phase EmMiSSions .........ccccoovviviiiiiniiiiiiicnas 5.2-20
Table 5.2-9 Construction Emissions Compared to the Screening-Level Localized Significance

TREESROLAS .ttt ettt ettt ettt b et ns 5.2-21
Table 5.2-10 Onsite Operational Emissions Compared to the Screening-Level Localized

Significance Thresholds ... 5.2-22
Table 5.2-11 Construction Emissions Compared to the Screening-Level Localized Significance

Thresholds —IMItGALE .......ccveveiriririririririrre s 5.2-27
Table 5.3-1 GHG Emissions and Their Relative Global Warming Potential Compared to COa................. 5.3-3
Table 5.3-2 Summary of GHG Emissions Risks to California........c.cocoviiiiniinininiiiiiiiieccecceeeeenens 5.3-6
Table 5.3-3 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Emissions Reductions Gap.......ccccccceucueveuecreicrercccenenenae 5.3-11
Table 5.3-4 2017 Scoping Plan Emissions Changes by Sector to Achieve the 2030 Target.......ccccceueueueeee 5.3-12
Table 5.3-5 Operational Phase GHG EMISSIONS......cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicceeceecceeeeeeeeee e 5.3-21
Table 5.4-1 Human Reaction to Typical Vibration Levels .......ccccccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeceeeeeeeeerenenenas 54-3
Table 5.4-2 Groundborne Vibration Criteria: Human ANnoyance........ccoviniiniininiiiiiccccces 5.4-4
Table 5.4-3 Groundborne Vibration Criteria: Architectural Damage........c.cocovevvivicnieiiininciceecn, 5.4-5
Table 5.4-4 Community Noise and Land Use Compatibility ... 5.4-7
Table 5.4-5 Ambient Noise Measurements, dBA ......cooiouirierieriinieieieieriesieresieste ettt s ssesaessessenaens 5.4-11
Table 5.4-6 Groundborne Vibration Criteria: Architectural Damage........cccoovvvveviiniineiiicciccenes 5.4-17
Table 5.4-7 Project-Related Construction Noise, Energy-Average (Leg) Sound Levels, dBA.................... 5.4-20
Table 5.4-8 Reference Vibration Levels from Common Construction Equipment........cccccceucueicicicicicnennnae 5.4-21
Table 5.4-9 Architectural Damage Vibration Levels from Construction Equipment........cccoovvvueviviicnnen 5.4-22
Table 5.4-10 Average Annoyance Vibration Levels from Construction Equipment .........cccvvvvninninnenenes 5.4-23
Table 5.4-11 Existing and Future Roadway Noise Level ESHMALES .......cccccucuiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiicciciccceiecieeeias 5.4-25
Table 5.4-12 Predicted Community Noise Levels due to Multi-Purpose Field .........ccccccoceiiiiiiiniicnnes 5.4-27
Table 5.5.1 Intersection Level of Service DESCIIPHONS ....cvcviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieicieieiieiicieieietee e 5.5-7
PlaceWorks Page vii



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

Table of Contents

Figure Page
Table 5.5-2 Existing Intersection Levels of Service, Weekday PM Peak Hour ......cccooiiiiiniicinininicininnnas 5.5-8
Table 5.5-3 Existing Intersection Levels of Service, Saturday Midday Peak Houft.......ccccocviniiiiiiniiiiniins 5.5-8
Table 5.5-4 Existing Street Segment VOIUMES.......ccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 5.5-9
Table 5.5-5 Existing Parking OCCUPANCY .....ccucuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicii s 5.5-9
Table 5.5-9 Opening Year Without Project Street Segment ANalysis.........cccoviicviniicininiiiiniciiens 5.5-12
Table 5.5-9 ITE Trip Generation Estimates for Soccer COMPIEX.......cuvviiiiiiiiiiciiiiiniciiiicccceieaes 5.5-15
Table 5.5-10 Project Trip Generation Based on Usage EStimates.........ccocicuviiiiciininiciinicncceieeas 5.5-15
Table 5.5-11 Existing With Project Intersection LOS, Weekday PM Peak Hourt ..., 5.5-16
Table 5.5-12 Existing With Project Intersection LOS, Saturday Midday Peak Houft........cccocoviiiiiiiiiiiinns 5.5-16
Table 5.5-13 Existing With Project Street Segment VOIUMES ... 5.5-17
Table 5.5-14 Opening Year With Project Intersection LOS, Weekday PM Peak Hour .......ccccuviviiiiiiiiinnns 5.5-17
Table 5.5-15 Opening Year With Project Intersection LLOS, Saturday Midday Peak Hour........cccoovvuviinins 5.5-18
Table 5.5-17 Parking Demand Rates for Soccer COMPIEX ... 5.5-21
Table 5.5-18 Parking Demand in Terms of Available Parking.........ccocceviviiiiiiiiniiininiiinciccsinns 5.5-21
Table 5.6-1 Estimated Project Electricity Demands ... 5.6-6
Table 5.6-2 Operation-Related Vehicle Fuel and Energy Usage.......cooveiviviiiiiiiiniiinccicccncns 5.6-7
Table 7-1 City Owned Open SPace SILES .....ociuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 7-4
Table 8-1 Impacts Found Not to Be SIgnificant ........ccccviiiiniiiiiiccescns 8-1
June 2020 Page viii



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

Table of Contents

Table Page

This page intentionally left blank.

PlaceWorks Page ix



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

Abbreviations and Acronyms

ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS

AAQS ambient air quality standards

AB Assembly Bill

ACM asbestos-containing materials

ADT average daily traffic

amsl above mean sea level

AQMP air quality management plan

AST aboveground storage tank

BAU business as usual

bgs below ground surface

BMP best management practices

CAA Clean Air Act

CAFE corporate average fuel economy

CalARP California Accidental Release Prevention Program
CalEMA California Emergency Management Agency
Cal/EPA California Environmental Protection Agency

CAL FIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
CALGteen California Green Building Standards Code
Cal/OSHA California Occupational Safety and Health Administration

CalRecycle California Department of Resources, Recycling, and Recovery
Caltrans California Department of Transportation

CARB California Air Resources Board

CBC California Building Code

CCAA California Clean Air Act

CCR California Code of Regulations

CDE California Department of Education

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
cfs cubic feet per second

CGS California Geologic Survey

CMP congestion management program

June 2020 Page x



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

CNDDB
CNEL
CcO
COgze
Corps
CSO
CUPA
CWA
dB
dBA
DPM
DTSC
EIR
EPA
EPCRA
FEMA
FHWA
FTA
GHG
GWP
HCM
HQTA
HVAC
IPCC
Lan

LBP
LCFS
LOS
LST
MCL
MEP

California Natural Diversity Database
community noise equivalent level

carbon monoxide

carbon dioxide equivalent

US Army Corps of Engineers

combined sewer overflows

Certified Unified Program Agency

Clean Water Act

decibel

A-weighted decibel

diesel particulate matter

Department of Toxic Substances Control
environmental impact report

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Federal Highway Administration

Federal Transit Administration

greenhouse gases

global warming potential

Highway Capacity Manual

high quality transit area

heating, ventilating, and air conditioning system
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
day-night noise level

equivalent continuous noise level

lead-based paint

low-carbon fuel standard

level of service

localized significance thresholds

moment magnitude

maximum contaminant level

maximum extent practicable

Abbreviations and Acronyms

Page xi

PlaceWorks



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

Abbreviations and Acronyms

mgd million gallons per day

MMT million metric tons

MPO metropolitan planning organization

MT metric ton

MWD Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
NAHC Native American Heritage Commission

NOx nitrogen oxides

NPDES National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
Os ozone

OES California Office of Emergency Services

PM particulate matter

POTW publicly owned treatment works

ppm parts per million

PPV peak particle velocity

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

REC recognized environmental condition

RMP risk management plan

RMS root mean square

RPS renewable portfolio standard

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board

SB Senate Bill

SCAG Southern California Association of Governments
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District
SIP state implementation plan

SLM sound level meter

SoCAB South Coast Air Basin

SOx sulfur oxides

SQMP stormwater quality management plan

SRA source receptor area [or state responsibility area]
SUSMP standard urban stormwater mitigation plan

SWP State Water Project

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board

June 2020 Page xii



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR

CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

TAC
TNM
tpd

TRI
TTCP
USFWS
USGS
UST
UWMP
v/C
VdB
VHFHSZ
VMT
VOC
WQMP
WSA

toxic air contaminants
transportation noise model

tons per day

toxic release inventory

traditional tribal cultural places
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
United States Geological Survey
underground storage tank

urban water management plan
volume-to-capacity ratio

velocity decibels

very high fire hazard severity zone
vehicle miles traveled

volatile organic compound

water quality management plan

water supply assessment

Abbreviations and Acronyms

Page xiii

PlaceWorks



1. Executive Summary

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This draft environmental impact report (DEIR) addresses the environmental effects associated with the
implementation of the proposed Wilson Middle School Multi-Purpose Field Project. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that local government agencies consider the environmental
consequences before taking action on projects over which they have discretionary approval authority. An
environmental impact report (EIR) analyzes potential environmental consequences in order to inform the
public and support informed decisions by local and state governmental agency decision makers. This document
focuses on impacts determined to be potentially significant in the Initial Study completed for this Project (see
Appendix Al).

This DEIR has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of CEQA and the City of Glendale’s CEQA
procedures. The City of Glendale, as the lead agency, has reviewed and revised all submitted drafts, technical
studies, and reports as necessary to reflect its own independent judgment, including reliance on City technical
personnel from other departments and review of all technical subconsultant reports.

Data for this DEIR derive from onsite field observations, discussions with affected agencies, analysis of
adopted plans and policies, review of available studies, reports, data and similar literature, and specialized
environmental assessments (aesthetics, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and transportation and
traffic).

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL PROCEDURES

This DEIR has been prepared pursuant to CEQA to assess the environmental effects associated with
implementation of the proposed Project, as well as anticipated future discretionary actions and approvals.
CEQA established six main objectives for an EIR:

1. Disclose to decision makers and the public the significant environmental effects of proposed activities.
2. Identify ways to avoid or reduce environmental damage.

3. Prevent environmental damage by requiring implementation of feasible alternatives or mitigation measutes.
4. Disclose to the public reasons for agency approval of projects with significant environmental effects.
5. Foster interagency coordination in the review of projects.

6. Enhance public participation in the planning process.
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An EIR is the most comprehensive form of environmental documentation in CEQA and the CEQA
Guidelines; it is intended to provide an objective, factually supported analysis and full disclosure of the
environmental consequences of a proposed project with the potential to result in significant, adverse
environmental impacts.

An EIR is one of various decision-making tools used by a lead agency to consider the merits and disadvantages
of a project that is subject to its discretionary authority. Before approving a proposed project, the lead agency
must consider the information in the EIR; determine whether the EIR was prepared in accordance with CEQA
and the CEQA Guidelines; determine that it reflects the independent judgment of the lead agency; adopt
findings concerning the project’s significant environmental impacts and alternatives; and adopt a statement of

overriding considerations if significant impacts cannot be avoided.

1.21 EIR Format

Chapter 1. Executive Summary: Summarizes the background and description of the proposed Project, the
format of this EIR, Project alternatives, any critical issues remaining to be resolved, and the potential
environmental impacts and mitigation measures identified for the proposed Project.

Chapter 2. Introduction: Describes the purpose of this EIR, background on the proposed Project, the notice
of preparation, the use of incorporation by reference, and Final EIR certification.

Chapter 3. Project Description: A detailed description of the proposed Project, including its objectives, its
area and location, approvals anticipated to be required as part of the proposed Project, necessary environmental
clearances, and the intended uses of this EIR.

Chapter 4. Environmental Setting: A description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of
the proposed Project as they existed at the time the notice of preparation was published, from local and regional
perspectives. These provide the baseline physical conditions from which the lead agency determines the
significance of the Project’s environmental impacts.

Chapter 5. Environmental Analysis: Each environmental topic is analyzed in a separate section that
discusses: the thresholds used to determine if a significant impact would occur; the methodology to identify
and evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed Project; the existing environmental setting; the potential
adverse and beneficial effects of the proposed Project; the level of impact significance before mitigation; the
mitigation measures for the proposed Project; the level of significance after mitigation is incorporated; and the
potential cumulative impacts of the proposed Project and other existing, approved, and proposed development
in the area.

Chapter 6. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: Describes the significant unavoidable adverse
impacts of the proposed Project.

Chapter 7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project: Describes the alternatives and compares their impacts to
the impacts of the proposed Project. Alternatives include the No Project Alternative and a Reduced Intensity
Alternative.
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Chapter 8. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant: Briefly describes the potential impacts of the proposed
Project that were determined not to be significant by the Initial Study and were therefore not discussed in detail
in this EIR.

Chapter 9. Significant Irreversible Changes Due to the Proposed Project: Describes the significant

irreversible environmental changes associated with the proposed Project.

Chapter 10. Growth-Inducing Impacts of the Project: Describes the ways in which the proposed Project

would cause increases in employment or population that could result in new physical or environmental impacts.

Chapter 11. Organizations and Persons Consulted: Lists the people and organizations that were contacted
during the preparation of this EIR.

Chapter 12. Qualifications of Persons Preparing EIR: Lists the people who prepared this EIR for the
proposed Project.

Chapter 13. Bibliography: The technical reports and other sources used to prepare this EIR.

Appendices: The appendices for this document (in PDF format on a CD attached to the front cover) comptise
these supporting documents:

B Appendix Al: NOP/Initial Study

" Appendix A2: Comments Letters on NOP

®  Appendix B:  Lighting Study

" Appendix C:  Air Quality/ GHG Modeling Data

B Appendix D: Noise Data

" Appendix E:  Traffic Study

" Appendix I:  Transportation Fuel and Energy Use Calculations

1.2.2 Type and Purpose of This DEIR

This DEIR has been prepared as a “Project EIR,” defined by Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3). This type of EIR examines the environmental
impacts of a specific development project and should focus primatily on the changes in the environment that
would result from the development project. The EIR shall examine all phases of the project including planning,

construction, and operation.

1.3 PROJECT LOCATION

Wilson Middle School (WMS) is located at 1221 Monterey Road in the northeast part of the City of Glendale,
Los Angeles County, California (Figure 1, Regional Location). The WMS Multi-Purpose Field Project (proposed
Project) would disturb approximately 3.85 acres — consisting of the existing athletic field and basketball courts
— along the northern portion of the WMS campus. The proposed Project would not impact other areas of the
campus. The 3.85 acres will be referred to as the “Project site.”
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The Project site is bounded by multifamily residential uses to the north (fronting Fast Glenoaks Boulevard),
WMS campus buildings, including classrooms and administrative buildings (fronting Monterey Road) to the
south, WMS campus buildings to the west, with single-family and multi-family residential uses located west of
the campus fronting Adams Street, and Verdugo Road to the east. The City of Glendale (City) is surrounded
by the cities of La Canada Flintridge to the north, Pasadena to the east, Burbank to the west and Los Angeles
to the south. Regional access to the WMS campus is State Route 134 (SR-134), approximately 0.13 miles to the
south. The WMS campus is rectangularly shaped and bordered by Glenoaks Boulevard to the north, Monterey
Road to the south, Verdugo Road to the east, and Adams Street to west (Figure 2, Local 1 icinity).

1.4 PROJECT SUMMARY

The City’s Services and Parks Department has partnered with the Glendale Unified School District (GUSD) to
develop a multi-purpose field with sports field lighting on the campus of WMS located at 1221 Monterey Road
in the northeast part of Glendale.

The proposed Project would involve replacement of an result in the redevelopment of the existing grass field
and paved basketball courts with a joint use multi-purpose synthetic all-weather sports field with football,
soccet, and lacrosse markings and surrounding five-lane all-weather rubberized surface jogging track, fitness
equipment, consisting of, perimeter security fence with privacy screening, restroom and storage/maintenance
building(s), walkways, landscaping, irrigation, re-grading of the existing basketball court surface, and sports
field lighting. The proposed Project would make use of existing street and on-site parking. No change in site
access or parking would occur.

The proposed Project would not introduce new uses to the Project site; rather, the proposed Project would
provide an improved multi-surface field for the students and would also allow for the extended use of the
Project site by outside sporting groups during nighttime hours. The City’s use of the proposed field would be
from 5:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. on Saturday and Sunday.
Specifically, operation of the proposed field lighting would allow these groups to utilize the field until 10:00
p.m., in accordance with the 2020 Joint Use Agreement. Under the 2020 Joint Use Agreement, GUSD and the
City would jointly set appropriate hours of operation for the proposed facility while maintaining a sense of
flexibility and cooperation for each organization’s changing or special program needs. GUSD shall have the
exclusive use of the proposed facilities during all regular school days! from 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. while the City
shall have the right to exclusive use of the facilities at the close of regular school days and on Saturdays, Sundays,
school holidays, and during school vacation periods. Use of the proposed field lighting by outside groups would
require a facility use permit issued by GUSD or the City that would establish the allowable hours of use, similar
to procedures utilized currently. The City would have a Community Services & Parks Department employee on
site during permitted field times when the school is not in use. No permanent seating or bleachers, scoreboards
or amplified sound systems are proposed.

! Regular school days are defined as those days on which school is held in regular session as established in the school calendar from
time to time and adopted by the Board of Education for each school year.
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1.5 SUMMARY OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES

Objectives of the Project aid decision makers in their review of the Project and associated environmental
impact. The objectives for this Project are:

1. Provide a recreational multi-purpose athletic field for the City of Glendale residents.

2. Utilize existing space to enhance opportunities for after-school athletic and extracurricular activities.
3. Allow use of the facility by District-approved community groups.

4. Respond to City of Glendale residents’ request for more youth athletic playing fields.

5. Conserve water resources by replacing natural turf field with no water/non-living artificial turf field.
6. Provide lighting to allow night use of the sports field.

1.6 SUMMARY OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to a project
that could feasibly attain the basic objectives of a project and avoid or lessen the environmental effects of a
project. While the City considered various options and recommendations during the scoping process, the final
selection of alternatives was based on the CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f], which states that the selection
of alternative shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of

the project.

The following lists alternatives considered during the scoping and planning process but were rejected for
detailed analysis in the DEIR for the reasons described in Section 7.2, Alternatives Considered And Rejected During
The Scoping/ Project Planning Process:

m  Existing City/Community Parks & Fields: Alternative locations presented at community meetings and in
comment letters addressed the use of existing City-owned land to be developed and/or utilized for
recreational programming in lieu of the proposed Project site. Sites suggested included the Glendale
Community College, Glendale High School, John Ferraro Athletic Fields, and Stengel Field. Based on the
assessment conducted for each site, it was concluded that there are either no additional developable spaces
on these sites or additional programing would encroach on current activity programming,

m  Open Space: Several city-owned parcels were identified by members of the public during the Project
scoping process as options to be converted to multipurpose fields in lieu of the proposed Project location.
Development of any of these sites that would require extensive grading and construction to make suitable
for use as soccer fields. Environmental impacts of developing these areas would far exceed those of the
proposed Project. The sites are infeasible with regards to economic viability due to the extensive
construction and potential environmental disruption necessary to use them as playfields.

m  Site “A”: The City owns an approximately six-acre parcel that could potentially be developed as a sports
complex. It has the potential to be developed for active recreation similar to the nearby Glendale Sports
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Complex, but is constrained by the limited access on Fern Lane, a residential street already serving the
Sports Complex. Due to the traffic and construction related impacts, the environmental impacts of
developing this site would be greater than those of the proposed Project.

Based on the criteria listed in Section 7.1.1, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, the following two alternatives have
been determined to tepresent a reasonable range of alternatives that have the potential to feasibly attain most
of the basic objectives of the proposed Project, but may avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the proposed Project. These alternatives are analyzed in detail in the following sections.

m  No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative
®  Multi-Purpose Field with No Lighting Alternative

1.7 ALTERNTIVES SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS
1.7.1  No Project Alternative

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(¢) requires that a “No Project” Alternative be evaluated. This analysis must
discuss the existing site conditions as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable
future if the project were not approved. Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed synthetic turf field
and track, 70-footlight poles, and restroom/storage building would not be constructed. The existing field would
continue to be used only during the day time, and WMS students would continue to travel to other facilities in
the District for some practices and games. This alternative would not meet any of the project objectives
identified in Section 1.5.

1.7.2  Field With No Lights

This alternative would provide a synthetic field as depicted in the proposed Project, with no nighttime lighting.
This alternative would eliminate aesthetic impacts from the 70-foot lights. No nighttime practices or games
would occur under this alternative, and hours of use would be limited to daylight hours only. All other aspects
of the proposed Project would remain the same.

1.8 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Section 15123(b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR contain issues to be resolved, including the
choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate significant impacts. With regard to the proposed
Project, the major issues to be resolved include decisions by the lead agency as to:

1. Whether this DEIR adequately describes the environmental impacts of the project.

2. Whether the benefits of the project override those environmental impacts which cannot be feasibly avoided
or mitigated to a level of insignificance.

3. Whether the proposed land use changes are compatible with the character of the existing area.
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4.  Whether the identified goals, policies, or mitigation measures should be adopted or modified.

5. Whether there are other mitigation measures that should be applied to the project besides the Mitigation
Measures identified in the DEIR.

6. Whether there are any alternatives to the project that would substantially lessen any of the significant

impacts of the proposed project and achieve most of the basic project objectives.

1.9 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

The areas of controversy include issues related to aesthetics, especially the spill light and glare impacts from
70-foot nighttime lighting, noise from field use, impacts to air quality, impacts to greenhouse gas emissions, and

traffic congestion and parking issues from practices and events. Comments received during circulation of the
NOP/IS are included in Appendix Al.

1.10 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION
MEASURES, AND LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION

Table 1-1, Summary of Environmental lmpacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation,
summarizes the conclusions of the environmental analysis contained in this EIR. Impacts are identified as
significant or less than significant, and mitigation measures are identified for all significant impacts. The level
of significance after imposition of the mitigation measures is also presented.
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Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation

Level of Significance

Level of Significance

Environmental Impact Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures After Mitigation
5.1 AESTHETICS
Impact 5.1-3 Operation of the proposed Project|Potentially Significant AES-1  The City of Glendale Community Services and Parks Department shall Significant and
would generate additional nighttime light and minimize the effects of new sources of nighttime lighting by incorporating the  |Unavoidable
glare. following measures into Project design and operation:
o Alllighting shall be shielded and directed downward onto the athletic
fields to minimize potential light escape and/or spillover onto adjacent
properties.
e The new athletic field lights shall be shall shut off automatically at 10:00

p.m.
Cumulative Impact Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
5.2 AIR QUALITY
Impact 5.2-1 Construction activities associated |Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
with the proposed Project would not generate
short-term emissions in exceedance of
SCAQMD'S threshold criteria.
Impact 5.2-2 Long-term operation of the Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
Project would not generate additional vehicle
trips and associated emissions in exceedance
of SCAQMD'’s threshold criteria.
Impact 5.2-3 The proposed Project could Potentially Significant AQ-1 The construction contractor shall prepare a fugitive dust control plan and Less Than Significant

expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations during construction.

implement the following measures during ground-disturbing activities—in
addition to the existing requirements for fugitive dust control under South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 403—to further

reduce PM1o and PM25 emissions. The City shall verify that these measures

have been implemented during normal construction site inspections.
e  Following all grading activities, the construction contractor shall

reestablish ground cover on the construction site through seeding and
watering.

During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall sweep
streets with SCAQMD Rule 1186-compliant, PM1o-efficient vacuum units
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Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
Before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

AQ-2

on a daily basis if silt is carried over to adjacent public thoroughfares or
occurs as a result of hauling.

During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall
maintain a minimum 24-inch freeboard on trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil,
or other loose materials and shall tarp materials with a fabric cover or
other cover that achieves the same amount of protection.

During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall limit
onsite vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to no more than 15 miles per
hour.

During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall water
exposed ground surfaces and disturbed areas a minimum of every three
hours on the construction site and a minimum of three times per day.
During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall apply
non-toxic soil stabilizer according to manufactures’ specifications, to all
inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten
days or more).

The construction contractor shall use equipment that meets the US
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Tier 4 emissions standards for off-
road diesel-powered construction equipment with more than 50 horsepower
during ground-disturbing activities, unless it can be demonstrated to the City
that such equipment is not available. Any emissions control device used by
the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what

could be achieved by a Level 4 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly

sized engine, as defined by the California Air Resources Board's regulations.

Prior to construction, the Project engineer shall ensure that all demolition
and grading plans clearly show the requirement for EPA Tier 4 or higher
emissions standards for construction equipment over 50 horsepower.
During construction, the construction contractor shall maintain a list of all
operating equipment in use on the construction site for verification by the
City. The construction equipment list shall state the makes, models, and
numbers of construction equipment onsite. Equipment shall be properly
serviced and maintained in accordance with the manufacturer's
recommendations. Construction contractors shall also ensure that all
nonessential idling of construction equipment is restricted to five minutes
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Table 1-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation
Level of Significance Level of Significance
Environmental Impact Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures After Mitigation

or less in compliance with California Air Resources Board’s Rule 2449 of
the California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Article 4.8, Chapter 9.

Impact 5.2-4 The proposed Project would not |Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations during operation.

Impact 5.2-5 The proposed Project is Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
consistent with the applicable Air Quality
Management Plan.

Cumulative Impact Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
5.3 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Impact 5.3-1 Development of the proposed Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant

Project would result in a substantial increase of
GHG emissions.

Impact 5.3-2 The proposed Project would not  |Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
conflict with the plans adopted for the purpose
of reducing GHG emissions.

Cumulative Impact Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
5.4 NOISE

Impact 5.4-1 Construction activities would Potentially Significant NOI-1 Construction Noise: Prior to initiation of grading, the City shall incorporate  |Significant and
resultin temporary noise increases in the the following measures as a note on the grading plan cover sheet to ensure  [Unavoidable

vicinity of the proposed Project. that the greatest distance between noise sources and sensitive receptors

during construction activities has been achieved, and that construction noise

has been reduced.

e During construction activities, all construction equipment, fixed or
mobile, shall be equipped with properly operating and maintained
mufflers, consistent with manufacturers’ standards. All stationary
construction equipment shall be placed so that emitted noise is directed
away from the noise-sensitive receptors nearest the proposed Project
site boundaries.
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Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
Before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Sound Blankets. Sound blankets shall be used on construction
equipment where technically feasible.

Equipment shall be staged in areas that will create the greatest distance
between construction-related noise sources and the noise-sensitive
receptors nearest the proposed Project site during all Project
construction.

All construction-related activities shall be restricted to the construction
hours outlined in the City’s Noise Ordinance (GMC Section 8.36.080).
Haul truck and other construction-related trucks traveling to and from the
proposed Project site shall be restricted to the same hours specified for
the operation of construction equipment. To the extent feasible, haul
routes shall not pass directly by sensitive land uses or residential
dwellings.

Where construction will occur adjacent to any developed/occupied
noise-sensitive uses, a construction-related noise mitigation plan that
demonstrates that noise levels at the sensitive uses shall be below the
65 dBA threshold shall be submitted to the City of Glendale for review
and approval. The plan must depict the location of construction
equipment and how the noise from this equipment will be mitigated
during construction of the Project, through the use of such methods as:
(1) temporary noise attenuation fences; (2) preferential location of
equipment; and (3) use of current technology and noise-suppression
equipment.
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Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation

Environmental Impact

Level of Significance
Before Mitigation

Mitigation Measures

Level of Significance
After Mitigation

Impact 5.4-2 The proposed Project would not
create short-term groundborne vibration and
groundborne noise.

Less Than Significant

No mitigation measures are required.

Less Than Significant

Impact 5.4-3 Project implementation would
result in long-term operation-related noise that
would not exceed local standards.

Less Than Significant

No mitigation measures are required.

Less Than Significant

Cumulative Impact

Less Than Significant

No mitigation measures are required.

Less Than Significant

5.5 TRANSPORTATION

Impact 5.5-1 The proposed Project would not
conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or
policy addressing the circulation system,
including roadway facilities.

Less Than Significant

No mitigation measures are required.

Less Than Significant

Impact 5.5-2 The proposed Project would not
conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or
policy addressing the circulation system,
including transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
facilities.

Potentially Significant

T-1

Construction Staging and Traffic Management Plan. Prior to construction
of the proposed Project, the construction contractor shall prepare and submit
a Construction Staging and Traffic Management Plan to the City for approval.
The plan shall mitigate construction impacts during each phased activity. The
plan shall include the following specific elements:

In order to reduce vehicle and pedestrian conflicts resulting from
construction of the proposed Project, all construction related truck traffic,
including those utilized for exporting soil material, shall access the
Project site from Verdugo Road.

The construction contract shall require that construction workers park in
designated staging area(s) to provide adequate parking for all
employees and visitors to the campus throughout the duration of
construction activities of the proposed Project. In the event that
adequate parking cannot be provided at the proposed Project site due to
displacement of parking spaces by construction activities, a satellite
parking area shall be designated, and a shuttle bus shall be operated to
transfer employees and visitors to and from the campus.

In order to eliminate any impacts to the local traffic in and around the
Proposed Project site, all construction related trucks, including those
utilized for exporting soil material shall not do so during the drop-off/pick-

Less Than Significant
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Table 1-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts, Mitigation Measures and Levels of Significance After Mitigation
Level of Significance Level of Significance
Environmental Impact Before Mitigation Mitigation Measures After Mitigation
up hours of 7:30 to 8:30 a.m. and 2:15 to 3:15 p.m. during the school
year.
e The construction contractor shall be required to maintain a minimum
sidewalk width of 5 feet during the construction period.
o  Aflag person shall be provided whenever trucks entering or leaving the
Proposed Project site may impede the flow of pedestrian, bicycle, or
automotive traffic.
Impact 5.5-3 The proposed Project would not  |Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines 15064.3, subdivision (b).
Impact 5.5-4 Project circulation improvements |Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
have been designed to adequately address
potentially hazardous conditions (sharp curves,
etc), potential conflicting uses, and emergency
access.
Impact 5.5-5 Adequate parking would be Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
provided for the proposed Project.
Cumulative Impact Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
5.6 ENERGY
Impact 5.6-1 Construction activities would not |Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy or have excessive
energy requirements.
Impact 5.6-2 Operation of the proposed Project|Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of energy resources,
or conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan
for renewable energy or energy efficiency.
Cumulative Impact Less Than Significant No mitigation measures are required. Less Than Significant
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2. Introduction

21 PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that all state and local governmental agencies
consider the environmental consequences of projects over which they have discretionary authority before
taking action on those projects. This draft environmental impact report (DEIR) has been prepared to satisfy
CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. The environmental impact report (EIR) is the public document designed to
provide decision makers and the public with an analysis of the environmental effects of the proposed Project,
to indicate possible ways to reduce or avoid environmental damage and to identify alternatives to the Project.
The EIR must also disclose significant environmental impacts that cannot be avoided; growth inducing impacts;
effects not found to be significant; and significant cumulative impacts of all past, present, and reasonably

foreseeable future projects.

The lead agency means “the public agency which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or approving
a project which may have a significant effect upon the environment” (Guidelines § 21067). The City has the
principal responsibility for Project approval. For this reason, the City of Glendale is the CEQA lead agency for
this Project.

The intent of the DEIR is to provide sufficient information on the potential environmental impacts of the
proposed Project to allow the City to make an informed decision regarding Project approval. Specific
discretionary actions to be reviewed by the City are described in Section 3.4, Intended Uses of the EIR.

This DEIR has been prepared in accordance with requirements of the:

= California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, as amended (Public Resources Code, §§ 21000 et
seq.)

m  State Guidelines for the Implementation of the CEQA of 1970 (CEQA Guidelines), as amended
(California Code of Regulations, §§ 15000 et seq.)

The overall purpose of this DEIR is to inform the lead agency, responsible agencies, decision makers, and the
general public about the environmental effects of the development and operation of the proposed Project.
This DEIR addresses effects that may be significant and adverse; evaluates alternatives to the Project; and
identifies mitigation measures to reduce or avoid adverse effects.

2.2 NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND INITIAL STUDY

The City’s Community Services and Parks determined that an EIR would be required for this Project and issued
a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Initial Study on August 1, 2017 (see Appendix Al). Comments received
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during the initial study’s public review period, from August 1, 2017 to September 1, 2017, are included in
Appendix A2. A Scoping Meeting was held on August 17, 2017, at the Wilson Middle School Library, 1221
Monterey Road, Glendale, CA.

The NOP process helps determine the scope of the environmental issues to be addressed in the DEIR. Based
on this process and the initial study for the Project, certain environmental categories were identified as having
the potential to result in significant impacts. Issues considered Potentially Significant are addressed in this
DEIR, but issues identified as Less Than Significant or No Impact are not. Refer to the initial study in Appendix
Al for discussion of how these initial determinations were made.

2.3 SCOPE OF THIS DEIR

The scope of the DEIR was determined based on the City’s initial study, comments received in response to the
NOP, and comments received at the scoping meeting conducted by the City. Pursuant to Sections 15126.2 and
15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines, the DEIR should identify any potentially significant adverse impacts and

recommend mitigation that would reduce or eliminate these impacts to levels of insignificance.

The information in Chapter 3, Project Description, establishes the basis for analyzing future, Project-related
environmental impacts. However, further environmental review by the City may be required as more detailed
information and plans are submitted on a project-by-project basis.

2.3.1 Impacts Considered Less Than Significant

During preparation of the Initial Study, the City determined that 13 environmental impact categoties were not
significantly affected by or did not affect the proposed Project. These categories are not discussed in detail in
this DEIR.

m  Agriculture and Forestry Resources
®  Biological Resources

m  Cultural Resources

m  Geology and Soils

m  Hazards and Hazardous Materials
m  Hydrology and Water Quality

®»  Land Use and Planning

®  Mineral Resources

m  Population and Housing

m  Public Services
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m  Recreation
m  Tribal Cultural Resources

m  Utlities and Service Systems

2.3.2 Potentially Significant Adverse Impacts

The City determined that five environmental factors have potentially significant impacts if the proposed Project

is implemented.

m  Aesthetics

m Air Quality

m  Greenhouse Gas Emissions
m  Noise

m  Transportation/Traffic

= Energy

2.3.3 Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts

This DEIR identifies two significant and unavoidable adverse impacts, as defined by CEQA, that would result
from implementation of the proposed Project. Unavoidable adverse impacts may be considered significant on
a project-specific, cumulatively significant, and/or potentially significant basis. If a project is determined to
have a significant impact, the City must prepare a “statement of overriding considerations” before it can
approve the project, where in the decision-making body must find and determine whether the benefits of the
proposed project were balanced against the project’s unavoidable significant environmental effects outweigh
the adverse effects, and therefore the adverse effects are considered acceptable. As further discussed herein in
Section 6, Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, one of the impacts in the DEIR were found to be significant
and unavoidable. The impact that was found in the DEIR to be significant and unavoidable is:

m  Operational light trespass

m  Construction-generated noise

2.4 INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE

Some documents are incorporated by reference into this DEIR, consistent with Section 15150 of the CEQA
Guidelines, and they are available for review at the City’s Community Services & Parks Department, 613 East
Broadway Rm 120, Glendale, CA 91206.

n Gty of Glendale General Plan, prepared by City , 1980, as the same has been amended from time to time. The
General Plan serves as the major blueprint for directing growth within the City and presents a
comprehensive plan to accommodate the City’s growing needs. Currently the Land Use Element of the
General Plan regulates the existing land uses on the proposed Project site. The General Plan analyzes
existing conditions in the City, including physical, social, cultural, and environmental resources and
opportunities. It also looks at trends, issues, and concerns that affect the region; describes City goals and
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objectives; and provides policies to guide development and change. The City's General Plan establishes the
policies for use and protection of resources to meet community needs. The General Plan’s seven elements
addressing circulation, conservation, housing, land use, noise, open space, and safety are mandated by state
law and three additional topics (community facilities, historic preservation, and recreation) ate
recommended, but not legally required. The City’s General Plan is available at
https:/ /www.glendaleca.gov/government/departments/community-development/planning-

division/ city-wide-plans.

w  City of Glendale Zoning Code is prepared by the City and portions of it were last updated in 2019. The City’s
Zoning Code sets forth a particular land use regulation uniformly applicable within zones. The zoning on
a property can be found on the Zoning Map. The allowed uses and standards for each zone in the Citys
Zoning Code is available at http://qcode.us/codes/ glendale/view.php?topic=30&frames=on.

2.5 FINAL EIR CERTIFICATION

This DEIR is being circulated for public review for 45 days. Interested agencies and members of the public are
invited to provide the City with written comments on the DEIR and send the comments to the City address
shown on the title page of this document. Upon completion of the 45-day review period, the City will review
all written comments received and prepare written responses. A Final EIR (FEIR) will incorporate the received
comments, responses to the comments, and any changes to the DEIR that result from comments. The FEIR
will be presented to the City for potential certification as the environmental document for the Project. All
persons who comment on the DEIR will be notified of the availability of the FEIR and the date of the public
hearing before the City Council.

The DEIR is available to the general public for review at various locations:

m  City of Glendale Community Services and Parks website: http://www.glendaleca.gov/parks
m  Glendale Unified School District website: https://www.gusd.net/

2.6 MIIGATION MONITORING

Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6, requires that agencies adopt a monitoring or reporting program for
any project for which it has made findings pursuant to Public Resources Code 21081 or adopted a Negative
Declaration pursuant to 21080(c). Such a program is intended to ensure the implementation of all mitigation
measures adopted through the preparation of an EIR or Negative Declaration.

The Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Project will be completed as part of the Final EIR, prior to
consideration of the Project by the Glendale City Council.
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3. Project Description

3.1 PROJECT LOCATION

Wilson Middle School (WMS) is located at 1221 Monterey Road in the northeast part of the City of Glendale,
Los Angeles County, California (Figure 3-1, Regional Location). The Wilson MS Multi-Purpose Field Project
(proposed Project) would disturb approximately 3.85 acres — consisting of the existing athletic field and
basketball courts — along the northern portion of the WMS campus. The proposed Project would not impact
other areas of the campus. The 3.85 acres will be referred to as the “Project site.”” The Project site is bounded
by multifamily residential uses to the north (fronting East Glenoaks Boulevard), WMS campus buildings,
including classrooms and administrative buildings (fronting Monterey Road) to the south, WMS campus
buildings to the west, with single-family and multi-family residential uses located west of the campus fronting
Adams Street, and Verdugo Road to the east. The City is surrounded by the cities of La Canada Flintridge to
the north, Pasadena to the east, Burbank to the west and Los Angeles to the south. Regional access to the WMS
campus is State Route 134 (SR-134), approximately 0.13 miles to the south. The WMS campus is rectangularly
shaped and bordered by Glenoaks Boulevard to the north, Monterey Road to the south, Verdugo Road to the
east, and Adams Street to west (Figure 3-2, Loca/ 1icinity and Figure 3-3, Aerial Photograph).

3.2 STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES

Objectives for the Project will aid decision makers in their review of the Project and associated environmental
impacts. The objectives for this Project are

1. Provide a recreational multi-purpose athletic field for the City of Glendale residents.

2. Utlize existing space to enhance opportunities for after-school athletic and extracurricular activities.
3. Allow use of the facility by District-approved community groups.

4. Respond to City of Glendale residents’ request for more youth athletic playing fields.

5. Consetve water resources by replacing natural tutf field with no water/non-living artificial turf field.

6. Provide lighting to allow night use of the sports field.
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Figure 3-1 - Regional Location
3. Project Description
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Figure 3-3 - Aerial Photograph

3. Project Description

=:City of Glendale

Residential [

=== === School Boundary

= = = = Project Site
Scale (Feet)
Source: Google Maps, 2017

PlaceWorks




WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

3. Project Description

This page intentionally left blank.

Page 3-8 PlaceWorks



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

3. Project Description

3.3 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
“Project,” as defined by the CEQA Guidelines, means:

... the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the
environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment, and that is any
of the following: (1)...an activity directly undertaken by any public agency including ... improvements
to existing structure. (14 Cal. Code of Reg. § 15378[a])

3.3.1 Proposed Land Use

The proposed Project would involve replacement of an existing grass field and paved basketball courts with a
joint use multi-purpose synthetic all-weather sports field with football, soccer, and lacrosse markings and
surrounding five-lane all-weather rubberized surface jogging track, fitness equipment, consisting of perimeter
security fence with privacy screening, restroom and storage/maintenance building(s), walkways, landscaping,
irrigation, re-grading of the existing basketball court surface, and sports field lighting. The proposed Project
would make use of existing street and on-site parking. No change in site access or parking would occur. The
proposed field lighting is necessary for evening use on weeknights and weekends. The City’s use of the proposed
tield would be from 5:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. on Saturday
and Sunday. The City would have a Community Services & Parks Department employee on site during
permitted field times when the school is not in use. No permanent seating or bleachers, scoreboards or

amplified sound systems are proposed.

The proposed Project would develop two City structures on the Project site including a restroom facility with
a small equipment storage area and a maintenance shed for field grooming equipment and materials. The
proposed restroom would include two women’s toilet stalls, one being American with Disabilities Act (ADA)
compliant; one men’s ADA compliant toilet stall; and two men’s urinals.

Lighting System

The proposed Project involves the installation and operation of six 70-foot-tall light poles along the perimeter
of the running track. Figure 3-4, Site Plan, illustrates the and location of the proposed field lighting fixtures on
the Project site. Each light pole would be mounted with seven light fixtures utilizing 1,500 watt (1.56 kilowatts
pet hour [kW/h]) Musco TLC-LED-1150 lamps and equipped with Light-Structure Green (LSG) visors. The
new light poles would provide an average of 30 foot-candles across the athletic field, which is the lighting
standard for recreational activity, based on Illumination Engineering Society of North. America (IESNA) RP-
6-15 Recommended Practice for Sports Lighting. The lighting would also be designed to reduce illumination
levels, or the amount of light present on a surface or plane, to zero at the site perimeter. Additionally, the light
fixtures would be positioned in such a way to minimize glare, or lighting entering the eye directly from the light
fixtures on surrounding land uses and roadways. The positioning and directional nature of the light fixtures
would also be established to limit sky glow to the extent possible. Sky glow is the amount of light reflecting
into the night sky that reduces visibility of the sky and stars.
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Figure 3-4 - Site Plan
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Use and Scheduling

The Project site is currently utilized by WMS for physical education purposes and school sports programs. In
addition to WMS uses, the project site is used on the weekends by American Youth Soccer Organization
(AYSO) from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays, and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Sundays.

The proposed Project would not introduce new uses or increase capacity of the existing Wilson MS field for
AYSO use to the Project site; rather, the proposed Project would provide an improved multi-surface field for
the students and would also allow for the extended use of the Project site by outside sporting groups during
evening and nighttime hours. Specifically, operation of the proposed field lighting would allow these groups to
utilize the field until 10:00 p.m., in accordance with the 1999 Joint Use Agreement. Under the 1999 Joint Use
Agreement, GUSD and the City would jointly set appropriate hours of operation for each facility while
maintaining a sense of flexibility and cooperation for each organizations changing or special program needs.
GUSD shall have the right to the exclusive use of the shared-use facilities during all regular school days! during
regular school hours while the City shall have the right to exclusive use of the facilities at the close of regular
school days and on Saturdays, Sundays, school holidays, and during school vacation petiods. Use of the
proposed field lighting by outside groups would require a Facilities Use Permit issued by GUSD or the City
that would establish the allowable hours of use.

3.3.2 Project Phasing

Construction activities are anticipated to begin in Summer 2021. The construction would be completed in one
stage, last approximately three months, and include the following activities: asphalt demolition, grading and
excavation of the existing field, trenching for site utilities and irrigation; synthetic turf installation; and light
pole installation; construction of the resttoom and storage/maintenance building and resurfacing of the
existing basketball courts. Grading activities would result in the disturbance of approximately 121,771 square
feet of area, and would result in the export of approximately 13,381 cubic yards of soil. The anticipated
duration and number of construction workers for each phase are identified in Table 3.3-1, Proposed Construction
Schedule. The highest construction related traffic increases would occur during the soil haul phase, which is
expected to last approximately 16 total days and which would generate approximately 105 truck trips per day.
It is assumed that haul vehicles would utilize local roadways to access SR-134 and on-site construction workers
would utilize existing school parking.

Table 3.3-1 Proposed Construction Schedule
Construction Activity Duration (weeks) On-site Construction Workers
Asphalt Demolition 3 6
Grading 3 7
Utility Trenching 1 2
Field Installation/Portable Building Haul 3 3
Paving 3 7

Source: Construction data was extrapolated from the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.2.25.25.

! Regular school days are defined as those days on which school is held in regular session as established in the school calendar from
time to time and adopted by the Board of Education for each school year.
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3.4 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR

This Draft EIR is a project DEIR that examines the environmental impacts of the proposed Project. This
DEIR also addresses vatious actions by the City and others to adopt and implement the proposed Project. It is
the intent of this DEIR to evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed Project, thereby enabling the
City, other responsible agencies, and interested parties to make informed decisions with respect to the requested
entitlements. The anticipated approvals required for this Project are:

Lead Agency Action

Approve Joint Use Development and Use Agreement
Certify EIR
Adopt Mitigation Monitoring Program

City of Glendale

Glendale Unified School District Joint Use Development and Use Agreement

Responsible Agencies Action
State
Department of General Services, Division of State . )
i Approval of Construction Drawings
Architect
Regional

Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit

South Coast Air Quality Management District

Rule 201: Permit to construct

Local

Grading Permit
Storm Drain MS4 Permit
Offsite improvement permits such as drainage, sewer, water, electrical, etc.

City of Glendale Public Works

City of Glendale Fire Department Fire and Emergency Access
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4. Environmental Setting

41 INTRODUCTION

This section provides a “description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as
they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, ... from both a local and a regional perspective”
(Guidelines § 15125][a]), pursuant to provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
CEQA Guidelines. The environmental setting provides the baseline physical conditions from which the lead

agency will determine the significance of environmental impacts resulting from the proposed Project.

4.2 REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

4.21 Regional Location

The City of Glendale is located in the County of Los Angeles within the Los Angeles Basin, a coastal plain at
the north end of the Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province. The Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province
is characterized by mountain ranges separated by northwest-trending valleys, and extends from southwestern
California south into Mexico. The Los Angeles Basin is bounded by the Santa Monica Mountains and San
Gabrtiel Mountains to the north, the Santa Ana Mountains to the east, and the Pacific Ocean to the south and
west. The Santa Monica Mountains and San Gabriel Mountains are part of the Transverse Ranges Geomorphic
Province, an east-west-trending series of steep mountain ranges and valleys extending from Santa Barbara
County in the west to central Riverside County in the east.

As shown in Figure 3-1, Regional Location, the City is located at the southeastern end of the San Fernando Valley
in Los Angeles County, approximately 8 miles north of downtown Los Angeles. The City itself is bordered by
the Sun Valley and Tujunga neighborhoods of Los Angeles to the northwest, La Cafiada Flintridge and the
unincorporated area of La Crescenta to the northeast, Burbank and Griffith Park to the west, Eagle Rock and
Pasadena to the east, the Atwater Village neighborhood of Los Angeles to the south, and the Glassell Park
neighborhood of Los Angeles to the southeast.

4.2.2 Regional Planning Considerations
SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is a council of governments representing
Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura counties. SCAG is the federally
recognized metropolitan planning organization for this region, which encompasses over 38,000 square miles.
SCAG is a regional planning agency and a forum for addressing regional issues concerning transportation, the

economy, community development, and the environment. SCAG is also the regional clearinghouse for projects
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requiring environmental documentation under federal and state law. In this role, SCAG reviews proposed

development and infrastructure projects to analyze their impacts on regional planning programs.

The 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) was adopted in
Aptil 2016 (SCAG 2016). Major themes in the 2016 RTP/SCS include integrating strategies for land use and
transportation; striving for sustainability; protecting and preserving existing transportation infrastructure;
increasing capacity through improved systems managements; providing more transportation choices; leveraging
technology; responding to demographic and housing market changes; supporting commerce, economic growth,
and opportunity; promoting the links between public health, environmental protection, and economic
opportunity; and incorporating the principles of social equity and environmental justice.

The SCS outlines a development pattern for the region, which, when integrated with the transportation network
and other transportation measures and policies, would reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from
transportation (excluding goods movement). The SCS is meant to provide growth strategies that will achieve
the regional GHG emissions reduction targets identified by the California Air Resources Board. The SCS does
not require that local general plans, specific plans, or zoning be consistent with the SCS, but provides incentives
to governments and developers for consistency. The proposed Project’s consistency with the applicable 2016-
2040 RTP/SCS policies is analyzed in detail in Section 5.3, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

South Coast Air Basin Air Quality Management Plan

The City is in the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB), which is managed by the South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD). Pollutants emitted into the ambient air by stationary and mobile sources are
regulated by federal and state law and standards are detailed in the SOCAB Air Quality Management Plan
(AQMP). Air pollutants for which Ambient Air Quality Standard (AAQS) have been developed are known as
criteria air pollutants—ozone (Os), carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), nitrogen
oxides (NOy), sulfur dioxide, coarse inhalable particulate matter (PMig), fine inhalable particulate matter (PMz ),
and lead. VOC and NOy are criteria pollutant precursors and go on to form secondary criteria pollutants, such
as Oj, through chemical and photochemical reactions in the atmosphere. Air basins are classified as
attainment/nonattainment areas for particular pollutants depending on whether they meet AAQS for that
pollutant. Based on the SoOCAB AQMP, the SoCAB is designated nonattainment for Oz, PMzs, PMjo, and lead
(Los Angeles County only) under the California and National AAQS and nonattainment for NO; under the
California AAQS. The proposed Project’s consistency with the applicable AAQS is discussed in Section 5.2,
Air Quality.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Legislation

Current State of California guidance and goals for reductions in GHG emissions are generally embodied in
Executive Order S-03-05; Executive Order B-30-15; Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the Global Warming Solutions
Act (2008); and Senate Bill 375 (SB 375), the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act.

Executive Order S-03-05, signed June 1, 2005, set the following GHG reduction targets for the State of
California:
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= 2000 levels by 2010
= 1990 levels by 2020
m 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050

AB 32 was passed by the state legislature on August 31, 2000, to place the state on a course toward reducing its
contribution of GHG emissions. AB 32 follows the emissions reduction targets established in Executive
Order S-3-05. Executive Order B-30-15 also established an interim goal of a 40 percent reduction below 1990
levels by 2030.

In 2008, SB 375 was adopted to connect GHG emissions reductions targets for the transportation sector to
local land use decisions that affect travel behavior. Its intent is to reduce GHG emissions from light-duty trucks
and automobiles by aligning regional long-range transportation plans, investments, and housing allocations to
local land use planning to reduce vehicle miles traveled and vehicle trips. SCAG’s targets are an 8 percent per
capita reduction from 2005 GHG emission levels by 2020 and a 13 percent per capita reduction from 2005
GHG emission levels by 2035.

The proposed Project’s ability to meet these regional GHG emissions reduction target goals is analyzed in

Section 5.3, Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority

The Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority (Metro) is Los Angeles County’s designated congestion
management agency. Metro is responsible for the conformance monitoring and updating of Los Angeles
County’s Congestion Management Program (CMP), a multimodal program. The proposed Project’s consistency
with the CMP is provided in Section 5.5, Transportation and Traffic.

Congestion Management Program

The most recent CMP was issued by Metro in 2010. The goals of the CMP are to link local land use decisions
with their impacts on regional transportation, and air quality; and to develop a partnership among transportation
decision makers on devising appropriate transportation solutions that include all modes of travel. To meet these
goals, the CMP provides:

m  Tracking and analysis to determine how the regional highway and transit systems are performing,

m  Local analysis of the impacts of local land use decisions on regional transportation.

m  Local implementation of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) design guidelines that ensure new
development includes improvements supportive of transit and TDM.

m  Tracking new building activity throughout Los Angeles County (Metro 2010).

4.3 LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project site is bounded by multifamily residential uses to the north (fronting East Glenoaks Boulevard),
WMS campus buildings, including classrooms and administrative buildings (fronting Monterey Road) to the
south, WMS campus buildings to the west, with single-family and multi-family residential uses located west of
the campus fronting Adams Street, and Verdugo Road to the east. The WMS campus is rectangularly shaped
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and bordered by Glenoaks Boulevard to the north, Monterey Road to the south, Verdugo Road to the east, and
Adams Street to west. SR-134 is approximately 0.13 miles to the south of the Project site.

4.31 Location and Land Use

The WMS campus is approximately 10 acres in size and is currently developed with classroom buildings,
administration building, a gymnasium, a multi-purpose athletic field, ten outdoor basketball courts, an outdoor
lunch area, cafeteria, staff/visitor patking lot, student drop-off/pick-up zone, pedestrian walkways and
landscaped planters (see Figure 3-3, Aerial Photograph). School enrollment for the 2016-17 school year included
1,183 students attending 6™ through 8% grade. The typical bell schedule begins the school day at 8:00 a.m. and
dismissal occurs at 2:47 p.m.

The existing athletic field is located on the northernmost portion of the campus, to the north of the existing
basketball courts. The athletic field is a 2.75-acres and comprised of natural turf, with a long jump pit located
along the eastern border. The basketball courts are approximately 0.92 acres and include six of the ten courts
on the campus (the remaining four are to the south and separated from the Project site by an existing fence
and are not a part of the proposed Project). The field does not have bleachers or lights. The Project site is
approximately 6 feet below the grade of Verdugo Road, and 5 feet below the grade of the unnamed alley
between the site and the multi-family homes to the north. A small storage box is located along the eastern
border. The field and the adjacent basketball courts are relatively level, with a minor slope towards the center
for site drainage.

The Project site is currently utilized by WMS for physical education purposes and school sports programs. In
addition to WMS uses, outside sporting groups have been individually permitted by Glendale Unified School
District (GUSD) to use the practice field on weekends generally between the hours of 8:30 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.
on Saturdays and 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays.

Parking and Access

Main vehicular access to the WMS campus is provided along Monterey Road, including the student drop-
off/pick-up zone and faculty/visitor parking located along Monterey Road. Limited parking is provided along
the western perimeter of the campus, adjacent the classroom buildings located west of the Project site. Street
parking is available on Verdugo Road, Monterey Road and Adams Street. Construction workers and vehicles
would access the Project site through the western parking area, entering from Verdugo Road, separate from the
main student pick-up/drop-off and faculty/visitor parking.

4.3.2 Scenic Features

The Project site is surrounded by the WMS campus to the west and south, North Verdugo Road to the east,
and residential uses to the north. The proposed Project’s surrounding vicinity is urban and is fully developed
with residential and commercial uses. The nearest scenic areas in the vicinity are the Verdugo Mountains Open
Space Preserve, approximately 1.5 miles to the north, and the San Rafael Hills, approximately 1.2 miles to the
east. Details related to impacts on the Project site’s scenic features and visual character are provided in Section
5.1, Aesthetics.
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4.3.3 Climate and Air Quality

As noted above, Glendale is in the SOCAB, which is managed by SCAQMD. The SoCAB is designated as
nonattainment for ozone (O3), fine inhalable particulate matter (PMzs), and lead (Los Angeles County only)
under the California and National AAQS and nonattainment for coarse inhalable particulate matter (PMjq) and
nitrogen dioxide (NO2) under the California AAQS. Additional information regarding air quality and climate
change regulation affecting Glendale is provided in Section 4.2.2, Regional Planning Considerations, above. Existing
air quality conditions in the City are also provided in Sections 5.2, Air Quality, and 5.3, Greenhonse Gas Emissions.

4.3.4 Noise

The Project site is in a predominantly residential area and is subject to noise from transportation and stationary
sources. In addition to roadway noise and residential noise sources (i.e. property maintenance, light mechanical
equipment, people talking, etc.), the Project vicinity is also subject to recurring events of athletic field noise
from the existing Project site. Noise sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the proposed Project are the residential
uses located immediately to the north and adjacent to the practice field, the residential uses located to the west
opposite school buildings and the residential uses located to the east across from North Verdugo Road. Refer
to Section 5.4, Noise, for additional information concerning the noise environment and an analysis of Project-
related noise impacts.

4.3.5 General Plan and Zoning

The City’s General Plan Land Use Element designates the Project site as Public Semi-Public (Glendale 2018).
The middle school campus is zoned as Low Density Residential (R1). According to Section 30.11.020
Residential District Land Uses And Permit Requirements, public parks and recreational facilities are permitted
in the R1 zone.

44 ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Section 15130 of the CEQA Guidelines states that cumulative impacts shall be discussed where they are
significant. It further states that this discussion shall reflect the level and severity of the impact and the
likelihood of occurrence, but not in as great a level of detail as that necessary for the project alone. Section

13

15355 of the Guidelines defines cumulative impacts as “..two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.”
Cumulative impacts represent the change caused by the incremental impact of a project when added to other

proposed or committed projects in the vicinity.

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130 [b][1]) state that the information utilized in an analysis of cumulative
impacts should come from one of two sources:

A. A list of past, present and probable future projects producing related cumulative impacts,
including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency.

B. A summary of projections contained in an adopted General Plan or related planning
document designed to evaluate regional or area-wide conditions.
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The cumulative impact analysis in this DEIR uses Method A. The list of related projects was prepared based
on data provided by the City’s Current Projects Map online tool (Glendale, CA Planning Division, 2019). A

total of 22 cumulative projects were identified in the study area for the traffic study, shown on Table 4-1,

Summary of Related Projects, below. These projects are future projects that have been approved but not yet built

and/or for which development applications have been filed and are under consideration by the City located

within 2 miles of the Project site.

Table 4-1 Summary of Related Projects
Distance
ID Project Location Proposed Land Use Size Status (miles)
1| 1001 E Colorado Street Hotel 134 rooms Under Construction 0.88
2 | 337N Cedar Street MF Residential 4 du Approved 0.48
115N Adam Street MF Residential 4 du Approved 0.62
MF Residential 228 du
4 | 413N Brand Bivd Commercial 5.000 sf Approved 0.95
5 | 426-503 N Kenwood Street MF Residential 21 du Approved 0.75
6 | 610 N Brand Blvd MF Residential 240 du Proposed 0.94
7 | 534 N Kenwood Street MF Residential 11du Proposed 0.73
. MF Residential 464 du
8 ﬁ 8g:tlr-j)fol\r\],%f:eand 418 Live/\Nor'k 25du Under Construction 1.09
Commercial 8,140 sf
MF Residential 153 du
9 | 130N Central Avenue Commercial (Option A) 4,900 sf Approved 1.22
Live/Work (Option B) 5du
10 | 352-358 W Milford Street Affordable MF Residential 32du Under Construction 1.27
11 | 361 Myrtle Street Condominium 15du Proposed 1.31
12 | 452 W Milford MF Residential 15du Approved 147
13 | 350 Salem Street Condominium 12 du Approved 1.33
14 | 520 N Central Avenue MF Residential 99 du Approved 1.1
15 | 515-523 N Central Avenue General Office 14,229 sf Proposed 113
16 181?1?(9\1/;218 N Brand Hotel 85 rooms Under Construction 1.02
17 135 W Glenoaks Hotel 219 rooms Proposed 1.09
Boulevard
19 | 500 E Colorado Street Medical Qfﬁce 30,800 sf Under Construction 1.77
Retail 8,230 sf
20 | 126-132 S Kenwood Street MF Residential 44 du Proposed 1
21 | 145N Louise Street Hotel 147 rooms Under Construction 0.97

Source: Placeworks 2020; Appendix E of this DEIR.
Notes: MF = multi-family; du=dwelling units; sf=square feet

Please refer to Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, of this DEIR for a discussion of the cumulative impacts

associated with development and growth in the City and region for each environmental resource area.
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5. Environmental Analysis

Chapter 5 examines the environmental setting of the proposed Project, analyzes its effects and the significance of
its impacts, and recommends mitigation measures to reduce or avoid impacts. This chapter has a separate section
for each environmental issue area that was determined to need further study in the EIR. This scope was
determined in the initial study and notice of preparation (NOP), which were published August 1, 2017 (see
Appendix A1), and through public and agency comments received during the NOP comment period from August
1, 2017, to September 1, 2017 (see Appendix A2). Environmental issues and their corresponding sections ate:

m 5.1 Aesthetics

m 52 Air Quality

m 53 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
m 54 Noise

m 55 Transportation and Traffic

5.6 Energy

Sections 5.1 through 5.5 provide a detailed discussion of the environmental setting, impacts associated with the
proposed Project, and mitigation measures designed to reduce significant impacts where required and when

feasible. The residual impacts following the implementation of any mitigation measure are also discussed.

The initial study also determined that certain issues under an environmental topic would not be significantly
affected by implementation of the proposed Project; these issues are not discussed further in this EIR.

Organization of Environmental Analysis

To assist the reader with comparing information between environmental issues, each section is organized under
nine major headings:

®m  Environmental Setting

m  Thresholds of Significance

m  Environmental Impacts

m  Cumulative Impacts

m  Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions
m  Level of Significance Before Mitigation

= Mitigation Measures

m Level of Significance After Mitigation

References
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In addition, Chapter 1, Executive Summary, has a table that summarizes all impacts by environmental issue.

Terminology Used in This Draft SEIR

The level of significance is identified for each impact in this DEIR. Although the criteria for determining
significance are different for each topic area, the environmental analysis applies a uniform classification of the
impacts based on definitions consistent with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines:

®  No impact. The project would not change the environment.

B Less than significant. The project would not cause any substantial, adverse change in the environment.

® Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The EIR includes mitigation measures that avoid
substantial adverse impacts on the environment.

]

Significant and unavoidable. The project would cause a substantial adverse effect on the environment, and
no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce the impact to a less than significant level.
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5.1 AESTHETICS

This section of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) discusses potential impacts to the visual
appearance and character of the Project site and its surroundings associated with implementation of the
proposed Project. The analysis in this section is based in part on the following technical report:

n [ ijghting Report for Wilson Middle School, Musco Sports Lighting, LL.C. (Musco Lighting), June 2018.

A complete copy of this study is included in Appendix B to this DEIR.

5.1.1 Environmental Setting
5111  REGULATORY SETTING

State and local laws, regulations, plans, and guidelines that are applicable to the proposed Project are
summarized below.

State
California Building Code: Building Energy Efficiency Standards

Energy conservation standards for new residential and non-residential buildings were adopted by the California
Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission (now the CEC) in June 1977 and most recently
revised in 2016 (Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Title 24 requires the design of
building shells and building components to conserve energy. The standards are updated periodically to allow
for consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. On June 10,
2015, the CEC adopted the 2016 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, which went into effect on January 1,
2017. Title 24 requires outdoor lighting controls to reduce energy usage; in effect, this reduces outdoor lighting,

Nighttime Sky, CCR Title 24, Outdoor Lighting Standards

The California legislature passed a bill in 2001 requiring the California Energy Commission to adopt energy
efficiency standards for outdoor lighting, both public and private. In November 2003 the commission adopted
changes to the California Code of Regulations, Title 24, parts 1 and 6, Building Energy Efficiency Standards.
These standards became effective on October 1, 2005, and included changes to the requirements for outdoor
lighting for residential and nonresidential development. These standards improved the quality of outdoor
lighting and helped to reduce the impacts of light pollution, light trespass, and glare. The standards regulate
lighting characteristics such as maximum power and brightness, shielding, and sensor controls to turn lighting
on and off. Different lighting standards are set for different “lighting zones” (LZ), and the zone for a specific
area is based on population figures from the 2000 Census. Areas can be designated LZ1 (dark), LZ2 (rural), or
LZ3 (urban). Based on this classification, the Project site is designated LZ3.
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Local

City of Glendale Zoning Code

Sections of the Glendale Municipal Code that pertain to aesthetics—and lighting in particular—are found in
Chapter 30 (Zoning Code).

m  Section 30.30.040: (R1) Lighting. This section of the Zoning Code restricts outdoor lighting for
uncovered parking areas, vehicle access ways, and walkways within specific zones to sixteen feet or less.
This section also regulates overspill, compliance with state energy efficiency standards (see above), and
light that flashes, shimmers, or flickers. The Project site’s zoning designation (R1) is not an applicable
designation as listed in Section 30.30.040.

Glendale General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element

The Open Space and Conservation Element of the Glendale General Plan (Glendale 1993) addresses, among
other topics, visual and scenic resources. The element lists the following aesthetic functions of open space:

m  Scenic beauty, such as landscapes that contain lush or colorful vegetation or other features that are visually
attractive on the basis of their appearance.

m  Prominent stature, such as topographical relief features that are bold, highly visible or distinctive.

m  Uniqueness such as features that are unusual or uncommon.

m  Contract or symmetry, such as landscapes with component features of high diversification or a consistently
occurring pattern with an interesting visual effect.

®  Identify and form, such as neighborhoods and historic resources, reflecting a sense of time and place within
the history of the community.

The visual and scenic resources subsection of the element generally focuses on the City’s ridgelines and large
contiguous areas of open space to satisty the functions listed above. Because the Project site is located in an
urbanized portion of the City away from the City’s primary visual resources (e.g., the Verdugo Mountains, San
Rafael Hills, and San Gabriel Mountains), the site and its immediate surroundings are characterized as areas of
“low visual sensitivity” (Glendale 1993). The potential visual impacts of light and glare on Glendale’s scenic
resources are not discussed in the City’s General Plan.

5.1.1.2  VISUAL SETTING

Visual Character and Resources

The Project site is fully developed and consists of a middle school campus. The Project’s surrounding vicinity
is urban and is fully developed with residential and commercials uses. As discussed in the Initial Study to this
DEIR, the Project site does not contain unique visual features that would distinguish it from surrounding areas
nor is it located within a designated scenic vista. Trees and shrubs at WMS are ornamental and not known to

hold any special importance as noteworthy visual assets.
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Landform

The Project site and surrounding immediate vicinity are largely flat. The existing sports field is somewhat
sunken below the grade of the alley to the north and Verdugo Road to the east, with a small wall separating
these roadways from the play surface. This wall is approximately six feet at its tallest in the Project site’s
northeast corner. Outside of the Project site, residential neighborhoods to the east and northeast are located
in the College Hills.

Scenic Views and Vistas

The nearest scenic areas in the vicinity are the Verdugo Mountains Open Space Preserve, approximately 1.5
miles to the north, and the San Rafael Hills, approximately 1.2 miles to the east. Views from the Project site to
scenic areas (i.e., ridgelines and mountains) are limited and obstructed by the surrounding urban environment.

Light and Glare

Because WMS is located in an urban environment, the Project site and its immediate vicinity contains many
existing sources of nighttime illumination. Under existing conditions, nighttime lighting on the WMS campus
are limited to security lighting along pathways and building exteriors. There is no nighttime lighting installed on
the existing athletic fields. Off-site lighting sources includes street lighting, extetior lighting on existing single-
and multi-family residential, and commercial uses. Additional ambient light in the area is generated by

surrounding neighborhoods and the Ventura Freeway (SR-134) to the south and southwest.

5.1.2 Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, except as provided in Public Resources Code Section
21099, a project would normally have a significant effect on the environment if the project would:

AE-1 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.

AE-2 Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and
historic buildings within a state scenic highway.

AE-3 In non-urbanized area, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views
of the site and its surroundings. Public views are those that are experienced from publicly
accessible vantage point. In an urbanized area, conflict with applicable zoning and other

regulations governing scenic quality

AE-4 Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area.

The Initial Study, included as Appendix Al found that impacts associated with the following thresholds would
be less than significant:

m  Threshold AE-1: The Project site does not contain unique visual features that would distinguish it from
surrounding areas nor is it located within a designated scenic vista. Views from the Project site and these
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scenic areas are limited and obstructed by the surrounding urban environment. Implementation of the
proposed Project would not result in the obstruction or degradation of existing scenic views, and views
would continue to be available beyond the Project site. Therefore, impacts to scenic vista would be less
than significant.

m  Threshold AE-2: No state scenic highways, scenic resources, or historic buildings exist on the site or within
the Project vicinity. Therefore, the proposed Project would have no impact on scenic resources within a
state scenic highway.

m  Threshold AE-3: Changing the existing grass field to a synthetic turf field would not change the visual
character of the site or the surrounding areas, as it would continue to be used as it is presently.
Implementation of the proposed lighting facilities, synthetic turf field, and, surrounding rubberized jogging
track would not detract from the visual character of the site, as these improvements would be visually
consistent with the uses currently existing on the Project site. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

Based on this analysis, these impacts will not be addressed in the following analysis.

5.1.3 Environmental Impacts
5131  METHODOLOGY

Nighttime illumination and glare impacts are the effects of a project’s exterior lighting upon adjoining uses and
areas. Light and glare impacts are determined through a comparison of the existing light sources with the
proposed lighting plan or policies. In some cases, excessive light and glare can be annoying to residents or other
sensitive land uses; be disotienting or dangerous to dtivers; impair the character of rural communities; and/or
adversely affect wildlife.

Nighttime illumination and glare analysis addresses the effects of a project’s nighttime lighting on adjoining
uses and areas. Light and glare impacts are determined through a comparison of the existing light sources with
the proposed lighting plan or policies. If the project has the potential to generate spill light on adjacent sensitive
receptors or generate glare at receptors in the vicinity of the site, mitigation measures can be provided to reduce
potential impacts, as necessary. The following provides relevant lighting assessment terminology used in this
analysis.

Foot-candle. The unit of measure expressing the quantity of light on a surface. One foot-candle is the
illuminance produced by a candle on a surface of one square foot from a distance of one foot. The general
benchmarks for light levels are shown in Table 5.1-1.

Table 5.1-1 General Light Levels Benchmark

Outdoor Light Foot-candles
Direct Sunlight 10,000
Full Daylight 1,000
Overcast Day 100
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Dusk 10
Twilight 1
Deep Twilight 0.1
Full Moon 0.01
Quarter Moon 0.001
Moonless Night 0.0001
Overcast Night 0.00001
Gas station canopies 25-30
Typical neighborhood streetlight 1.0-5.0

Source: NOAO 2016.

Horizontal foot-candle. The amount of light received on a horizontal surface such as a roadway or parking
lot pavement.

Vertical foot-candle. The amount of light received on a vertical surface such as a billboard or building facade.

Lumen. A unit of measure for quantifying the amount of light energy emitted by a light source. In other
words, foot-candles measure the brightness of the light at the illuminated object, and lumens measure the
amount of light radiated by the light source.

Luminaire (“light fixture”). The complete lighting unit (fixture) consists of a lamp—or lamps and
ballast(s)—and the parts that distribute the light (reflector, lens, diffuser), position and protect the lamps, and

connect the lamps to the power supply. An important component of luminaires is their shielding:

m  Fully shielded. A luminaire emitting no light above the horizontal plane.

m  Shielded. A luminaire emitting less than 2 percent of its light above the horizontal plane.

»  Partly shielded. A luminaire emitting less than 10 percent of its light above the horizontal plane.
m  Unshielded. A luminaire that may emit light in any direction.

Spill light. Light from a lighting installation that falls outside the boundaties of the property for which it is
intended.

Light trespass. Spill light that, because of quantitative, directional, or type of light, causes annoyance,
discomfort, or loss in visual performance and visibility. Light trespass is light cast where it is not wanted or
needed, such as light from a streetlight or a floodlight that illuminates someone’s bedroom at night, making it
difficult to sleep. As a general rule, taller poles allow fixtures to be aimed more directly on the playing surface,
which reduces the amount of light spilling into surrounding areas. Proper fixture angles ensure even light
distribution across the playing area and reduce spill light. See Illustration AE-1, Light Trespass, below, adapted
from Musco Sports Lighting, LLLC (Musco Lighting 2015).
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Illustration AE-1. Light Trespass

spill Iigm

optimal aming point

Glare. Light that causes visual discomfort or disability or a loss of visual performance when a bright object
appears against a dark background. Glare can be generated by building-exterior materials, surface-paving
materials, vehicles traveling or parked on roads and driveways, and stadium lights. Any highly reflective fagade
material is a concern because buildings can reflect bright sunrays. The concepts of spill light, direct glare, and
light trespass are illustrated in Illustration AE-2, Glare, below, adapted from Institution of Lighting Engineers
(ILE 2003).

Illustration AE-2. Glate
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The City recognizes that light trespass varies according to surrounding environmental characteristics. Areas that
are more rural in character are more susceptible to impacts resulting from the installation of new artificial
lighting sources, whereas urbanized areas are characterized by a large number of existing artificial lighting
sources and are less susceptible to adverse effects associated with new artificial lighting sources. Therefore,
lighting standards vary according to the amount and intensity of existing light sources in the area. In order to
determine appropriate lighting standards that reflect the existing lighting conditions, land uses are categorized
into four lighting zones (IES 2011):
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m  LZ1: Low ambient lighting. Areas where lighting might adversely affect flora and fauna or disturb the
character of the area. The vision of human residents and users is adapted to low light levels. Lighting may
be used for safety and convenience, but it is not necessatily uniform or continuous. After curfew, most
lighting should be extinguished or reduced as activity levels decline.

m  LZ2: Moderate ambient lighting. Areas of human activity where the vision of human residents and
users is adapted to moderate light levels. Lighting may typically be used for safety and convenience, but it
is not necessarily uniform or continuous. After curfew, lighting may be extinguished or reduced as activity
levels decline.

m  LZ3: Moderately high ambient lighting. Areas of human activity where the vision of human residents
and users is adapted to moderately high light levels. Lighting is generally desired for safety, security, and/or
convenience, and it is often uniform and/or continuous. After curfew, lighting may be extinguished or
reduced in most areas as activity levels decline.

m  LZ4: High ambient lighting. Areas of human activity where the vision of human residents and users is
adapted to high light levels. Lighting is generally considered necessary for safety, security, and/or
convenience, and it is mostly uniform and/or continuous. After curfew, lighting may be extinguished or
reduced in some areas as activity levels decline.

The Project site is identified as LZ3 based on population figures from the 2000 Census and the above IES
lighting zone description.

Proposed Lighting System

As discussed in Chapter 3 of this DEIR, the proposed Project would replacement of an result in the
redevelopment of the existing grass field and paved basketball courts with a joint use multi-purpose synthetic
all-weather sports field with football, soccer, and lacrosse markings and surrounding five-lane all-weather
rubberized surface jogging track, fitness equipment, consisting of, perimeter security fence with privacy
screening, restroom and storage/maintenance building(s), walkways, landscaping, irrigation, re-grading of the
existing basketball court surface, and sports field lighting. The proposed field lighting is necessary for evening
use on weeknights and weekends. The City’s use of the proposed field would be from 5:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.
Monday through Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. on Saturday and Sunday.

The proposed Project involves the installation and operation of six 70-foot-tall light poles along the perimeter
of the running track. Figure 3-4, Site Plan illustrates the location of the proposed field lighting fixtures on the
Project site. Each light pole would be mounted with seven light fixtures utilizing 1,500 watt (1.56 kilowatts per
hour [kW/h]) Musco TLC-LED-1150 lamps and equipped with Light-Structure Green (LSG) visors. The new
light poles would provide an average of 30 foot-candles across the athletic field, which is the lighting standard
for recreational activity based on Illumination Engineering Society of North. America (IESNA) RP-6-15
Recommended Practice for Sports Lighting. Using the TLC for Led system, the proposed lighting can be controlled
to direct the light precisely onto the field instead of typical floodlights.
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The analysis below was performed using a photometric study and view simulations of the proposed light
system. The photometric study was prepared by Musco Lighting based on an engineered design layout that
included the programmed six 70-foot-tall poles, each with 42 lights: five lights in a horizontal configuration
across the top of each pole and two ball tracking ‘up’ lights placed at 20 feet from the base of each pole. The
photometric study serves as a blueprint for the anticipated light levels both on and off the proposed Project
site by calculating the amount of light that will fall on an object based on the output and angle of the fixture(s).
Based on this design configuration, the light levels were calculated for the center of the proposed playing field
and at the WMS property line boundaries.

To further evaluate the potential for Project lighting to affect surrounding sensitive land uses, nighttime visual
simulations were prepared. In creation of the visual simulations, PlaceWorks took photographs of the Project
site to show the worst-case visual impacts of the Project site from surrounding public vantage points.
PlaceWorks modeled the proposed improvements using AutoCAD files of the site plan. The 3D model was
imported into AutoDesk MdsMax to verify accurate dimensions and massing of modeled lighting for the
proposed Project from the files received from Musco Lighting. Once verification of model size was confirmed,
the view simulations were combined with the existing photographs in Adobe Photoshop. These simulations

are intended to provide a photo realistic rendering of the proposed Project upon completion.

5.1.3.2  IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following impact analysis addresses thresholds of significance for which the Initial Study disclosed
potentially significant impacts. The applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement.

Impact 5.1-1:  Operation of the proposed Project would generate a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect nighttime views in the area. [Threshold AE-4]

Impact Analysis:

Light Trespass Impact

Although the City’s Municipal Code does not identify a maximum amount of illumination that can be generated
by recreational uses, it defines light trespass for parking structures as light exceeding 0.5 foot-candle at the
property line. Therefore, the City has adopted the 0.5 foot-candle at the property line as the threshold for
impact for the proposed Project.

The proposed 70-foot-tall light poles provide the minimum height required to effectively illuminate the field
area with an average maximum of 30 foot-candles (fc). It is not possible to completely eliminate spillover of
light and glare onto adjoining properties and roadways, but the proposed pole height allows the best control
for focusing the lights to minimize spillover light. Higher mounting heights are generally more effective in
controlling spill light, because a more controlled and/or narrower beam may be used, making it easier to confine
the light to the designated area. Lower mounting heights increase the spill light beyond the property boundaries.
Lower mounting heights make bright parts of the floodlights more visible from positions outside the property

boundary, which can increase glare.
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As shown in Figure 5.1-1, Proposed Field 1llumination Summary, light levels from the six 70-foot tall light poles
would have an average minimum light level of 30 foot-candles along any horizontal surface of the improved
playing field. The figure illustrates horizontal spill light levels in foot-candles on a 30-foot by 30-foot grid. As
described above, hotizontal foot-candles represent the light level received on a horizontal surface such as a
sports field, roadway, or parking lot pavement. As shown, the proposed system provides intended lighting levels
on the field, with spill light dissipating away from the from the playing surface.

Figure 5.1.-2, Proposed Field llumination Summary — Off-site, illustrate the amount of light trespass at the WMS
property line with implementation of the proposed Project. As shown in Figure 5.1-2, light spillover along the
southern, eastern, and western property lines would not reach levels above 0.0 foot-candles and no adverse
impacts would occur. However, along the northern property line, light levels from the proposed field lighting
would approach 3.5 foot-candle on the neighboring property consisting of multi-family residential uses. Light
levels would exceed the 0.5 foot-candle threshold and the proposed Project would result in new lighting that
would intrude on neighboring residential uses and could affect nighttime views. This would be a potentially
significant impact.

To further evaluate the potential for Project lighting to affect surrounding sensitive land uses, nighttime visual
simulations were prepared. Per CEQA requirements, the evaluation of potential visual impacts of a project on
private vantage points (e.g. single-family or multi-family residential uses) is generally not required. Evaluation
of such impacts is instead focused on potential effects on public views (e.g., from public roadways). The five
view simulations prepared for the proposed Project are shown in Figures 5.1-4 through 5.1-8. A key map
showing the vantage point of each simulation is shown in Figure 5.1-3, View Simulation Key Map. The potential
light impacts of the proposed Project are described below. Although the proposed lighting system would not
generate light and glare impacts during the day, daytime view simulations are shown in the figures and explained
below for context purposes.
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Figure 5.1-1 - Proposed Field lllumination Summary
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Figure 5.1-2 - Proposed Field lllumination Summary Off-site
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Figure 5.1-3 - View Simulation Key Map
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View 1

As shown in Figure 5.1-3, View 1 looks in a northwest direction across the Project site from North Verdugo
Road. Figure 5.1-4, View Simulation, View 1, shows the Project site under existing conditions and under
implementation of the proposed Project. Daytime views of the Project site from this vantage point would be
little changed under the proposed Project. Existing street trees, street lights, and power lines obstruct views
across the site and views of the proposed light poles would also be partially obstructed. While the proposed
light poles are visible from the street and are taller than other elements of area’s built environment, distant
views of trees across the site are still visible from View 1. The overall daytime visual character of View 1 is
essentially unchanged.

Figure 5.1-4 also shows the Project site at night. Views from View 1 are relatively dark for an urban context.
The most significant source of illumination is a yellow street light on the western frontage of Verdugo Road
adjacent to the Project site. Under the proposed Project, the proposed light poles are clearly visible due to their
height above other vertical visual elements (buildings and trees) and their illumination of a surface (the turf
field) that is unlit under existing conditions. However, as shown in Figure 5.1-2, the light poles closest to View
1 clearly direct light downward onto the field and existing solar panels and do not spill light in a broader manner.
The nighttime sky is generally black as under existing conditions and the most prominent source of light is still
the existing street light. Accordingly, homes across Verdugo Road would not be expected to experience
excessive light pollution in their windows or yards. Nor would drivers along Verdugo Road be expected to

experience excessive light or glare generated by the proposed Project when driving at night.

View 2

As shown in Figure 5.1-3, View 2 looks in a southwest direction from the intersection of Verdugo Drive and
East Glenoaks Avenue. Figure 5.1-5, View Simulation, View 2, shows the Project site under existing conditions
and under implementation of the proposed Project. Existing daytime views are dominated by foreground views
of homes, trees, street lights, and the pole-mounted traffic signal lights. Daytime views from this vantage point
would be little changed under the proposed Project; only one proposed light pole is barely visible from View
2, behind an existing street light pole and trees.

Figure 5.1-5 also shows View 2 at night, which features more ambient light than View 1. The most significant
soutces of illumination are yellow street lights and the traffic signal lights (including the walk/don’t walk signal).
Under the proposed Project, one proposed light pole is visible (see left-center of photo) Due to their height
above other vertical visual elements (buildings and trees), downward-projected light from this and an adjacent
light pole are visible. However, the nighttime sky in most of View 2 is as dark as under existing conditions and
the most prominent sources of light are still existing street lights and traffic signals. Accordingly, users of this
intersection (including cars and pedestrians) and nearby homes would not be expected to experience light
pollution generated at the Project site. Light generated by the proposed Project is limited to a distant faint glow
in a small portion of the view framed by View 2.
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Figure 5.1-4 - View Simulation, View 1
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Figure 5.1-5 - View Simulation, View 2
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View 3

View 3 looks south into the Project site from the adjacent east-west oriented alley. Figure 5.1-6, VZew Simulation,
View 3, shows the Project site under existing conditions and under implementation of the proposed Project.
Daytime views of the Project site from this vantage point would be little changed under the proposed Project.
Under both existing conditions and the proposed Project, View 3 is framed by garage structures associated with
the adjacent apartment complexes, along with existing utility poles. Views across the existing play field and
toward the existing school buildings are substantially obstructed by the site’s existing pole-mounted solar array.
The existing solar array, fencing, and utility poles remain the most prominent visual obstructions from View 3
under the proposed Project. Although two light poles are visible, they are thin and do not block views of
anything behind WMS. The overall daytime visual character of View 3 is unchanged.

Figure 5.1-6 also shows View 3 at night, only at a slightly different angle. Under existing conditions, the most
prominent sources of nighttime illumination at this vantage point are building lights on the WMS campus and
other lights in the distance down Verdugo Road. Because this vantage point faces toward central Glendale, an
overall ambient glow of light is visible in the night sky. As shown in the figure, the existing play field and solar
array do not feature lighting,

Under the proposed Project, three proposed light poles are visible: one in the foreground and two on the south
side of proposed play field. Due to their height above other vertical visual elements (school buildings and solar
array), nighttime light from the poles is visible. However, the proposed light fixtures cleatly direct this light
downward. The play surface is also clearly lit in View 3. There would be a noticeable increase in nighttime light
from this vantage point during evening use of the proposed recreation facilities, mostly on the lower level of
garage doors. However, upper level residential windows do face the Project site. As described above, the
proposed filed lighting would result in light levels of 3.5 foot-candles along the property line. This increase is
considered potentially significant.

View 4

View 4 looks west toward the Project site from the residential neighborhood. Specifically, the view looks over
a single-family residence on Sylvanoak Drive. Figure 5.1-7, 17ew Simulation, View 5, shows the roof of the house,
surrounding trees, power lines, and buildings at lower elevations in the distance. High-rise buildings in central
Glendale (along Brand Boulevard and Central Avenue) are visible in the center of Figure 5.1-7, View Sinmlation,
View 4. As in Views 1 through 3, daytime views of the Project site from this vantage point would be little
changed under the proposed Project. Under both existing conditions and the proposed Project, View 4 is
framed by existing buildings, trees, and other elements of the built environment. Under the proposed Project,
daytime views from View 4 include four proposed light poles: three on the north side of the Project site and
one on the south. These are roughly the same visual height as existing powerlines and buildings in the distance.

Figure 5.1-7 also shows View 4 at night. Under existing conditions, the most prominent sources of nighttime
illumination at this vantage point are building lights in the distance and general ambient light generated by
urbanized areas of Glendale and surrounding communities. Street lights are visible in the middle distance but
are overshadowed by the general glow of the distance nighttime sky.
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Under the proposed Project, four proposed light poles are visible: one on the south side of the play field and
three on the north. Due to their height above other visual elements in the middle distance, nighttime light from
the poles is visible. Light falling on the existing solar array is also visible and, as shown in Figure 5.1-5, the
buildings on the west side of the WMS campus look brighter due to their adjacency to the lighted field surface.
Although there would be a noticeable increase in nighttime light from this vantage point during evening use of
the proposed recreation facilities, numerous sources of light in the middle and far distance obscure the visual
effect of the proposed light poles. Light from the poles would contribute to an environment that feature
substantial distance illumination under existing conditions.

Furthermore, due to its distance from the Project site, the residential neighborhood with a View 4 vantage point
would not experience direct light from the Project site shining in windows or on outdoor spaces. While some
homes, such as those on Sylvanoak Drive, Woodbury Road, and Glenvista Drive would be able to see the tops
of light poles on the Project site when looking to the west at night, due to the distance from the lights, the
intervening geography, landscaping and residential uses, as well as the downward orientation of the proposed
lighting system, the lights would not intrude on residential uses at this vantage point.

View 5

View 5 looks east toward the Project site from North Adams Street. Figure 5.1-8 shows the walled yard of a
single-story home. Behind this are the buildings of WMS. The most prominent elements affecting views of the
sky and hillsides to the east of the school are a street light, utility pole, and multiple power lines. As shown in
Figure 5.1-6, daytime views of the Project site from this vantage point would be little changed under the
proposed Project. Two proposed light poles are visible, but they are substantially less visually prominent than
the existing school buildings, public utility infrastructure. Under the proposed Project, View 5 remains framed
by the existing utility pole and street light; trees in the distance are still visible.

Figure 5.1-8 also shows View 5 at night. As with View 1, View 5 is quite dark at night. Under existing conditions,
the most prominent sources of nighttime illumination when the photo was taken at this vantage point are the
existing street light and the securing lighting along the northern boundary of the WMS campus.

Under the proposed Project, four proposed light poles are visible: one on the south side of the play field and
three on the north. Due to their height above other visual elements, nighttime light from the poles is visible
and reduces the existing darkness provided by View 5. Although there would be an increase in visible nighttime
light from this vantage point during evening use of the proposed recreation facilities, light levels would not be
substantial as spill light would be reduced to 0.0 foot-candles by the distance and intervening structures of the
WMS campus. As with the existing condition, the most prominent source of light along Adams Street would
still be the existing street light. Furthermore, the downward orientation of the proposed lights and bulk of the
school’s existing buildings (which separate the proposed play surface and homes along Adams Street), would
limit the spill of direct light onto back yards and into rear windows.
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Figure 5.1-6 - View Simulation, View 3
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Figure 5.1-7 - View Simulation, View 4
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Figure 5.1-8 - View Simulation, View 5
5. Environmental Analysis

e S T R

e— o
e e, D Y o

e
— L
2] PZ{PZ e rEPEa; SUPRAPZ AFZAFELPTAPLTORS 5
2]
L X4

Existing i s e e T Existing

ExtentCHlightRCIE

Proposed - Proposed

PlaceWorks




WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

9. Environmental Analysis
AESTHETICS

This page intentionally left blank.

Page 5.1-30 PlaceWorfks



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

5. Environmental Analysis
AESTHETICS

Generation of Glare

In addition to nighttime illumination, the lighting study prepared for the proposed Project models the glare that
would be generated by the proposed lighting system and seen by an observer “when facing the brightest light
source from any direction” (Musco Lighting 2018). As shown in the study (see Appendix B to this DEIR), most
glare generated by the proposed Project would only be observed on the Project site or other portions of the
WMS campus. Glare deemed to be “significant” or “high glare” would be limited to the area directly around
the play field. High glare is defined as 150,000 or more candela while significant glare is defined as 25,000 to
75,000 candela and equivalent to high beam headlights of a car. Glare would be visible from surrounding streets
(mostly Verdugo Road) and surrounding land uses. However, these areas would primarily expetrience “minimal
to no glare” (500 or less candela), which is equivalent to a 100W incandescent light bulb.

Conclusion

Consistent with the Glendale Municipal Code, the proposed lighting system directs light “away from adjacent
properties and public rights of way.”” As discussed above, the proposed lighting system—when in use—would
generate additional sources of light that would be visible from surrounding streets and land uses (including
residential neighborhoods). However, the Project site is in an urbanized environment with a variety of existing
sources of nighttime illumination; most views toward the Project site feature an existing glow produced by
building lights, street lights, traffic, and other elements of the urban context. Furthermore, there are no
windows or outdoor spaces (e.g., yards) that would be expected to experience direct light overspill from the
proposed light poles. Although the poles would be 70-feet-tall, they would face downward and would not be
used past 10:00 p.m. However, implementation of the proposed Project would result in light levels along the
norther property line to exceed the City’s 0.5 foot-candle threshold, and impacts of the proposed Project would
be potentially significant.

5.1.4 Cumulative Impacts

The list of related projects analyzed by this DEIR for cumulative projects is provided in Chapter 4 (see Table
4-1). Light and glare impacts, like many other aesthetic impacts, are generally area-specific. None of the related
projects in Table 4-1, Summary of Related Projects, are close enough to the Project site to generate cumulatively-
considerable light and glare impacts. Fourteen of the 15 are south of the SR-134; the remaining site is north
of SR-134 but 1.26 miles to the west. Therefore, the proposed Project would not combine with other projects

to generate significant cumulative adverse impacts related to light and glare.

5.1.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions

The analysis above assumes compliance with the following codes, rules, and regulations pertain to aesthetics
were described in detail in Section 5.1.1.1 of this DEIR.

m  Glendale General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element
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5.1.6 Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Upon implementation of regulatory requirements and standard conditions of approval, the following impact
would be potentially significant: 5.1-1.

5.1.7 Mitigation Measures
IMPACT 5.1-1

MM-AES-1:  The City of Glendale Community Services and Parks Department shall minimize the effects
of new sources of nighttime lighting by incorporating the following measures into Project
design and operation:

m Al lighting shall be shielded and directed downward onto the athletic fields to minimize
potential light escape and/or spillover onto adjacent propetties.

m  The new athletic field lights shall be shall shut off automatically at 10:00 p.m.
5.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation

Although mitigation measures MM-AES-1 would reduce light and glare impacts, such impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable.

5.1.9 References

California Energy Commission (CEC). 2018. 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Nonresidential Buildings. Table 10-114 A Lighting Zone Characteristics and Rules for Amendments
by Local Jurisdictions. https://ww2.energy.ca.gov/2018publications/ CEC-400-2018-020/ CEC-400-
2018-020-CMFE.pdf

Glendale, City of. 1993. Glendale General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element.
https://www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocument?id=45065.

Illuminating Engineering Society (IES). 2011. Model Lighting Ordinance: Uset’s Guide.
http:/ /www.es.org/PDF/MLO/MLO_FINAL_June2011.pdf.

Musco Lighting. 2018, June. Lighting Report for Wilson Middle School.
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5.2 AIR QUALITY

This section of the DEIR evaluates the potential air quality impact of the proposed Project. This evaluation is
based on the methodology recommended by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).
The analysis in this section is based on buildout of the proposed Project, as modeled using the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) and trip generation and vehicle miles traveled (see Appendix F to
this DEIR). The criteria air pollutant emissions modeling for construction and operational phases are included
in Appendix D of this DEIR.

5.2.1 Environmental Setting
5211  REGULATORY SETTING

Ambient air quality standards (AAQS) have been adopted and are periodically updated at state and federal levels
for criteria air pollutants. In addition, both the state and federal governments regulate the release of toxic air
contaminants (TACs). The Project site is within the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB). Land use is subject to the
rules and regulations imposed by SCAQMD, the California AAQS adopted by the California Air Resources
Board (CARB), and National AAQS adopted by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
Federal, state, regional, and local laws, regulations, plans, or guidelines that are potentially applicable to the
proposed Project are summarized below.

Federal and State Laws

Ambient Air Quality Standards

The Clean Air Act was passed in 1963 by the US Congress and has been amended several times. The 1970
Clean Air Act amendments strengthened previous legislation and laid the foundation for the regulatory scheme
of the 1970s and 1980s. In 1977, Congress again added several provisions, including nonattainment
requirements for areas not meeting National AAQS and the Prevention of Significant Deterioration program.
The 1990 amendments represent the latest in a series of federal efforts to regulate the protection of air quality
in the United States. The Clean Air Act allows states to adopt more stringent standards or to include other
pollutants. The California Clean Air Act, signed into law in 1988, requires all areas of the state to achieve and
maintain the California AAQS by the eatliest practical date. The California AAQS tend to be more restrictive
than the National AAQS.

The National and California AAQS are the levels of air quality considered to provide a margin of safety in the
protection of the public health and welfare. They are designed to protect “sensitive receptors” most susceptible
to further respiratory distress, such as asthmatics, the eldetly, very young children, people already weakened by
other disease or illness, and persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults can tolerate
occasional exposure to air pollutant concentrations considerably above these minimum standards before
adverse effects are observed.

Both California and the federal government have established health-based AAQS for seven air pollutants, which
are shown in Table 5.2-1, Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants. These pollutants are ozone (Os),
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nitrogen dioxide (NOy), carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), coarse inhalable particulate matter
(PMo), fine inhalable particulate matter (PMzs), and lead (Pb). In addition, the state has set standards for
sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing particles.

Table 5.2-1 Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants

California Federal Primary
Pollutant Averaging Time Standard’ Standard? Major Pollutant Sources
Ozone (03)? 1 hour 0.09 ppm * Motor vehicles, paints, coatings, and
solvents.
8 hours 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm Internal combustion engines, primarily
gasoline-powered motor vehicles.
8 hours 9.0 ppm 9 ppm
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Annual Arithmetic 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm Motor vehicles, petroleum-refining
Mean operations, industrial sources, aircraft, ships,
and railroads.
1 hour 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Annual Arithmetic * 0.030 ppm Fuel combustion, chemical plants, sulfur
Mean recovery plants, and metal processing.
1 hour 0.25 ppm 0.075 ppm
24 hours 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm?
Respirable Coarse Annual Arithmetic 20 pg/m?3 * Dust and fume-producing construction,
Particulate Matter Mean industrial, and agricultural operations,
(PM1o) combustion, atmospheric photochemical
24 hours 50 pg/m? 150 ug/md reactions, and natural activities (e.g., wind-
raised dust and ocean sprays).
Respirable Fine Annual Arithmetic 12 pg/m3 12 pg/m?3 Dust and fume-producing construction,
Particulate Matter Mean industrial, and agricultural operations,
(PMa5)* combustion, atmospheric photochemical
24 hours * 35 pg/md reactions, and natural activities (e.g., wind-
raised dust and ocean sprays).
Lead (Pb) 30-Day Average 1.5 pg/m?3 * Present source: lead smelters, battery
manufacturing & recycling facilities. Past
Calendar Quarter * 1.5 pg/m® source: combustion of leaded gasoline.
Rolling 3-Month * 0.15 pg/m?
Average
Sulfates (SO4) 24 hours 25 ug/md * Industrial processes.
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Table 5.2-1 Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants

California Federal Primary
Pollutant Averaging Time Standard’ Standard? Major Pollutant Sources

Visibility Reducing 8 hours ExCo =0.23/km * Visibility-reducing particles consist of
Particles visibility of 10= suspended particulate matter, which is a
miles complex mixture of tiny particles that consists
of dry solid fragments, solid cores with liquid
coatings, and small droplets of liquid. These
particles vary greatly in shape, size and
chemical composition, and can be made up
of many different materials such as metals,
soot, soil, dust, and salt.

Hydrogen Sulfide 1 hour 0.03 ppm * Hydrogen sulfide (H2S) is a colorless gas with
the odor of rotten eggs. It is formed during
bacterial decomposition of sulfur-containing
organic substances. Also, it can be present in
sewer gas and some natural gas, and can be
emitted as the result of geothermal energy
exploitation.

Vinyl Chloride 24 hours 0.01 ppm * Vinyl chloride (chloroethene), a chlorinated
hydrocarbon, is a colorless gas with a mild,
sweet odor. Most vinyl chloride is used to
make polyvinyl chloride (PVC) plastic and
vinyl products. Vinyl chloride has been
detected near landfills, sewage plants, and
hazardous waste sites, due to microbial
breakdown of chlorinated solvents.

Source: CARB 2016a.
Notes: ppm = parts per million; pg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
* Standard has not been established for this pollutant/duration by this entity.

California standards for O3, CO (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), SO2 (1 and 24 hour), NO, and particulate matter (PM1o, PM25, and visibility reducing particles) are
values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California AAQS are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of
the California Code of Regulations.

National standards (other than Os, PM, and those based on annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The Os standard is attained
when the fourth-highest 8-hour concentration measured at each site in a year, averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM+o, the 24-hour
standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 pug/m? is equal to or less than one. For
PM2s, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard.

On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour ozone primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to 0.070 ppm.

On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM2; primary standard was lowered from 15 ug/m3 to 12.0 pug/m@. The existing national 24-hour PM2 s standards
(primary and secondary) were maintained at 35 pg/md, as was the annual secondary standard of 15 pg/m2. The existing 24-hour PM+o standards (primary and
secondary) of 150 pg/m?3 also were maintained. The form of the annual primary and secondary standards is the annual mean averaged over 3 years.

On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO? standard was established, and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were revoked. The 1-hour national standard is
in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the 1-hour national standard to the California
standard the units can be converted to ppm. In this case, the national standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm.

-
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California has also adopted a host of other regulations that reduce criteria pollutant emissions, including:

m  AB 1493: Pavley Fuel Efficiency Standards

m  Title 20 California Code of Regulations (CCR): Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards
m  Title 24, Part 6, CCR: Building Energy Efficiency Standards

m  Title 24, Part 11, CCR: Green Building Standards Code
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Tanner Air Toxics Act and Air Toxics “Hot Spot” Information and Assessment Act

Public exposure to TACs is a significant environmental health issue in California. In 1983, the California
legislature enacted a program to identify the health effects of TACs and to reduce exposure to them. The
California Health and Safety Code defines a TAC as “an air pollutant which may cause or contribute to an
increase in mortality or in serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to human health” (17
CCR § 93000). A substance that is listed as a hazardous air pollutant pursuant to Section 112(b) of the federal
Clean Air Act (42 U.S. Code § 7412[b]) is a toxic air contaminant. Under state law, the California Environmental
Protection Agency, acting through CARB, is authorized to identify a substance as a TAC if it is an air pollutant
that may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or serious illness, or may pose a present or potential
hazard to human health.

California regulates TACs primarily through AB 1807 (Tanner Air Toxics Act) and AB 2588 (Air Toxics “Hot
Spot” Information and Assessment Act of 1987). The Tanner Air Toxics Act set up a formal procedure for
CARB to designate substances as TACs. Once a TAC is identified, CARB adopts an “airborne toxics control
measure” for sources that emit that TAC. If there is a safe threshold for a substance (i.c., a point below which
there is no toxic effect), the control measure must reduce exposure to below that threshold. If there is no safe
threshold, the measure must incorporate “toxics best available control technology” to minimize emissions. To
date, CARB has established formal control measures for 11 TACs that are identified as having no safe threshold.

Under AB 2588, TAC emissions from individual facilities are quantified and prioritized by the air quality
management district or air pollution control district. High priority facilities are required to perform a health risk
assessment, and if specific thresholds are exceeded, are required to communicate the results to the public
through notices and public meetings.

CARB has promulgated the following specific rules to limit TAC emissions:

= 13 CCR Chapter 10, § 2485, Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor
Vehicle 1dling

= 13 CCR Chapter 10, § 2480, Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit School Bus Idling and 1dling at
Schools

m 13 CCR § 2477 and Article 8, Airborne Toxic Control Measure for In-Use Diesel-Fueled Transport
Refrigeration Units (TRU) and TRU Generator Sets and Facilities Where TRUs Operate

Air Pollutants of Concern
Criteria Air Pollutants

The pollutants emitted into the ambient air by stationary and mobile sources are categorized as primary and/or
secondary pollutants. Primary air pollutants are emitted directly from sources. Carbon monoxide (CO), volatile
organic compounds (VOC), nitrogen oxides (NOy), sulfur dioxide (SO2), coarse inhalable particulate matter
(PM,o), fine inhalable particulate matter (PMzs), and lead (Pb) are primary air pollutants. Of these, CO, SOa,
NOg, PMio, and PMz;s are “criteria air pollutants,” which means that AAQS have been established for them.
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VOC and NOx are criteria pollutant precursors that form secondary criteria air pollutants through chemical
and photochemical reactions in the atmosphere. Ozone (O3) and nitrogen dioxide (NOy) are the principal
secondary pollutants.

Each of the primary and secondary criteria air pollutants and its known health effects are described here.

m  Carbon Monoxide is a colorless, odotless gas produced by incomplete combustion of carbon substances,
such as gasoline or diesel fuel. CO is a primary criteria air pollutant. CO concentrations tend to be the
highest during winter mornings with little to no wind, when surface-based inversions trap the pollutant at
ground levels. The highest ambient CO concentrations are generally found near traffic-congested corridors
and intersections. The primary adverse health effect associated with CO is interference with normal oxygen
transfer to the blood, which may result in tissue oxygen deprivation (SCAQMD 2005; USEPA 2017). The
SoCAB is designated in attainment of CO criteria levels under the California and National AAQS (CARB
2017a).

m  Volatile Organic Compounds are composed primarily of hydrogen and carbon atoms. Internal
combustion associated with motor vehicle usage is the major source of VOCs. Other sources include
evaporative emissions from paints and solvents, asphalt paving, and household consumer products such as
aerosols (SCAQMD 2005). There are no AAQS for VOCs. However, because they contribute to the
formation of O3, SCAQMD has established a significance threshold (see Section 5.2.3.1, South Coast Air
Quality Management District Thresholds).

m  Nitrogen Oxides are a by-product of fuel combustion and contribute to the formation of ground-level
O3, PMio, and PMzs. The two major forms of NOx are nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide NOz). NO
is a colotless, odotless gas formed from atmospheric nitrogen and oxygen when combustion takes place
under high temperature and/or high pressure. The principal form of NOx produced by combustion is
NO, but NO reacts quickly with oxygen to form NO, creating the mixture of NO and NO> commonly
called NOx. NOz is an acute irritant and more injurious than NO in equal concentrations. At atmospheric
concentrations, however, NOz is only potentially irritating. NO2 absorbs blue light; the result is a brownish-
red cast to the atmosphere and reduced visibility. NO2 exposure concentrations near roadways are of
particular concern for susceptible individuals, including asthmatics, children, and the eldetly. Current
scientific evidence links short-term NO; exposures, ranging from 30 minutes to 24 hours, with adverse
respiratory effects, including airway inflammation in healthy people and increased respiratory symptoms in
people with asthma. Also, studies show a connection between elevated short-term NO> concentrations and
increased visits to emergency departments and hospital admissions for respiratory issues, especially asthma
(SCAQMD 2005; USEPA 2017). The SoCAB is designated an attainment area for NO; under the National
and California AAQS (CARB 2017a).

m  Sulfur Dioxide is a colotless, pungent, irritating gas formed by the combustion of sulfurous fossil fuels.
It enters the atmosphere as a result of burning high-sulfur-content fuel oils and coal and chemical processes
at plants and refineries. Gasoline and natural gas have very low sulfur content and do not release significant
quantities of SO, When sulfur dioxide forms sulfates (SOy) in the atmosphere, together these pollutants
are referred to as sulfur oxides (SOx). Thus, SOs is both a primary and secondary criteria air pollutant. At

une 2020 Page 5.2-5
g



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

5. Environmental Analysis
AIR QUALITY

sufficiently high concentrations, SO2 may irritate the upper respiratory tract. Current scientific evidence
links short-term exposures to SOz, ranging from 5 minutes to 24 hours, with an array of adverse respiratory
effects, including bronchoconstriction and increased asthma symptoms. These effects are particularly
adverse for asthmatics at elevated ventilation rates (e.g., while exercising or playing,) At lower concentrations
and when combined with particulates, SO may do greater harm by injuring lung tissue. Studies also show
a connection between short-term exposure and increased visits to emergency facilities and hospital
admissions for respiratory illnesses, particularly in at-risk populations such as children, the elderly, and
asthmatics (SCAQMD 2005; USEPA 2017). The SoCAB is designated attainment for SO under the
California and National AAQS (CARB 2017a).

Suspended Particulate Matter consists of finely divided solids or liquids such as soot, dust, aerosols,
fumes, and mists. Two forms of fine particulates are now recognized and regulated. Inhalable coarse
particles, or PMjo, include particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less (i.e.,
<10 millionths of a meter or 0.0004 inch). Inhalable fine patticles, or PMzs, have an aerodynamic diameter
of 2.5 microns or less (i.e., <2.5 millionths of a meter or 0.0001 inch). Particulate discharge into the
atmosphere results primarily from industrial, agricultural, construction, and transportation activities. Both
PMio and PMa25 may adversely affect the human respiratory system, especially in people who are naturally
sensitive or susceptible to breathing problems. The EPA’s scientific review concluded that PM»s, which
penetrates deeply into the lungs, is more likely than PMio to contribute to health effects and at far lower
concentrations. These health effects include premature death in people with heart or lung disease, nonfatal
heart attacks, irregular heartbeat, aggravated asthma, decreased lung function, and increased respiratory
symptoms (e.g,, irritation of the airways, coughing, or difficulty breathing) (SCAQMD 2005). There has
been emerging evidence that ultrafine particulates, which are even smaller particulates with an acrodynamic
diameter of <0.1 microns or less (i.e., =0.1 millionths of a meter or <0.000004 inch), have human health
implications, because ultrafine particulates’ toxic components may initiate or facilitate biological processes
that may lead to adverse effects to the heart, lungs, and other organs (SCAQMD 2013). However, the EPA
or CARB has yet to adopt AAQS to regulate these particulates. Diesel particulate matter (DPM) is classified
by CARB as a carcinogen (CARB 1998). Particulate matter can also cause environmental effects such as
visibility impairment,! environmental damage,? and aesthetic damage? (SCAQMD 2005; USEPA 2017).
The SoCAB is a nonattainment area for PMz5 under California and National AAQS and a nonattainment
area for PMjo under the California AAQS (CARB 2017a).4

Ozone is commonly referred to as “smog” and is a gas that is formed when VOCs and NOx, both by-
products of internal combustion engine exhaust, undergo photochemical reactions in sunlight. O3 is a

1
2

PM2 5 is the main cause of reduced visibility (haze) in parts of the United States.
Particulate matter can be carried over long distances by wind and settle on ground or water, making lakes and streams acidic,

changing the nutrient balance in coastal waters and large river basins, depleting the nutrients in soil, damaging sensitive forests and
farm crops, and affecting the diversity of ecosystems.

3

Particulate matter can stain and damage stone and other materials, including culturally important objects such as statues and

monuments.

4

CARB approved the SCAQMD’s request to redesignate the SOCAB from serious nonattainment for PMj to attainment for

PMip under the National AAQS on March 25, 2010, because the SOCAB did not violate federal 24-hour PMy standards from 2004 to
2007. The EPA approved the State of California’s request to redesignate the South Coast PM;o nonattainment area to attainment of
the PMjo National AAQS, effective on July 26, 2013.
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secondary criteria air pollutant. O3 concentrations are generally highest during the summer months when
direct sunlight, light winds, and warm temperatures create favorable conditions for its formation. O3 poses
a health threat to those who already suffer from respiratory diseases as well as to healthy people. Breathing
Os can trigger a vatiety of health problems, including chest pain, coughing, throat irtitation, and congestion.
It can worsen bronchitis, emphysema, and asthma. Ground-level O3 also can reduce lung function and
inflame the linings of the lungs. Repeated exposure may permanently scar lung tissue. O3 also affects
sensitive vegetation and ecosystems, including forests, parks, wildlife refuges, and wilderness areas. In
particular, O3 harms sensitive vegetation during the growing season (SCAQMD 2005; USEPA 2017). The
SoCAB is designated extreme nonattainment under the California AAQS (1-hour and 8-hour) and National
AAQS (8-hour) (CARB 2017a).

Lead is a2 metal found naturally in the environment as well as in manufactured products. Once taken into
the body, lead distributes throughout the body in the blood and accumulates in the bones. Depending on
the level of exposure, lead can adversely affect the nervous system, kidney function, immune system,
reproductive and developmental systems, and the cardiovascular system. Lead exposure also affects the
oxygen-carrying capacity of the blood. The effects of lead most commonly encountered in current
populations are neurological effects in children and cardiovascular effects in adults (e.g., high blood pressure
and heart disease). Infants and young children are especially sensitive to even low levels of lead, which may
contribute to behavioral problems, learning deficits, and lowered 1Q (SCAMQD 2005; USEPA 2017). The
major sources of lead emissions have historically been mobile and industrial sources. As a result of the
EPA’s regulatory efforts to remove lead from gasoline, emissions of lead from the transportation sector
dramatically declined by 95 percent between 1980 and 1999, and levels of lead in the air decreased by
94 percent between 1980 and 1999. Today, the highest levels of lead in air are usually found near lead
smelters. The major sources of lead emissions today are ore and metals processing and piston-engine
aircraft operating on leaded aviation gasoline. However, in 2008 the EPA and CARB adopted stricter lead
standards, and special monitoring sites immediately downwind of lead sources recorded very localized
violations of the new state and federal standards.> As a result of these violations, the Los Angeles County
portion of the SOCAB is designated nonattainment under the National AAQS for lead (SCAQMD 2012;
CARB 2017a). Because emissions of lead are found only in projects that ate permitted by SCAQMD, lead
is not a pollutant of concern for the Project.

Toxic Air Contaminants

By the last update to the TAC list in December 1999, CARB had designated 244 compounds as TACs (CARB
1999). Additionally, CARB has implemented control measures for a number of compounds that pose high risks
and show potential for effective control. The majority of the estimated health risks from TACs can be attributed

to relatively few compounds, the most important being particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines.

5

Source-oriented monitors record concentrations of lead at lead-related industrial facilities in the SoCAB, which include Exide

Technologies in the City of Commerce; Quemetco, Inc., in the City of Industry; Trojan Battery Company in Santa Fe Springs; and
Exide Technologies in Vernon. Monitoring conducted between 2004 through 2007 showed that the Trojan Battery Company and
Exide Technologies exceed the federal standards (SCAQMD 2012).
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Diesel Particulate Matter

In 1998, CARB identified DPM as a TAC. Previously, the individual chemical compounds in diesel exhaust
were considered TACs. Almost all diesel exhaust particles are 10 microns or less in diameter. Because of their
extremely small size, these particles can be inhaled and eventually trapped in the bronchial and alveolar regions
of the lungs.

Air Quality Management Planning

SCAQMD is the agency responsible for improving air quality in the SOCAB and assuring that the National and
California AAQS are attained and maintained. SCAQMD is responsible for preparing the air quality
management plan (AQMP) for the SOCAB in coordination with the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG). Since 1979, a number of AQMPs have been prepared.

2016 AQMP

On March 3, 2017, SCAQMD adopted the 2016 AQMP, which serves as an update to the 2012 AQMP. The
2016 AQMP addresses strategies and measures to attain the following National AAQS:

m 2008 National 8-hour ozone standard by 2031,
m 2012 National annual PM3;s standard by 2025°¢,
= 2006 National 24-hour PM2 s standard by 2019,
= 1997 National 8-hour ozone standard by 2023, and the

® 1979 National 1-hour ozone standard by year 2022.

It is projected that total NOx emissions in the SOCAB would need to be reduced to 150 tons per day (tpd) by
year 2023 and to 100 tpd in year 2031 to meet the 1997 and 2008 federal 8-hour ozone standards. The strategy
to meet the 1997 federal 8-hour ozone standard would also lead to attaining the 1979 federal 1-hour ozone
standard by year 2022 (SCAQMD 2017a), which requires reducing NOx emissions in the SoOCAB to 250 tpd.
This is approximately 45 percent additional reductions above existing regulations for the 2023 ozone standard
and 55 percent additional reductions above existing regulations to meet the 2031 ozone standard.

Reducing NOx emissions would also reduce PMas concentrations in the SOCAB. However, as the goal is to
meet the 2012 federal annual PM;5 standard no later than year 2025, SCAQMD is secking to reclassify the
SoCAB from “moderate” to “serious” nonattainment under this federal standard. A “moderate” non-
attainment would require meeting the 2012 federal standard by no later than 2021.

Overall, the 2016 AQMP is composed of stationary and mobile-source emission reductions from regulatory
control measures, incentive-based programs, co-benefits from climate programs, mobile-source strategies, and
reductions from federal sources such as aircrafts, locomotives, and ocean-going vessels. Strategies outlined in
the 2016 AQMP would be implemented in collaboration between CARB and the EPA (SCAQMD 2017a).

¢ The 2016 AQMP requests a reclassification from moderate to serious non-attainment for the 2012 National PMj 5 standard.
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Lead Implementation Plan

In 2008, the EPA designated the Los Angeles County portion of the SOCAB as a nonattainment area under the
federal lead classification due to the addition of source-specific monitoring under the new federal regulation.
This designation was based on two source-specific monitors in the City of Vernon and the City of Industry
that exceeded the new standard in the 2007-t0-2009 period. The remainder of the SoCAB, outside the Los
Angeles County nonattainment area, remains in attainment of the new 2008 lead standard. On May 24, 2012,
CARB approved the State Implementation Plan (SIP) revision for the federal lead standard, which the EPA
revised in 2008. Lead concentrations in this nonattainment area have been below the level of the federal
standard since December 2011. The SIP revision was submitted to the EPA for approval.

SCAQMD Rules and Regulations

All projects are subject to SCAQMD rules and regulations in effect at the time of activity, including the
following:

= Rule 401, Visible Emissions. This rule is intended to prevent the discharge of pollutant emissions from
an emissions source that results in visible emissions. Specifically, the rule prohibits the discharge of any air
contaminant into the atmosphere by a person from any single source of emission for a period or periods
aggregating more than three minutes in any one hour that is as dark as or darker than designated No. 1 on
the Ringelmann Chart, as published by the U.S. Bureau of Mines.

m  Rule 402, Nuisance. This rule is intended to prevent the dischatge of pollutant emissions from an
emissions source that results in a public nuisance. Specifically, this rule prohibits any person from
discharging quantities of air contaminants or other material from any source such that it would result in an
injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public.
Additionally, the discharge of air contaminants would also be prohibited where it would endanger the
comfort, repose, health, or safety of any number of persons or the public, or that cause, or have a natural
tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or property. This rule does not apply to odors emanating
from agricultural operations necessary for the growing of crops or the raising of fowl or animals.

= Rule 403, Fugitive Dust. This rule is intended to reduce the amount of particulate matter entrained in
the ambient air as a result of anthropogenic (human-made) fugitive dust sources by requiring actions to
prevent, reduce, or mitigate fugitive dust emissions. Rule 403 applies to any activity or human-made
condition capable of generating fugitive dust, and requires best available control measures to be applied to
earth moving and grading activities. In general, the rule prohibits new developments from the installation

of wood-burning devices.

= Rule 445, Wood Burning Devices. This rule is intended to reduce the emission of particulate matter
from wood-burning devices and applies to manufacturers and sellers of wood-burning devices, commercial

sellers of firewood, and property owners and tenants that operates a wood-burning device.

®  Rule 1113, Architectural Coatings. This rule serves to limit the VOC content of architectural coatings
used on projects in the SCAQMD. Any person who supplies, sells, offers for sale, or manufactures any
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architectural coating for use on projects in the SCAQMD must comply with the current VOC standards
set in this rule.

= Rule 1401, New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants. This rule specifies limits for maximum
individual cancer risk, cancer burden, and noncancer acute and chronic hazard index from new permit
units, relocations, or modifications to existing permit units which emit toxic air contaminants listed under
the rule. The rule establishes allowable risks for permit units requiring new permits pursuant to Rules 201
or 203.

= Rule 1403, Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities. The purpose of this rule is
to specify work practice requirements to limit asbestos emissions from building demolition and renovation
activities, including the removal and associated disturbance of asbestos-containing materials (ACM). The
requirements for demolition and renovation activities include asbestos surveying, notification, ACM
removal procedures and time schedules, ACM handling and clean-up procedures, and storage, disposal, and
landfilling requirements for asbestos-containing waste materials. All operators are required to maintain
records, including waste shipment records, and are required to use appropriate warning labels, signs, and
markings.

5.21.2 EXISTING CONDITIONS
South Coast Air Basin

The Project site is in the SoCAB, which includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los
Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties. The SoCAB is in a coastal plain with connecting broad valleys
and low hills; it is bounded by the Pacific Ocean in the southwest quadrant, and high mountains form the
remainder of the perimeter. The general region lies in the semipermanent high-pressure zone of the eastern
Pacific. As a result, the climate is mild, tempered by cool sea breezes. This usually mild weather pattern is
interrupted infrequently by periods of extremely hot weather, winter storms, and Santa Ana winds (SCAQMD
2005).

Temperature and Precipitation

The annual average temperature varies little throughout the SoCAB, ranging from the low to middle 60s,
measured in degrees Fahrenheit (°F). With a more pronounced oceanic influence, coastal areas show less
variability in annual minimum and maximum temperatures than inland areas. The climatological station nearest
to the Project site is the Pasadena, California, Monitoring Station (ID 046719). The average low is reported at
42.6°F in January, and the average high is 89.2°F in August (WRCC 2017).

In contrast to a very steady pattern of temperature, rainfall is seasonally and annually highly variable. Almost
all rain falls from November through April. Summer rainfall is normally restricted to widely scattered
thundershowers near the coast, with slightly heavier shower activity in the east and over the mountains. Rainfall
averages 20.24 inches per year in the proposed Project (WRCC 2017).
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Humidity

Although the SOCAB has a semiarid climate, the air near the earth’s surface is typically moist because of a
shallow marine layer. Except for infrequent periods when dry, continental air is brought into the SoCAB by
offshore winds, the “ocean effect” is dominant. Periods of heavy fog, especially along the coast, are frequent.
Low clouds, often referred to as high fog, are a characteristic climatic feature. Annual average humidity is
70 percent at the coast and 57 percent in the eastern portions of the SOCAB (SCAQMD 2005).

Wind

Wind patterns across the south coastal region are characterized by westerly or southwesterly onshore winds
during the day and by easterly or northeasterly breezes at night. Wind speed is somewhat greater during the dry
summer months than during the rainy winter season.

Between periods of wind, periods of air stagnation may occur in both the morning and evening hours. Air
stagnation is one of the critical determinants of air quality conditions on any given day. During the winter and
fall months, surface high-pressure systems over the SOCAB, combined with other meteorological conditions,
can result in very strong, downslope Santa Ana winds. These winds normally continue a few days before

predominant meteorological conditions are reestablished.

The mountain ranges to the east affect the transport and diffusion of pollutants by inhibiting their eastward
transport. Air quality in the SOCAB generally ranges from fair to poor and is similar to air quality in most of
coastal southern California. The entire region expetiences heavy concentrations of air pollutants during
prolonged petiods of stable atmospheric conditions (SCAQMD 2005).

Inversions

In conjunction with the two characteristic wind patterns that affect the rate and orientation of horizontal
pollutant transport, there are two similarly distinct types of temperature inversions that control the vertical
depth through which pollutants are mixed. These are the marine/subsidence inversion and the radiation
inversion. The combination of winds and inversions are critical determinants in leading to the highly degraded
air quality in summer and the generally good air quality in the winter in the proposed Project (SCAQMD 2005).

SoCAB Nonattainment Designations

The AQMP provides the framework for air quality basins to achieve attainment of the California and National
AAQS through the SIP. Areas are classified as attainment or nonattainment areas for particular pollutants
depending on whether they meet the ambient air quality standards. Severity classifications for nonattainment
are marginal, moderate, serious, severe, and extreme.

m  Unclassified: A pollutant is designated unclassified if the data are incomplete and do not support a
designation of attainment or nonattainment.

m  Attainment: A pollutant is in attainment if the AAQS for that pollutant was not violated at any site in the
area during a three-year period.
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= Nonattainment: A pollutant is in nonattainment if there was at least one violation of an AAQS for that

pollutant in the area.

®»  Nonattainment/Transitional: A subcategory of the nonattainment designation. An area is designated

nonattainment/ transitional to signify that the area is close to attaining the AAQS for that pollutant.

The attainment status for the SOCAB is shown in Table 5.2-2, A#tainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the South
Coast Air Basin. The SoOCAB is designated in attainment of the California AAQS for sulfates and designated a
nonattainment area for lead (Los Angeles County only) under the National AAQS.

Table 5.2-2 Attainment Status of Criteria Pollutants in the South Coast Air Basin

Pollutant State Federal
Ozone - 1-hour Extreme Nonattainment No Federal Standard
Ozone - 8-hour Extreme Nonattainment Extreme Nonattainment
PM1o Serious Nonattainment Attainment
PMz2s Nonattainment Nonattainment
(6]0] Attainment Attainment
NO2 Attainment Attainment/Maintenance
SO2 Attainment Attainment
Lead Attainment Nonattainment (Los Angeles County only )’
All others Attainment/Unclassified Attainment/Unclassified

Source: CARB 2017a.
" In 2010, the Los Angeles portion of the SOCAB was designated nonattainment for lead under the new 2008 federal AAQS as a result of large industrial emitters.
Remaining areas in the SoCAB are unclassified.

SoCAB Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study IV

The Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES) is a monitoring and evaluation study on ambient
concentrations of TACs and the potential health risks from air toxics in the SOCAB. In 2008, SCAQMD
conducted its third update to the MATES study (MATES III) based on the Office of Environmental Health
Hazards Assessment (OEHHA) 2003 Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of
Health Risk Assessments (2003 HRA Guidance Manual). The results showed that the overall risk for excess
cancer from a lifetime exposure to ambient levels of air toxics was about 1,200 in a million. The largest
contributor to this risk was diesel exhaust, which accounted for 84 percent of the cancer risk (SCAQMD 2008).

SCAQMD recently released the fourth update (MATES IV), which was also based on OEHHAs 2003 HRA
Guidance Manual. The results showed that the overall monitored risk for excess cancer from a lifetime exposure
to ambient levels of air toxics decreased to approximately 418 in one million. Compared to the 2008
MATES III, monitored excess cancer risks decreased by approximately 65 percent. Approximately 90 percent
of the risk is attributed to mobile sources, and 10 percent is attributed to TACs from stationary sources, such
as refineries, metal processing facilities, gas stations, and chrome plating facilities. The largest contributor to
this risk was diesel exhaust, which accounted for approximately 68 percent of the air toxics risk. Compared to
MATES III, MATES IV found substantial improvement in air quality and associated decrease in air toxics

exposure. As a result, the estimated basin-wide population-weighted risk decreased by approximately 57 percent
since MATES III (SCAQMD 2015a).
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OEHHA updated the guidelines for estimating cancer risks on March 6, 2015 (OEHHA 2015). The new
method uses higher estimates of cancer potency during early life exposures, which result in a higher calculation
of risk. There are also differences in the assumptions on breathing rates and length of residential exposures.
When combined together, SCAQMD estimates that risks for a given inhalation exposure level will be about 2.7
times higher than the risk identified in MATES IV using the 2015 OEHHA guidance methodology (e.g, 2.7
times higher than 418 in one million overall excess cancer risk) (SCAQMD 2015a).

Existing Ambient Air Quality

Existing ambient air quality, historical trends, and projections in the vicinity of the Project site are best
documented by measurements made by SCAQMD. The Project site is in Source Receptor Area (SRA) 3—
Southwest Los Angeles County Coastal. The air quality monitoring station closest to the Project site is the
Pasadena — S Wilson Avenue Monitoring Station. This station monitors Os, NO,, CO, and PMzs. Additional
data for PMy is supplemented by the Los Angeles--North Main Street Monitoring Station, and data for SO is
from the Burbank Monitoring Station. The most current five years of data monitored at these stations are
included in Table 5.2-3, Awbient Air Quality Monitoring Summary. The data show recurring violations of the
federal PMy5 and standard. The federal and state 8-hr O3 standard, and the state PMjo standard were also
frequently exceeded in the last five years. The CO, NO,, and SO, standards have not been violated in the last
five years in the Project vicinity.

Table 5.2-3 Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Summary
Number of Days Threshold Were Exceeded and
Maximum Levels during Such Violations

Pollutant/Standard 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Ozone (03)
State 1-Hour > 0.09 ppm (days exceed threshold) 8 2 6 12 12
State 8-hour > 0.07 ppm (days exceed threshold) 20 2 13 18 15
Federal 8-Hour > 0.070 ppm (days exceed threshold) 9 0 7 7 18
Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.111 0.099 0.124 0.111 0.126
Max. 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.086 0.075 0.096 0.084 0.090
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
State 8-Hour > 9.0 ppm (days exceed threshold) 0 * * * *
Federal 8-Hour > 9.0 ppm (days exceed threshold) 0 * * * *
Max. 8-Hour Conc. (ppm) 1.58 * * * *
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
State 1-Hour > 0.18 ppm (days exceed threshold) 0 0 0 0 0
Federal 1-Hour > 0.100 ppm (days exceed threshold) 0 0 0 0 0
Max. 1-Hour Conc. (ppb) 712 66.7 75.2 749 719
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)"
State 24-Hour > 0.04 ppm (days exceed threshold) 0 0 * * *
Federal 24-Hour > 0.14 ppm (days exceed threshold) 0 0 * ' *
Max 24-Hour Conc. (ppm) 0.002 0.002 * * *
Coarse Particulates (PM1o)?
State 24-Hour > 50 ug/m? (days exceed threshold) 43 20 18 30 21
Federal 24-Hour > 150 ug/m3 (days exceed threshold) 0 0 0 0 0
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Table 5.2-3 Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Summary
Number of Days Threshold Were Exceeded and
Maximum Levels during Such Violations

Pollutant/Standard 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Max. 24-Hour Conc. (ug/m?) 90.9 74.5 86.8 88.5 74.6
Fine Particulates (PM.:)
Federal 24-Hour > 35 ug/m? (days exceed threshold) 2 4 2 6 0
Max. 24-Hour Conc. (ug/m?) 54.2 451 64.6 48.5 292

Source: CARB 2017b. Data for O3, NO2, CO, and PM2sare from the Pasadena — S Wilson Avenue Monitoring Station.
Notes: ppm = parts per million; ppb = parts per billion, pg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter

* Data not available.

"Data from the Burbank Monitoring Station

2Data from the Los Angeles--North Main Street Monitoring Station

Existing Emissions

The Project site currently generates criteria air pollutant emissions from transportation, energy (natural gas
use), and area sources (e.g., natural gas fireplaces, aerosols, landscaping equipment).

Sensitive Receptors

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others due to the types of population groups
or activities involved. Sensitive population groups include children, the eldetly, the acutely ill, and the chronically
ill, especially those with cardiorespiratory diseases. Residential areas are also considered sensitive to air pollution
because residents (including children and the eldetly) tend to be at home for extended periods of time, resulting
in sustained exposure to any pollutants present. Other sensitive receptors include retirement facilities, hospitals,
and schools. The nearest off-site sensitive receptors to the proposed Project include the surrounding residences
along East Glenoaks Boulevard, Monterey Road, North Adams Street, and North Verdugo Road. In addition
to the off-site sensitive receptors, there are also existing sensitive receptors, consisting of students currently
attending WMS.

5.2.2 Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the

environment if the project would:

AQ-1 Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

AQ-2 Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation.

AQ-3 Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors).

AQ-4 Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

AQ-5 Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.
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The Initial Study, included as Appendix Al found that impacts associated with the following thresholds would
be less than significant:

m AQ-5: CARB’s (2005) Air Quality and Land Use Handbook identifies the sources of the most common
odor complaints received by local air districts. Typical sources include facilities such as sewage treatment
plants, landfills, recycling facilities, petroleum refineties, and livestock operations. The Project does not
contain any of the land uses identified as typically associated with emissions of objectionable odors. As
such, Project impacts would be less than significant.

5221  SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT THRESHOLDS

The analysis of the proposed Project’s air quality impacts follows the guidance and methodologies
recommended in SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Qnality Handbook and the significance thresholds on SCAQMD’s
website (SCAQMD 1993).7 CEQA allows the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality
management or air pollution control district to be used to assess impacts of a project on air quality. SCAQMD
has established regional thresholds of significance. In addition to the regional thresholds, projects are subject
to the AAQS. These are addressed through an analysis of localized CO impacts and localized significance
thresholds (LLSTs).

Regional Significance Thresholds

SCAQMD has adopted regional construction and operational emissions thresholds to determine a project’s
cumulative impact on air quality in the SOCAB. Table 5.2-4, SCAQMD Significance Thresholds, lists thresholds
that are applicable for all projects uniformly regardless of size or scope. There is growing evidence that although
ultrafine particulates contribute a very small portion of the overall atmospheric mass concentration, they
represent a greater proportion of the health risk from PM. However, the EPA and CARB have not yet adopted
AAQS to regulate ultrafine particulates; therefore, SCAQMD has not developed thresholds for them.

Table 5.2-4 SCAQMD Significance Thresholds

Air Pollutant Construction Phase Operational Phase
S?Sﬂfcciﬁiﬂfn‘ii ?3%@3 Ge)fVolatle 75 Ibsiday 55 Ibs/day
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 100 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 Ibs/day 550 Ibs/day
Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
Particulates (PM1o) 150 Ibs/day 150 Ibs/day
Particulates (PM2.5) 55 Ibs/day 55 Ibs/day

Source: SCAQMD 2015b.

Projects that exceed the regional significance threshold contribute to the nonattainment designation of the
SoCAB. The attainment designations are based on the AAQS, which are set at levels of exposure that are

7

SCAQMD?’s air quality significance thresholds are current as of March 2015 and can be found at: http://www.agmd.gov/ceqa/
hdbk.html.
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determined to not result in adverse health. Exposure to fine particulate pollution and ozone causes myriad
health impacts, particularly to the respiratory and cardiovascular systems.

m  Increases cancer risk (PMzs, TACs)

m  Aggravates respiratory disease (Os, PMa2s)

= Increases bronchitis (O3, PM>5s)

m  Causes chest discomfort, throat irritation, and increased effort to take a deep breath (O3)
m  Reduces resistance to infections and increases fatigue (O3)

®  Reduces lung growth in children (PM2s)

= Contributes to heart disease and heart attacks (PM25s)

m  Contributes to premature death (O3, PMz5s)

m  Contributes to lower birth weight in newborns (PMz;5) (SCAQMD 2015¢)

Exposure to fine particulates and ozone aggravates asthma attacks and can amplify other lung ailments such as
emphysema and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease. Exposure to current levels of PMas is responsible for
an estimated 4,300 cardiopulmonary-related deaths per year in the SOCAB (SCAQMD 2015d). In addition,
University of Southern California scientists’ landmark children’s health study found that lung growth improved
as air pollution declined for children aged 11 to 15 in five communities in the SOCAB (SCAQMD 2015d).

Mass emissions in Table 5.2-4 are not correlated with concentrations of air pollutants but contribute to the
cumulative air quality impacts in the SOCAB. Therefore, regional emissions from a single project do not trigger
a regional health impact, and it is speculative to identify how many more individuals in the air basin would be
affected by the health effects listed above. SCAQMD is the primary agency responsible for ensuring the health
and welfare of sensitive individuals to elevated concentrations of air quality in the SoOCAB. To achieve the
health-based standards established by the EPA, SCAQMD prepares an AQMP that details regional programs
to attain the AAQS.

Localized Significance Thresholds

SCAQMD developed LSTs to determine if emissions of NOz, CO, PMio, or PMa 5 generated at a Project site
(offsite mobile-source emissions are not included the LST analysis) would expose sensitive receptors to
substantial concentrations of criteria air pollutants. LSTs are the maximum emissions at a Project site that are
not expected to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent federal or state AAQS. LSTs are
based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant in the project source receptor area and the distance to
the nearest sensitive receptor. LST analysis for construction is applicable to all projects of five acres or less;
however, it can be used to screen larger projects to determine whether or not dispersion modeling may be
required. Table 5.2-5, SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds, shows the localized significance thresholds for
projects in the SOCAB.
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Table 5.2-5 SCAQMD Localized Significance Thresholds

Air Pollutant (Relevant AAQS) Concentration
1-Hour CO Standard (CAAQS) 20 ppm
8-Hour CO Standard (CAAQS) 9.0 ppm
1-Hour NO; Standard (CAAQS) 0.18 ppm
Annual NO2 Standard (CAAQS) 0.03 ppm
24-Hour PM1o Standard — Construction (SCAQMD)' 10.4 pg/m3
24-Hour PM25 Standard — Construction (SCAQMD)! 10.4 pg/m3
24-Hour PM1q Standard — Operation (SCAQMD)! 2.5 pgimd
24-Hour PM2 5 Standard — Operation (SCAQMD)' 2.5 pgimd
Annual Average PM1o Standard (SCAQMD)' 1.0 pyg/md

Source: SCAQMD 2015b.

ppm = parts per million; pg/m® = micrograms per cubic meter

T Threshold is based on SCAQMD Rule 403. Since the SoCAB is in nonattainment for PM1o and PM2s, the threshold is established as an allowable change in
concentration. Therefore, background concentration is irrelevant.

5222 COHOTSPOTS

Areas of vehicle congestion have the potential to create pockets of CO called hotspots. These pockets have
the potential to exceed the state one-hour standard of 20 parts per million (ppm) or the eight-hour standard
of 9.0 ppm. Because CO is produced in greatest quantities from vehicle combustion and does not readily
disperse into the atmosphere, adherence to ambient air quality standards is typically demonstrated through an
analysis of localized CO concentrations. Hotspots are typically produced at intersections, where traffic
congestion is highest because vehicles queue for longer periods and are subject to reduced speeds. Typically,
for an intersection to exhibit a significant CO concentration, it would need operate at level of service (LOS) E
or worse without improvements (Caltrans 1997). However, at the time of the 1993 Handbook, the SOCAB was
designated nonattainment under the California AAQS and National AAQS for CO. With the turnover of older
vehicles, introduction of cleaner fuels, and implementation of control technology on industrial facilities, CO
concentrations in the SOCAB and in the state have steadily declined.

5.2.2.3  HEALTH RISK ANALYSIS

Whenever a project would require use of chemical compounds that have been identified in SCAQMD
Rule 1401; placed on CARB’s air toxics list pursuant to AB 1807, the Air Contaminant Identification and
Control Act (1983); or placed on the EPA’s National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, a health
risk assessment is required by SCAQMD. Table 5.2-6, SCAQMD Toxic Air Contaminants Incremental Risk
Thresholds, lists SCAQMD’s TAC incremental risk thresholds for operation of a project. The purpose of this
environmental evaluation is to identify the significant effects of the proposed Project on the environment, not
the significant effects of the environment on the proposed Project. (California Building Industry Association v. Bay
Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 [Case No. S213478]). CEQA does not require analysis
of the proposed Project’s environmental effects from siting sensitive receptors. However, the environmental
document must analyze the impacts of environmental hazards on future users when a proposed Project
exacerbates an existing environmental hazard or condition. Residential, commercial, school, and office uses do
not use substantial quantities of TACs, and these thresholds are typically applied to new industrial projects.
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Table 5.2-6 SCAQMD Toxic Air Contaminants Incremental Risk Thresholds

Maximum Individual Cancer Risk =10 in 1 million
Cancer Burden (in areas = 1 in 1 million) > (0.5 excess cancer cases
Hazard Index (Project increment) 21.0

Source: SCAQMD 2015b.

5.2.3 Environmental Impacts
5231  METHODOLOGY

This air quality evaluation was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA to determine if
significant air quality impacts are likely to occur as a result of construction and operation the proposed Project.
SCAQMD has published the CEQ.A Air Quality Handbook (Handbook) and updates on its website that are
intended to provide local governments with guidance for analyzing and mitigating project-specific air quality
impacts (SCAQMD 2017b). The Handbook provides standards, methodologies, and procedures for conducting
air quality analyses in EIRs, and they were used in this analysis. Modeling of criteria air pollutants was conducted
using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.2.25.25. On-road transportation
sources are based on trip generation rates as shown in the traffic study (Appendix E).

5.2.3.2  IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following impact analysis addresses thresholds of significance for which the Initial Study disclosed
potentially significant impacts. The applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement.

Impact 5.2-1:  Construction activities associated with the proposed Project would not generate short-term
emissions in exceedance of SCAQMD’S threshold criteria. [Thresholds AQ-2 and AQ-3]

Impact Analysis: A project would normally have a significant effect on the environment if it violates any air
quality standard or contributes substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. Construction
activities produce combustion emissions from various soutces, such as onsite heavy-duty construction vehicles,
vehicles hauling materials to and from the site, and motor vehicles transporting the construction crew. Site
preparation activities produce fugitive dust emissions (PMio and PMazs) from grading, excavation, and
demolition. Exhaust emissions from construction onsite would vary daily.

Construction activities would occur over 3.85 acres of the approximately 9-acre Project site. Construction
activities would temporarily increase PMio, PMzs5, VOC, NOy, SOy, and CO regional emissions within the
SoCAB. Construction activities associated with buildout of the proposed Project would occur over
approximately three months from June 2019 through August 2019. Construction would include asphalt
demolition, site preparation, grading, paving, turf and light installation, and painting. The construction schedule
and equipment mix is based on preliminary engineering and is subject to changes during final design and as
dictated by field conditions. Results of the construction emission modeling are shown in Table 5.2-7, Maximum
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Daily Regional Construction Emissions. As shown in the table, maximum daily construction emissions would not
exceed SCAQMD’s regional construction significance thresholds.

Table 5.2-7 Maximum Daily Regional Construction Emissions

Criteria Air Pollutants

(pounds per day)* 23

Source VoC NOx CcO SO; PMso PM; 5

Asphalt Demolition + Haul 4 4 40 23 <1 2 2
Site Preparation 5 49 24 <1 11 7
Grading + Haul 5 4 68 25 <1 6 4
Utility Trenching 1 6 5 <1 <1 <1
Lighting Installation + Landscaping + Paving 3 33 21 <1 2 2
Architectural Coatings 1 2 2 <1 <1 <1
Maximum Daily Emissions 5 65 25 <1 11 7
SCAQMD Regional Construction Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55
Significant? No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod 2016.3.2.25.

Note: Totals may not add up to 100 percent due to rounding.

1 Construction emissions modeling assumed construction in 2018. Changing Project implementation timeframe to 2019 does not impact AQ modeling assumptions.

2 Construction equipment mix is based on CalEEMod default construction mix. See Appendix D for a list of assumptions on emissions generated on a worst-case day.

3 Grading includes compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 fugitive dust control measures. Measures include requiring an application of water at least twice per day to at
least 80 percent of the unstabilized disturbed onsite surface areas, replacing disturbed ground cover quickly, and restricting speeds on unpaved roads to less than 15
miles per hour. Modeling also assumes a VOC of 50 g/L for interior and 100 g/L for exterior paints pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 1113.

4 Assumes up to approximately 316 tons of asphalt would be demolished and hauled offsite.

5 Assumes up to 13,381 cubic yards of soil haul could be required.

Level of Significance before Mitigation: Short-term construction-related impacts to air quality would be
less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

Impact 5.2-2:  Long-term operation of the proposed Project would not generate additional vehicle trips and
associated emissions in exceedance of SCAQMD’s threshold criteria. [Thresholds AQ-2 and
AQ-3]

Impact Analysis: Long-term air pollutant emissions generated by the proposed Project would be generated
by area sources (e.g., landscape fuel use), mobile sources from vehicle trips, and energy use associated with the
proposed lighting system. Criteria air pollutant emissions for the proposed Project were modeled using
CalEEMod. Table 5.2-8, Maximum Daily Regional Operational Phase Ewmissions, identifies criteria air pollutant
emissions from the proposed Project.

As shown in the table, Project-related air pollutant emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD?’s regional
emissions thresholds for operational activities. Mobile-source emissions are based on the estimated 182 average
daily weekday trips the proposed field improvements would generate. As shown in Table 5.2-8 below, total
Project-related air pollutant emissions from atea sources, energy use, and Project related vehicle trips from
operation of the field renovation Project would not exceed the SCAQMD?’s regional emissions thresholds for
operational activities.
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Table 5.2-8 Maximum Daily Regional Operational Phase Emissions
Criteria Air Pollutants (lbs/day)

Source VOC NOx CcO SO, PMjo PM_.5
Area <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Energy <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Mobile Sources <1 1 8 <1 2 <1
Total Emissions 1 1 8 <1 2 <1
SCAQMD Regional Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55
Exceeds Regional Threshold? No No No No No No

Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2.25.
Note: Highest winter or summer emissions are reported. Totals may not add up to 100 percent due to rounding.

Level of Significance before Mitigation: Long-term operation-related impacts to air quality would be less
than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

Impact 5.2-3: The proposed Project could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant

concentrations during construction. [Threshold AQ-4]

Impact Analysis: Development of the proposed Project could expose sensitive receptors to elevated pollutant
concentrations during construction activities if it would cause or contribute significantly to elevating those
levels. Unlike the construction emissions shown in Table 5.2-7, described in pounds per day, localized
concentrations refer to an amount of pollutant in a volume of air (ppm or pg/m3) and can be correlated to
potential health effects. LSTs are the amount of Project-related emissions at which localized concentrations
(ppm ot pg/m3) would exceed the AAQS for criteria air pollutants for which the SoCAB is designated a
nonattainment area.

Construction LSTs

Localized significance thresholds (LSTs) are based on the California AAQS, which are the most stringent AAQS
that have been established to provide a margin of safety in the protection of public health and welfare. They
are designated to protect sensitive receptors most susceptible to further respiratory distress, such as asthmatics,
the elderly, very young children, people already weakened by other disease or illness, and people engaged in
strenuous work or exercise. Construction LSTs are based on the size of the Project site, distance to the nearest
sensitive receptor, and Source Receptor Area. Receptors proximate to the proposed Project site are the
residences surrounding the Project site, as well as students attending WMS.

Air pollutant emissions generated by construction activities are anticipated to cause temporary increases in air
pollutant concentrations. Table 5.2-9, Construction Emissions Compared to the Screening-Level 1ocalized Significance
Thresholds, shows the maximum daily construction emissions (pounds per day) generated during onsite
construction activities compared with the SCAQMD’s LSTs. As shown in the table, the maximum daily NO,,
CO, and PM construction emissions generated from onsite construction-related activities would be less than
their respective SCAQMD LSTs. However, the SCAQMD LST threshold for PMz5 would be exceeded during
site preparation. Therefore, Project-related construction activities would have the potential to expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Page 5.2-20 PlaceWorfks



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

5. Environmental Analysis

AIR QUALITY
Table 5.2-9 Construction Emissions Compared to the Screening-Level Localized Significance
Thresholds
Pollutants(lbs/day)'2

Source NOx CcO PMio PM;.5
2019 Asphalt Demolition + Haul 38 22 2.08 1.82
2019 Utility Trenching 5 5 0.37 0.34
2019 Paving + Lighting Installation 31 19 1.68 1.55
2019 Architectural Coating 2 2 0.15 0.15
SCAQMD =1.00-acre LST 80 498 4.00 3.00
Exceeds LST? No No No No
2019 Grading + Haul 31 17 4.39 2.87
SCAQMD 2.50-acre LST 124 894 8.16 4.67
Exceeds LST? No No No No
2019 Site Preparation 48 22 10.30 6.61
SCAQMD 3.50-acre LST 143 1,110 10.49 6.00
Exceeds LST? No No No Yes

Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2.25., SCAQMD 2008, and SCAQMD 2011.

Notes: In accordance with SCAQMD methodology, only onsite stationary sources and mobile equipment occurring on the proposed Project site are included in the
analysis. LSTs are based on receptors within 82 feet (25 meters) of the proposed Project site in Source Receptor Area (SRA) 7.

" The construction schedule is based on the preliminary information provided by the City. Where specific information regarding Project-related construction activities
was not available, construction assumptions were based on CalEEMod defaults, which are based on construction surveys conducted by SCAQMD of construction
equipment and phasing for comparable projects.

2 Includes implementation of fugitive dust control measures required by SCAQMD under Rule 403, including watering disturbed areas a minimum of two times per day,
reducing speed limit to 15 miles per hour on unpaved surfaces, replacing ground cover quickly, and street sweeping with Rule 1186-compliant sweepers.

Construction Health Risk

SCAQMD currently does not require health risk assessments to be conducted for short-term emissions from
construction equipment. Emissions from construction equipment primarily consist of diesel particulate matter
(DPM). The Office of Environmental Health Hazards Assessment (OEHHA) has adopted new guidance for
the preparation of health risk assessments issued in March 2015. OEHHA has developed a cancer risk factor
and non-cancer chronic reference exposure level for DPM, but these factors are based on continuous exposure
over a 30-year time frame. No short-term acute exposure levels have been developed for DPM. Construction
activities are scheduled to occur over approximately one year. The short construction durations would limit the
exposure to onsite and offsite receptors. SCAQMD currently does not require the evaluation of long-term
excess cancer risk or chronic health impacts for a short-term project. Additionally, with mitigation, localized
construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD LSTs. For the reasons stated above, it is anticipated
that construction emissions would not pose a threat to onsite and offsite receptors at or near the school.

Level of Significance before Mitigation: Because construction of the proposed Project would exceed
SCAQMD localized significance thresholds, Impact 5.2-3 would be potentially significant and mitigation
measures are required.

June 2020 Page 5.2-21



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

5. Environmental Analysis
AIR QUALITY

Impact 5.2-4:  The proposed Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations during operation. [Threshold AQ-4]

Impact Analysis: Development of the proposed Project could expose sensitive receptors to elevated pollutant
concentrations during operational activities if it would cause or contribute significantly to elevating those levels.
Unlike the construction emissions shown in Table 5.2-7, desctibed in pounds per day, localized concentrations
refer to an amount of pollutant in a volume of air (ppm or pg/m3) and can be correlated to potential health
effects. LSTs are the amount of Project-related emissions at which localized concentrations (ppm or ug/m?)
would exceed the AAQS for criteria air pollutants for which the SOCAB is designated a nonattainment area.

Operation LSTs

Operation of the proposed Project would not generate substantial quantities of emission from onsite,
stationary sources. Land uses that have the potential to generate substantial stationary sources of emissions
that would require a permit from SCAQMD include industrial land uses, such as chemical processing and
warchousing operations where substantial truck idling could occur onsite. The proposed Project does not fall
within these categories of uses. Table 5.2-10, Ousite Operational Emissions Compared to the Screening-Level Localized
Significance Thresholds, shows the increase in localized daily operational emissions. As shown in this table, while
operation of the proposed Project would result in the use of standard onsite mechanical equipment such as
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning units in addition to occasional use of landscaping equipment for
Project site maintenance, air pollutant emissions generated from these activities would be nominal and would
not exceed SCAQMD operational phase LSTs. Therefore, localized air quality impacts related to stationary-
source emissions would be less than significant.

Table 5.2-10 Onsite Operational Emissions Compared to the Screening-Level Localized Significance

Thresholds
Pollutants (lbs/day)

Source NOx CcO PM1o PM.s
Area Sources <1 <1 <0.01 <0.01
Energy Sources <1 <1 <0.01 <0.01
Maximum Daily Onsite Operation Emissions <1 <1 <0.01 <0.01
SCAQMD LST 172 1,434 4.00 2.00
Exceeds LST? No No No No

Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.1., SCAQMD 2008, and SCAQMD 2011.
Notes: LSTs are based on receptors within 82 feet (25 meters) of the proposed Project site in Source Receptor Area (SRA) 7.

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

Areas of vehicle congestion have the potential to create pockets of CO called hotspots. These pockets have
the potential to exceed the state one-hour standard of 20 parts per million (ppm) or the eight-hour standard
of 9.0 ppm. Because CO is produced in greatest quantities from vehicle combustion and does not readily
disperse into the atmosphere, adherence to ambient air quality standards is typically demonstrated through an
analysis of localized CO concentrations. Hotspots are typically produced at intersections, where traffic
congestion is highest because vehicles queue for longer periods and are subject to reduced speeds.
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The SoCAB has been designated attainment under both the national and California AAQS for CO. Under
existing and future vehicle emission rates, a project would have to increase traffic volumes at a single intersection
by more than 44,000 vehicles per hour—or 24,000 vehicles per hour where vertical and/or hotizontal mixing
is substantially limited—in order to generate a significant CO impact (BAAQMD 2017). The proposed Project
would result in approximately 182 average daily trips during a weekday, which are substantially less than the
volumes cited above. Furthermore, the SOCAB has since been designated as attainment under both the national
and California AAQS for CO. The proposed Project would not have the potential to substantially increase CO
hotspots at intersections in the vicinity of the Project site. Localized air quality impacts related to mobile-source
emissions would be less than significant.

Level of Significance before Mitigation: Impacts from long-term operation-related exposure of sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
required.

Impact 5.2-5:  The proposed Project is consistent with the applicable Air Quality Management Plan.
[Threshold AQ-1]

Impact Analysis: A consistency determination plays an important role in local agency project review by linking
local planning and individual projects to the air quality management plan (AQMP). It fulfills the CEQA goal
of informing decision makers of the environmental efforts of the project under consideration at an eatly
enough stage to ensure that air quality concerns are fully addressed. It also provides the local agency with
ongoing information as to whether they are contributing to clean air goals in the AQMP. The most recently
adopted comprehensive plan is the 2016 AQMP, adopted on March 3, 2017 (see Appendix A for a description
of the 2016 AQMP in the Initial Study).

Regional growth projections are used by SCAQMD to forecast future emission levels in the SoCAB. For
southern California, these regional growth projections are provided by the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) and are partially based on land use designations in city/county general plans. Typically,

only large, regionally significant projects have the potential to affect the regional growth projections.

The proposed Project would involve replacement of the existing grass field and paved basketball courts at
WMS to serve the needs of the local community. The proposed Project is not a project of statewide, regional,
or areawide significant that would require intergovernmental review under Section 15206 of the CEQA
Guidelines. Therefore, the proposed Project would not have the potential to substantially affect SCAG’s
demographic projections. Additionally, the regional emissions generated by construction and operation of the
proposed Project would be less than the SCAQMD emissions thresholds (see Impact 5.2-1 and Impact 5.2-2),
and SCAQMD would not consider the proposed Project a substantial source of air pollutant emissions that
would have the potential to affect the attainment designations in the SOCAB. Thus, the proposed Project would
not affect the regional emissions inventory or conflict with strategies in the AQMP.

Level of Significance before Mitigation: Impacts to consistency with the AQMP would be less than
significant and no mitigation measures are required.
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5.24 Cumulative Impacts

In accordance with the SCAQMD methodology, any project that produces a significant project-level regional
air quality impact in an area that is in nonattainment contributes to the cumulative impact. Cumulative projects
in the local area include new development and general growth within the SOCAB. The greatest source of
emissions within the SoOCAB is mobile sources. Due to the extent of the area potentially impacted from
cumulative project emissions, SCAQMD considers a project cumulatively significant when project-related
emissions exceed the SCAQMD regional emissions thresholds shown in Table 5.2-4, SCAQMD Significance
Thresholds.

Construction

The SoCAB is designated nonattainment for Os, PMzs, and lead (Los Angeles County only) under the California
and National AAQS and nonattainment for PMio under the California AAQS. Air quality would be temporarily
impacted during construction activities. Project-related construction emissions would not exceed the SCAQMD
regional significance thresholds. Therefore, the proposed Project’s construction emissions would be less than
cumulative considerable and would be less than significant.

Operation

For operational air quality emissions, any project that does not exceed or can be mitigated to less than the daily
regional threshold values is not considered by SCAQMD to be a substantial source of air pollution and does
not add significantly to a cumulative impact. Emissions associated with operation of the proposed Project
would not exceed SCAQMD regional emissions thresholds for long-term operation and would not cumulatively
contribute to the nonattainment designations of the SoCAB. Therefore, the proposed Project’s air pollutant
emissions would be less than significant.

5.2.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions
State

m  (Clean Car Standards — Pavley (AB 1493)

m  California Advanced Clean Cars CARB (Title 13 CCR)

m  Low-Emission Vehicle Program — LEV III (Title 13 CCR)

m  Statewide Retail Provider Emissions Performance Standards (SB 1368).

m  Airborne Toxics Control Measure to Limit School Bus Idling and Idling at Schools (13 CCR 2480)
m  Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fuel Commercial Vehicle Idling (13 CCR 2485)
m  In-Use Off-Road Diesel Idling Restriction (13 CCR 2449)

m  Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24, Part 6)

m  California Green Building Code (Title 24, Part 11)

m  Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 20)
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SCAQMD

= SCAQMD Rule 201: Permit to Construct

. SCAQMD Rule 402: Nuisance Odors

= SCAQMD Rule 403: Fugitive Dust

m  SCAQMD Rule 445: Wood-Burning Devices

= SCAQMD Rule 1113: Architectural Coatings

m SCAQMD Rule 1186: Street Sweeping

= SCAQMD Rule 1401: New Source Review of Toxic Air Contaminants

m SCAQMD Rule 1403: Asbestos Emissions from Demolition/Renovation Activities

5.2.6 Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Upon implementation of regulatory requirements and standard conditions of approval, some impacts would
be less than significant: 5.2-1, 5.2-2, 5.2-4, and 5.2-5.

Without mitigation, these impacts would be potentially significant:

m  Impact 5.2-3 Construction associated with the proposed Project would generate emissions that
would exceed SCAQMD?s localized significance thresholds and would have the
potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

5.2.7 Mitigation Measures

Impact 5.2-3

MM AQ-1 The construction contractor shall prepare a fugutive dust control plan and implement the
following measures during ground-disturbing activities—in addition to the existing
requirements for fugitive dust control under South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) Rule 403—to further reduce PMyp and PMz 5 emissions. The City shall verify that
these measures have been implemented during normal construction site inspections.

m  TPollowing all grading activities, the construction contractor shall reestablish ground cover
on the construction site through seeding and watering,

m  During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall sweep streets with
SCAQMD Rule 1186—compliant, PM-efficient vacuum units on a daily basis if silt is

carried over to adjacent public thoroughfares or occurs as a result of hauling,

®  During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall maintain a minimum
24-inch freeboard on trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials and shall tarp
materials with a fabric cover or other cover that achieves the same amount of protection.

m  During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall limit onsite vehicle
speeds on unpaved roads to no more than 15 miles per hour.
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®  During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall water exposed ground
surfaces and disturbed areas a minimum of every three hours on the construction site and
a minimum of three times per day.

®m  During all construction activities, the construction contractor shall apply non-toxic soil
stabilizer according to manufactures’ specifications, to all inactive construction areas
(previously graded areas inactive for ten days or more).

The construction contractor shall use equipment that meets the US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) Tier 4 emissions standards for off-road diesel-powered construction equipment
with more than 50 horsepower during ground-disturbing activities, unless it can be
demonstrated to the City that such equipment is not available. Any emissions control device
used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that ate no less than what could be
achieved by a Level 4 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine, as defined
by the California Air Resources Board’s regulations.

Prior to construction, the project engineer shall ensure that all demolition and grading plans
clearly show the requirement for EPA Tier 4 or higher emissions standards for construction
equipment over 50 horsepower. During construction, the construction contractor shall
maintain a list of all operating equipment in use on the construction site for verification by
the City. The construction equipment list shall state the makes, models, and numbers of
construction equipment onsite. Equipment shall be propetly serviced and maintained in
accordance with the manufacturer’s recommendations. Construction contractors shall also
ensure that all nonessential idling of construction equipment is restricted to five minutes or
less in compliance with California Air Resources Board’s Rule 2449 of the California Code of
Regulations, Title 13, Article 4.8, Chapter 9.

5.2.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation

Impact 5.2-3

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce the proposed Project’s localized construction emissions, as
shown in Table 5.2-11, Construction Emissions Compared to the Screening-Level Localized Significance Thresholds —
Mitigated. The results indicate that, the maximum daily NOx, CO, and PM10 construction emissions generated

from onsite construction-related activities would continue to be less than their respective SCAQMD LSTs.

Additionally, with mitigation, PMa5 concentration which is identified as exceeding the LST, would be reduced

to less than the SCAQMD’s localized significance threshold during the site preparation phase. Therefore,

Project-related construction activities would not have the potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial

pollutant concentrations. Impact 5.2-3 would be less than significant with mitigation.
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Table 5.2-11 Construction Emissions Compared to the Screening-Level Localized Significance
Thresholds —Mitigated

Pollutants(lbs/day)'2

Source NOx CcO PM1o PM;.5
2019 Asphalt Demoalition + Haul 2 23 0.02 0.08
2019 Utility Trenching <1 5 0.01 0.01
2019 Paving + Lighting Installation 2 20 0.07 0.07
2019 Architectural Coating 2 2 0.15 0.15
SCAQMD <1.00-acre LST 80 498 4.00 3.00
Exceeds LST? No No No No
2019 Grading + Haul 2 18 2.88 149
SCAQMD 2.50-acre LST 124 894 8.16 4.67
Exceeds LST? No No No No
2019 Site Preparation 2 21 7.78 4.30
SCAQMD 3.50-acre LST 143 1,110 10.49 6.00
Exceeds LST? No No No No

Source: CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2.25., SCAQMD 2008, and SCAQMD 2011.

Notes: In accordance with SCAQMD methodology, only onsite stationary sources and mobile equipment occurring on the proposed Project site are included in the
analysis. LSTs are based on receptors within 82 feet (25 meters) of the proposed Project site in Source Receptor Area (SRA) 7.

" The construction schedule is based on the preliminary information provided by the City. Where specific information regarding Project-related construction activities
was not available, construction assumptions were based on CalEEMod defaults, which are based on construction surveys conducted by SCAQMD of construction
equipment and phasing for comparable projects.

2 Includes implementation of fugitive dust control measures required by SCAQMD under Rule 403 and Mitigation Measure AQ-1 and AQ-2, including watering disturbed
areas a minimum of three times per day, reducing speed limit to 15 miles per hour on unpaved surfaces, replacing ground cover quickly, street sweeping with
Rule 1186-compliant sweepers, using non-toxic soil stabilizers, and using Tier 4 construction equipment.
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5.3 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

This section of the DEIR evaluates the impacts of the proposed Project to cumulatively contribute to
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Because no single project is large enough to result in a measurable increase
in global concentrations of GHG emissions, climate change impacts of a project are considered on a
cumulative basis. The analysis in this section is based on buildout of the proposed Project, as modeled using
the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) and trip generation provided in the Traffic Impact
Analysis (see Appendix E to this DEIR). The GHG emissions modeling for construction and operational
phases are included in Appendix C of this DEIR.

Terminology

The following are definitions for terms used throughout this section.

®  Greenhouse gases (GHG). Gases in the atmosphere that absorb infrared light, thereby retaining heat in
the atmosphere and contributing to a greenhouse effect.

m  Global warming potential (GWP). Metric used to describe how much heat a molecule of a greenhouse
gas absorbs relative to a molecule of carbon dioxide (COy) over a given period of time (20, 100, and
500 years). CO2 has a GWP of 1.

m  Carbon dioxide-equivalent (COze). The standard unit to measure the amount of greenhouse gases in
terms of the amount of CO; that would cause the same amount of warming. COse is based on the GWP
ratios between the various GHGs relative to COx.

B MTCOze. Metric ton of COge.

. MMTCOze. Million metric tons of COse.

5.3.1 Environmental Setting
5311  GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE

Scientists have concluded that human activities are contributing to global climate change by adding large
amounts of heat-trapping gases, known as GHGs, to the atmosphere. The primary source of these GHGs is
fossil fuel use. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has identified four major GHGs—
water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO»), methane (CHy), and ozone (O3)—that are the likely cause of an increase
in global average temperatures observed in the 20th and 21st centuries. Other GHGs identified by the IPCC
that contribute to global warming to a lesser extent are nitrous oxide (N20), sulfur hexafluoride (SF),
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hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and chlorofluorocarbons IPCC 2001).1:2 The major GHGs are briefly
described below.

m  Carbon dioxide (CO2) enters the atmosphere through the burning of fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and
coal), solid waste, trees and wood products, and respiration, and also as a result of other chemical
reactions (e.g., manufacture of cement). Carbon dioxide is removed from the atmosphere (sequestered)
when it is absorbed by plants as part of the biological carbon cycle.

m  Methane (CH,) is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil. Methane
emissions also result from livestock and other agricultural practices and from the decay of organic waste
in landfills and water treatment facilities.

®m  Nitrous oxide (N:0) is emitted during agricultural and industrial activities as well as during the
combustion of fossil fuels and solid waste.

m  Fluorinated gases are synthetic, strong GHGs that are emitted from a variety of industrial processes.
Fluorinated gases are sometimes used as substitutes for ozone-depleting substances. These gases are

typically emitted in smaller quantities, but because they are potent GHGs, they are sometimes referred to
as high GWP gases.

e Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) ate GHGs covered under the 1987 Montreal Protocol and used for
refrigeration, air conditioning, packaging, insulation, solvents, or aerosol propellants. Since they are
not destroyed in the lower atmosphere (troposphere, stratosphere), CFCs drift into the upper
atmosphere where, given suitable conditions, they break down the ozone layer. These gases are
therefore being replaced by other compounds that are GHGs covered under the Kyoto Protocol.

e  Petfluorocarbons (PFCs) ate a group of human-made chemicals composed of carbon and fluorine
only. These chemicals (predominantly perfluoromethane [CF4] and perfluoroethane [CoFe]) were
introduced as alternatives, along with hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), to ozone-depleting substances. In
addition, PFCs ate emitted as by-products of industrial processes and are used in manufacturing.
PFCs do not harm the stratospheric ozone layer, but they have a high GWP.

o Sulfur Hexafluoride (SFjs) is a colotless gas soluble in alcohol and ether, and slightly soluble in
water. SFq is a strong GHG used primarily in electrical transmission and distribution systems as an
insulator.

I Water vapor (H20) is the strongest GHG and the most variable in its phases (vapor, cloud droplets, ice crystals). However, water
vapor is not considered a pollutant and would not be considered as part of GHG emissions because it feeds back into other
ecological systems rather than a primary cause of change.

2 Black carbon contributes to climate change both directly, by absorbing sunlight, and indirectly, by depositing on snow (making it
melt faster) and by interacting with clouds and affecting cloud formation. Black carbon is the most strongly light-absorbing
component of particulate matter (PM) emitted from burning fuels such as coal, diesel, and biomass. Reducing black carbon
emissions globally can have immediate economic, climate, and public health benefits. California has been an international leader in
reducing emissions of black carbon, with close to 95 percent control expected by 2020 due to existing programs that target
reducing PM from diesel engines and burning activities (CARB 2017b). However, state and national GHG inventories do not
include black carbon yet due to ongoing work resolving the precise global warming potential of black carbon. Guidance for CEQA
documents does not yet include black carbon.
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e Hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) contain hydrogen, fluorine, chlorine, and carbon atoms.
Although they are ozone-depleting substances, they are less potent than CFCs. They have been
introduced as temporary replacements for CFCs.

e Hydrofluorocatbons (HFCs) contain only hydrogen, fluorine, and carbon atoms. They were
introduced as alternatives to ozone-depleting substances to serve many industrial, commercial, and
personal needs. HFCs are emitted as by-products of industrial processes and are also used in

manufacturing. They do not significantly deplete the stratospheric ozone layer, but they are strong
GHGs. (IPCC 1995; USEPA 2017)

GHGs are dependent on the lifetime, or persistence, of the gas molecule in the atmosphere. Some GHGs
have a stronger greenhouse effect than others. These are referred to as high Global Warming Potential
(GWP) gases. The GWP of GHG emissions are shown in Table 5.3-1, GHG Ewmissions and Their Relative Global
Warming Potential Compared to CO,. The GWP is used to convert GHGs to COz-equivalence (COse) to show
the relative potential that different GHGs have to retain infrared radiation in the atmosphere and contribute
to the greenhouse effect. For example, under IPCC’s Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) GWP values for CHy,
a project that generates 10 MT of CH4 would be equivalent to 250 MT of CO3.3

Table 5.3-1 GHG Emissions and Their Relative Global Warming Potential Compared to CO;
Second Assessment Report | Fourth Assessment Report | Second Assessment Report | Fourth Assessment Report
Atmospheric Lifetime Atmospheric Lifetime Global Warming Global Warming
GHGs (Years) (Years) Potential Relative to CO;! Potential Relative to CO;!
Carbon Dioxide (COz) 50 to 200 50 to 200 1 1
Methane? (CHa4) 12 (£3) 12 21 25
Nitrous Oxide (N20) 120 114 310 298
Hydrofluorocarbons:
HFC-23 264 270 11,700 14,800
HFC-32 5.6 49 650 675
HFC-125 32.6 29 2,800 3,500
HFC-134a 14.6 14 1,300 1,430
HFC-143a 48.3 52 3,800 4,470
HFC-152a 1.5 1.4 140 124
HFC-227ea 36.5 34.2 2,900 3,220
HFC-236fa 209 240 6,300 9,810
HFC-4310mee 171 15.9 1,300 1,030
Perfluoromethane: CF4 50,000 50,000 6,500 7,390
Perfluoroethane: C2Fs 10,000 10,000 9,200 12,200
Perfluorobutane: C4F1o 2,600 NA 7,000 8,860
"
Sulfur Hexafluoride 3.200 NA 23,900 22,800
(SFs)

3 COz-equivalence is used to show the relative potential that different GHGs have to retain infrared radiation in the atmosphere and
contribute to the greenhouse effect. The global warming potential of a GHG is also dependent on the lifetime, or persistence, of
the gas molecule in the atmosphere.
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Source: IPCC 1995; IPCC 2007.

Note: The IPCC has published updated GWP values in its Fifth Assessment Report (2013) that reflect new information on atmospheric lifetimes of GHGs and an
improved calculation of the radiative forcing of CO2. However, GWP values identified in the AR4 are used by SCAQMD to maintain consistency in statewide GHG
emissions modeling. In addition, the 2014 Scoping Plan Update was based on the GWP values in AR4.

1 Based on 100-year time horizon of the GWP of the air pollutant compared to CO..

2 The methane GWP includes direct effects and indirect effects due to the production of tropospheric ozone and stratospheric water vapor. The indirect effect due to the
production of CO; is not included.

California’s GHG Sources and Relative Contribution

California is the 20th largest GHG emitter in the world and the second largest GHG emitter in the United
States, surpassed only by Texas (CARB 2014a). However, California also has over 12 million more people
than Texas. Because of more stringent air emission regulations, in 2014, California ranked third lowest in
energy-related carbon emissions per capita (EIA 2018).

In 2019, the statewide GHG emissions inventory was updated for 2000 to 2017 emissions using the GWPs
in IPCC’s AR4. Based on these GWPs, California produced 424.10 MMTCO2e GHG emissions in 2017.
California’s transportation sector was the single largest generator of GHG emissions, producing 40.1 percent
of the state’s total emissions. Industrial sector emissions made up 21.1 percent, and electric power generation
made up 14.7 percent of the state’s emissions inventory. Other major sectors of GHG emissions include
commercial and residential (9.7 percent), agriculture and forestry (7.6 percent) high GWP (4.7 percent), and
recycling and waste (2.1 percent) (CARB 2019a).

California’s GHG emissions have followed a declining trend since 2007. In 2017, emissions from routine
GHG emitting activities statewide were 424 MMTCO2e, 5 MMTCO2e¢ lower than 2016 levels. This
represents an overall decrease of 14 percent since peak levels in 2004 and 7 MMTCO2e below the 1990 level
and the state’s 2020 GHG target. During the 2000 to 2017 period, per capita GHG emissions in California
have continued to drop from a peak in 2001 of 14.0 MTCO2e per capita to 10.7 MTCO2e per capita in 2017,
a 24 percent decrease. Overall trends in the inventory also demonstrate that the carbon intensity of
California’s economy (the amount of carbon pollution per million dollars of gross domestic product (GDP))
is declining, representing a 41 percent decline since the 2001 peak, while the state’s GDP has grown 52
percent during this period. For the first time since California started to track GHG emissions, California uses
more electricity from zero-GHG sources (hydro, solar, wind, and nuclear energy) (CARB 2019b).

Human Influence on Climate Change

For approximately 1,000 years before the Industrial Revolution, the amount of GHGs in the atmosphere
remained relatively constant. During the 20th century, however, scientists observed a rapid change in the
climate and the quantity of climate change pollutants in the Earth’s atmosphere that is attributable to human
activities. The amount of COz in the atmosphere has increased by more than 35 percent since preindustrial
times and has increased at an average rate of 1.4 parts per million per year since 1960, mainly due to
combustion of fossil fuels and deforestation (IPCC 2007). These recent changes in the quantity and
concentration of climate change pollutants far exceed the extremes of the ice ages, and the global mean
temperature is warming at a rate that cannot be explained by natural causes alone. Human activities are
directly altering the chemical composition of the atmosphere through the buildup of climate change
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pollutants (CAT 20006). In the past, gradual changes in the earth’s temperature changed the distribution of
species, availability of water, etc. However, human activities are accelerating this process so that

environmental impacts associated with climate change no longer occur in a geologic time frame but within a
human lifetime (IPCC 2007).

Like the variability in the projections of the expected increase in global surface temperatures, the
environmental consequences of gradual changes in the Earth’s temperature are also hard to predict.
Projections of climate change depend heavily upon future human activity. Therefore, climate models atre
based on different emission scenarios that account for historical trends in emissions and on obsetrvations of
the climate record that assess the human influence of the trend and projections for extreme weather events.
Climate-change scenarios are affected by varying degrees of uncertainty. For example, there are varying
degrees of certainty on the magnitude of the trends for:

m  Warmer and fewer cold days and nights over most land areas.

m  Warmer and more frequent hot days and nights over most land areas.

®  Anincrease in frequency of warm spells/heat waves over most land areas.

®m  An increase in frequency of heavy precipitation events (or proportion of total rainfall from heavy falls)
over most areas.

m  Larger areas affected by drought.

m  Intense tropical cyclone activity increases.

m  Increased incidence of extreme high sea level (excluding tsunamis).

Potential Climate Change Impacts for California

Observed changes over the last several decades across the western United States reveal clear signs of climate
change. Statewide average temperatures increased by about 1.7°F from 1895 to 2011, and warming has been
greatest in the Sierra Nevada. By 2050, California is projected to warm by approximately 2.7°F above 2000
averages, a threefold increase in the rate of warming over the last century. By 2100, average temperatures
could increase from 4.1 to 8.6°F, depending on emissions levels (CCCC 2012).

In California and western North America, observations of the climate have shown: 1) a trend toward warmer
winter and spring temperatures; 2) a smaller fraction of precipitation falling as snow; 3) a decrease in the
amount of spring snow accumulation in the lower and middle elevation mountain zones; 4) a shift in the
timing of snowmelt of 5 to 30 days eatlier in the spring; and 5) a similar shift (5 to 30 days eatrlier) in the
timing of spring flower blooms (CAT 2006). Overall, California has become drier over time, with five of the
eight years of severe to extreme drought occurring between 2007 and 2016, with unprecedented dry years
occurring in 2014 and 2015 (OEHHA 2018). Statewide precipitation has become increasingly variable from
year to year, with the driest consecutive four years occurring from 2012 to 2015 (OEHHA 2018). According
to the California Climate Action Team—a committee of state agency secretaries and the heads of agencies,
boards, and departments, led by the Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency—even if
actions could be taken to immediately curtail climate change emissions, the potency of emissions that have
already built up, their long atmospheric lifetimes (see Table 5.3-1), and the inertia of the Earth’s climate
system could produce as much as 0.6°C (1.1°F) of additional warming. Consequently, some impacts from
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climate change are now considered unavoidable. Global climate change risks to California are shown in
Table 5.3-2, Summary of GHG Eumissions Risks to California, and include impacts to public health, water
resources, agriculture, coastal sea level, forest and biological resources, and energy.

Table 5.3-2 Summary of GHG Emissions Risks to California
Impact Category Potential Risk

Heat waves will be more frequent, hotter, and longer
Fewer extremely cold nights

Poor air quality made worse

Higher temperatures increase ground-level ozone levels

Public Health Impacts

Decreasing Sierra Nevada snow pack
Challenges in securing adequate water supply
Potential reduction in hydropower

Loss of winter recreation

Water Resources Impacts

Increasing temperature

Increasing threats from pests and pathogens
Agricultural Impacts Expanded ranges of agricultural weeds
Declining productivity

Irregular blooms and harvests

Accelerated sea level rise
Increasing coastal floods

Shrinking beaches

Worsened impacts on infrastructure

Coastal Sea Level Impacts

Increased risk and severity of wildfires
Lengthening of the wildfire season
Movement of forest areas

Conversion of forest to grassland

Forest and Biological Resource Impacts Declining forest productivity

Increasing threats from pest and pathogens
Shifting vegetation and species distribution
Altered timing of migration and mating habits
Loss of sensitive or slow-moving species

Potential reduction in hydropower

Energy Demand Impacts Increased energy demand

Sources: CEC 2006; CEC 2009; CCCC 2012; CNRA 2014.

Specific climate change impacts that could affect the proposed Project include:

m  Water Resources Impacts. By late this century, all projections show drying, and half of the projections
suggest 30-year average precipitation will decline by more than 10 percent below the historical average.
This drying trend is caused by an apparent decline in the frequency of rain and snowfall. Even in
projections with relatively little or no decline in precipitation, central and southern parts of the state can
be expected to be drier from the warming effects alone—because the spring snowpack will melt sooner,
and the moisture in soils will evaporate during long dry summer months (CCCC 2012).

m  Wildfire Risks. Eatlier snowmelt, higher temperatures, unprotected utility lines, and longer dry periods
over a longer fire season will directly increase wildfire risk. Indirectly, wildfire risk will also be influenced
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by potential climate-related changes in vegetation and ignition potential from lightning. Human activities
will continue to be the biggest factor in ignition risk. The number of large fires statewide is estimated to
increase bym 58 percent to 128 percent above historical levels by 2085. Under the same emissions
scenario, estimated burned area will increase by 57 percent to 169 percent, depending on location (CCCC
2012).

®»  Health Impacts. Many of the gravest threats to public health in California stem from the increase of
extreme conditions, principally more frequent, more intense, and longer heat waves. Particular concern
centers on the increasing tendency for multiple hot days in succession, and simultancous and heat waves
in several regions throughout the state. Public health could also be affected by climate change impacts on
air quality, food production, the amount and quality of water supplies, energy pricing and availability, and
the spread of infectious diseases. Higher temperatures also increase ground-level ozone levels.
Furthermore, wildfires can increase particulate air pollution in the major air basins of California (CCCC

2012).

m  Increase Energy Demand. Increases in average temperature and higher frequency of extreme heat
events combined with new residential development across the state will drive up the demand for cooling
in the increasingly hot and longer summer season and decrease demand for heating in the cooler season.
Warmer, drier summers also increase system losses at natural gas plants (reduced efficiency in the
electricity generation process at higher temperatures) and hydropower plants (lower reservoir levels).
Transmission of electricity will also be affected by climate change. Transmission lines lose 7 percent to 8
percent of transmitting capacity in high temperatures while needing to transport greater loads. This

means that more electricity needs to be produced to make up for the loss in capacity and the growing

demand (CCCC 2012).

53.1.2 REGULATORY SETTING

This section desctibes the federal, state, and local regulations applicable to GHG emissions.

Federal Laws

The US. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) announced on December 7, 2009, that GHG emissions
threaten the public health and welfare of the American people and that GHG emissions from on-road
vehicles contribute to that threat. The EPA’s final findings respond to the 2007 U.S. Supreme Court decision
that GHG emissions fit within the Clean Air Act definition of air pollutants. The findings did not themselves
impose any emission reduction requirements, but allowed the EPA to finalize the GHG standards proposed
in 2009 for new light-duty vehicles as part of the joint rulemaking with the Department of Transportation
(USEPA 2009).

To regulate GHGs from passenger vehicles, EPA was required to issue an endangerment finding. The finding
identifies emissions of six key GHGs—CO, CHa, N2O, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and SFe—
that have been the subject of scrutiny and intense analysis for decades by scientists in the United States and
around the world. The first three are applicable to the project’s GHG emissions inventory because they
constitute the majority of GHG emissions, and per South Coast Air Quality Management District
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(SCAQMD) guidance, they are the GHG emissions that should be evaluated as part of a project’s GHG
emissions inventory.

US Mandatory Reporting Rule for GHGs (2009)

In response to the endangerment finding, the EPA issued the Mandatory Reporting of GHG Rule that
requires substantial emitters of GHG emissions (large stationary sources, etc.) to report GHG emissions data.
Facilities that emit 25,000 MTCOze or more are required to submit an annual report.

Update to Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards (2010/2012)

The current Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards (for model years 2011 to 2016) incorporate stricter
fuel economy requitements promulgated by the federal government and California into one uniform
standard. Additionally, automakers were required to cut GHG emissions in new vehicles by roughly 25
percent by 2016 (resulting in a fleet average of 35.5 miles per gallon by 2016). Rulemaking to adopt these new
standards was completed in 2010. California agreed to allow automakers who show compliance with the
national program to also be deemed in compliance with state requirements. The federal government issued
new standards in 2012 for model years 2017 to 2025 that will require a fleet average of 54.5 miles per gallon
in 2025. While the EPA is reexamining the 2017-2025 emissions and CAFE standards, a consortium of
automakers and California have agreed on a voluntary framework to reduce emissions that can serve as an
alternative path forward for clean vehicle standards nationwide. Automakers who agreed to the framework are
Ford, Honda, BMW of North America and Volkswagen Group of America. The framework supports
continued annual reductions of vehicle greenhouse gas emissions through the 2026 model year, encourages
innovation to accelerate the transition to electric vehicles, and provides industry the certainty needed to make
investments and create jobs. This commitment means that the auto companies party to the voluntary
agreement will only sell cars in the United States that meet these standards (CARB 2019c¢).

EPA Regqulation of Stationary Sources under the Clean Air Act (Ongoing)

Pursuant to its authority under the Clean Air Act, the EPA has been developing regulations for new, large
stationary sources of emissions, such as power plants and refineries. Under former President Obama’s 2013
Climate Action Plan, the EPA was directed to develop regulations for existing stationary sources as well. On
June 19, 2019, the EPA issued the final Affordable Clean Energy (ACE) rule which became effective on
August 19,2019. The ACE rule was crafted under the direction of President Trump’s Energy Independence
Executive Order. It officially rescinds the Clean Power Plan rule issued during the Obama Administration and

sets emissions guidelines for states in developing plans to limit CO2 emissions from coal-fired power plants.

State Laws

Current State of California guidance and goals for reductions in GHG emissions are generally embodied in
Executive Orders S-03-05 and B-30-15, Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), Senate Bill 32 (SB 32), and SB 375.

Executive Order S-03-05

Executive Order S-03-05, signed June 1, 2005, set the following GHG reduction targets for the state:
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= 2000 levels by 2010
= 1990 levels by 2020
m 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050

Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act (2006)

Current State of California guidance and goals for reductions in GHG emissions are generally embodied in
AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act. AB 32 was passed by the California state legislature on August 31,
2000, to place the state on a course toward reducing its contribution of GHG emissions. AB 32 follows the
2020 tier of emissions reduction targets established in Executive Order S-03-05.

CARB 2008 Scoping Plan

The final Scoping Plan was adopted by CARB on December 11, 2008. The 2008 Scoping Plan identified that
GHG emissions in California are anticipated to be 596 MMTCOze in 2020. In December 2007, CARB
approved a 2020 emissions limit of 427 MMTCOze (471 million tons) for the state (CARB 2008). In order to
effectively implement the emissions cap, AB 32 directed CARB to establish a mandatory reporting system to
track and monitor GHG emissions levels for large stationary sources that generate more than
25,000 MTCOqe per year, prepare a plan demonstrating how the 2020 deadline can be met, and develop
appropriate regulations and programs to implement the plan by 2012.

First Update to the Scoping Plan

CARB completed a five-year update to the 2008 Scoping Plan, as required by AB 32. The First Update to the
Scoping Plan, adopted at the May 22, 2014, board hearing, highlights California’s progress toward meeting the
near-term 2020 GHG emission reduction goals defined in the 2008 Scoping Plan. As part of the update,
CARB recalculated the 1990 GHG emission levels with the updated AR4 GWPs, and the 427 MMTCOze
1990 emissions level and 2020 GHG emissions limit, established in response to AB 32, are slightly higher at
431 MMTCOze (CARB 2014b).

As identified in the First Update to the Scoping Plan, California is on track to meeting the goals of AB 32.
However, the First Update also addresses the state’s longer-term GHG goals in a post-2020 element. The
post-2020 element provides a high level view of a long-term strategy for meeting the 2050 GHG goals,
including a recommendation for the state to adopt a midterm target. According to the First Update to the
Scoping Plan, local government reduction targets should chart a reduction trajectory that is consistent with or
exceeds the trajectory created by statewide goals (CARB 2014b). CARB identified that reducing emissions to
80 percent below 1990 levels will require a fundamental shift to efficient, clean energy in every sector of the
economy. Progressing toward California’s 2050 climate targets will require significant acceleration of GHG
reduction rates. Emissions from 2020 to 2050 will have to decline several times faster than the rate needed to
reach the 2020 emissions limit (CARB 2014b).

Executive Order B-30-15

Executive Order B-30-15, signed April 29, 2015, sets a goal of reducing GHG emissions in the state to 40
percent below 1990 levels by year 2030. Executive Order B-30-15 also directs CARB to update the Scoping
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Plan to quantify the 2030 GHG reduction goal for the state and requires state agencies to implement
measures to meet the interim 2030 goal as well as the long-term goal for 2050 in Executive Order S-03-05. It
also requires the Natural Resources Agency to conduct triennial updates of the California adaption strategy,
Safeguarding California, in order to ensure climate change is accounted for in state planning and investment
decisions.

Senate Bill 32 and Assembly Bill 197

In September 2016, Governor Brown signed Senate Bill 32 and Assembly Bill 197, making the Executive
Order goal for year 2030 into a statewide mandated legislative target. AB 197 established a joint legislative
committee on climate change policies and requires the CARB to prioritize direction emissions reductions

rather than the market-based cap-and-trade program for large stationary, mobile, and other sources.

2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update

Executive Order B-30-15 and SB 32 required CARB to prepare another update to the Scoping Plan to
address the 2030 target for the state. On December 14, 2017, CARB adopted the 2017 Climate Change
Scoping Plan Update. The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update (2017 CCSP Update) includes the
regulations and programs to achieve the 2030 target, including strategies consistent with AB 197
requirements. The 2017 Scoping Plan establishes a new emissions limit of 260 MMTCOze for the year 2030,
which corresponds to a 40 percent decrease in 1990 levels by 2030 (CARB 2017a).

California’s climate strategy will require contributions from all sectors of the economy, including enhanced
focus on zero- and near-zero emission (ZE/NZE) vehicle technologies; continued investment in renewables,
such as solar roofs, wind, and other types of distributed generation; greater use of low carbon fuels;
integrated land conservation and development strategies; coordinated efforts to reduce emissions of short-
lived climate pollutants (methane, black carbon, and fluorinated gases); and an increased focus on integrated
land use planning, to support livable, transit-connected communities and conservation of agricultural and
other lands. Requirements for GHG reductions at stationary sources complement efforts by the local air
districts to tighten criteria air pollutants and TACs emissions limits on a broad spectrum of industrial sources.
Major elements of the 2017 Scoping Plan framework include:

®  Implementing and/or increasing the standards of the Mobile Source Strategy, which include increasing
ZEV buses and trucks.

m  Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS), with an increased stringency (18 percent by 2030).

m  Implementation of SB 350, which expands the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) to 50 percent RPS
and doubles energy efficiency savings by 2030.

m  California Sustainable Freight Action Plan, which improves freight system efficiency and utilizes NZE
technology and deployment of ZEV trucks.

®»  Implementing the proposed Short-Lived Climate Pollutant Strategy, which focuses on reducing methane
and hydrofluorocarbon emissions by 40 percent and anthropogenic black carbon emissions by 50 percent
by year 2030.

m  Continued implementation of SB 375.

m Post-2020 Cap-and-Trade Program that includes declining caps.
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®m  Development of a Natural and Working Lands Action Plan to secure California’s land base as a net
carbon sink.

In addition to the statewide strategies listed above, the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan also identified local
governments as essential partners in achieving the state’s long-term GHG reduction goals and identified local
actions to reduce GHG emissions. As part of the recommended actions, CARB recommends statewide
targets of no more than 6 MTCOze or less per capita by 2030 and 2 MTCOze or less per capita by 2050.
CARB recommends that local governments evaluate and adopt robust and quantitative locally appropriate
goals that align with the statewide per capita targets and the state’s sustainable development objectives, and
develop plans to achieve the local goals. The statewide per capita goals were developed by applying the
percent reductions necessary to reach the 2030 and 2050 climate goals (i.e., 40 percent and 80 percent,
respectively) to the state’s 1990 emissions limit established under AB 32. For CEQA projects, CARB states
that lead agencies have the discretion to develop evidence-based numeric thresholds (mass emissions, per
capita, or per service population) consistent with the Scoping Plan and the state’s long-term GHG goals. To
the degtee a project relies on GHG mitigation measures, CARB recommends that lead agencies prioritize on-
site design features that reduce emissions, especially from vehicle miles traveled (VMT), and direct
investments in GHG reductions in the project’s region that contribute potential air quality, health, and
economic co-benefits. Where further project design or regional investments are infeasible or not proven to be
effective, CARB recommends mitigating potential GHG impacts through purchasing and retiring carbon
credits (CARB 2017a).

The Scoping Plan scenario is set against what is called the business-as-usual yardstick—that is, what GHG
emissions would look like if the state did nothing beyond the existing policies that are required and already in
place to achieve the 2020 limit, as shown in Table 5.5-3, 2077 Climate Change Scoping Plan Emsissions Reductions
Gap. It includes the existing renewables requirements, advanced clean cars, the “10 percent” LCFS, and the
SB 375 program for more vibrant communities, among others. However, it does not include a range of new
policies or measures that have been developed or put into statute over the past two years. As shown in the
table, the known commitments are expected to result in emissions that are 60 MMTCOze above the target in
2030. If the estimated GHG reductions from the known commitments are not realized due to delays in
implementation or technology deployment, the post-2020 Cap-and-Trade Program would deliver the
additional GHG reductions in the sectors it covers to ensure the 2030 target is achieved.

Table 5.3-3 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Emissions Reductions Gap

2030 GHG Emissions
Modeling Scenario MMTCOe
Reference Scenario 389
(Business-as-Usual)
With Known Commitments 320
2030 GHG Target 260
Gap to 2030 Target with Known Commitments 60

Source: CARB 2017a.
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Table 5.3-4, 2017 Scoping Plan Emissions Changes by Sector to Achieve the 2030 Target, provides estimated GHG
emissions by sector compared to 1990 levels, and the range of GHG emissions for each sector estimated for

2030.

Table 5.3-4 2017 Scoping Plan Emissions Changes by Sector to Achieve the 2030 Target

1990 2030 Proposed Plan Ranges

Scoping Plan Sector MMTCO.e MMTCO.e % Change from 1990
Agricultural 26 24-25 -4% to -8%
Residential and Commercial 44 38-40 9% to -14%
Electric Power 108 30-53 -51% to -72%
High GWP 3 8-11 267% to 367%
Industrial 98 83-90 -8% to -15%
Recycling and Waste 7 8-9 14% to 29%
Transportation (including TCU) 152 103-111 -27% 10 -32%
Net Sink' -7 TBD TBD
Cap-and-Trade Program NA 34-79 NA
Total 431 260 -40%

Source: CARB 2017a.
Notes: TCU = Transportation, Communications, and Utilities; TBD: To Be Determined.
1 Work is underway through 2017 to estimate the range of potential sequestration benefits from the natural and working lands sector.

Senate Bill 1383

On September 19, 2016, the Governor signed SB 1383 to supplement the GHG reduction strategies in the
Scoping Plan to consider short-lived climate pollutants, including black carbon and CHa. Black carbon is the
light-absorbing component of fine particulate matter produced during incomplete combustion of fuels.
SB 1383 required the state board, no later than January 1, 2018, to approve and begin implementing that
comprehensive strategy to reduce emissions of short-lived climate pollutants to achieve a reduction in
methane by 40 percent, hydrofluorocarbon gases by 40 percent, and anthropogenic black carbon by 50
percent below 2013 levels by 2030. The bill also establishes targets for reducing organic waste in landfills. On
March 14, 2017, CARB adopted the Final Proposed Short-Lived Climate Pollutant Strategy, which identifies
the state’s approach to reducing anthropogenic and biogenic sources of short-lived climate pollutants.
Anthropogenic sources of black carbon include on- and off-road transportation, residential wood burning,
fuel combustion (charbroiling), and industrial processes. According to CARB, ambient levels of black carbon
in California are 90 percent lower than in the early 1960s despite the tripling of diesel fuel use (CARB 2017b).
In-use on-road rules are expected to reduce black carbon emissions from on-road sources by 80 percent
between 2000 and 2020. SCAQMD is one of the air districts that requires air pollution control technologies
for chain-driven broilers, which reduces their particulate emissions by over 80 percent (CARB 2017b).
Additionally, SCAQMD Rule 445 limits installation of new fireplaces in the South Coast Air Basin.

Senate Bill 375

In 2008, SB 375, the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, was adopted to connect the GHG
emissions reductions targets established in the 2008 Scoping Plan for the transportation sector to local land
use decisions that affect travel behavior. Its intent is to reduce GHG emissions from light-duty trucks and
automobiles (excludes emissions associated with goods movement) by aligning regional long-range
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transportation plans, investments, and housing allocations to local land use planning to reduce VMT and
vehicle trips. Specifically, SB 375 required CARB to establish GHG emissions reduction targets for each of
the 18 metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs). The Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG) is the MPO for the Southern California region, which includes the counties of Los Angeles, Orange,

San Bernardino, Riverside, Ventura, and Imperial.

Pursuant to the recommendations of the Regional Transportation Advisory Committee, CARB adopted per
capita reduction targets for each of the MPOs rather than a total magnitude reduction target. SCAG’s targets
are an 8§ percent per capita reduction from 2005 GHG emission levels by 2020 and a 13 percent per capita
reduction from 2005 GHG emission levels by 2035 (CARB 2010). The 2020 targets are smaller than the 2035
targets because a significant portion of the built environment in 2020 has been defined by decisions that have
already been made. In general, the 2020 scenarios reflect that more time is needed for large land use and
transportation infrastructure changes. Most of the reductions in the interim are anticipated to come from
improving the efficiency of the region’s transportation network. The targets would result in 3 MMTCOze of
reductions by 2020 and 15 MMTCOze of reductions by 2035. Based on these reductions, the passenger
vehicle target in CARB’s Scoping Plan (for AB 32) would be met (CARB 2010).

2017 Update to the SB 375 Targets

CARB is required to update the targets for the MPOs every eight years. In June 2017, CARB released updated
targets and technical methodology and recently released another update in February 2018. The updated
targets consider the need to further reduce VMT, as identified in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update, while
balancing the need for additional and more flexible revenue sources to incentivize positive planning and
action toward sustainable communities. Like the 2010 targets, the updated SB 375 targets are in units of
percent per capita reduction in GHG emissions from automobiles and light trucks relative to 2005. This
excludes reductions anticipated from implementation of state technology and fuels strategies and any
potential future state strategies such as statewide road user pricing. The proposed targets call for greater per
capita GHG emission reductions from SB 375 than are currently in place, which for 2035, translate into
proposed targets that either match or exceed the emission reduction levels in the MPOs’ currently adopted
SCSs. As proposed, CARB staff’s proposed targets would result in an additional reduction of over 8
MMTCOze in 2035 compared to the current targets. For the next round of SCS updates, CARB’s updated
targets for the SCAG region are an 8 percent per capita GHG reduction in 2020 from 2005 levels (unchanged
from the 2010 target) and a 19 percent per capita GHG reduction in 2035 from 2005 levels (compared to the
2010 target of 13 percent) (CARB 2018). CARB adopted the updated targets and methodology on March 22,
2018. All SCSs adopted after October 1, 2018 are subject to these new targets.

SCAG’s RTP/SCS

SB 375 requires each MPO to prepare an SCS in their regional transportation plan. For the SCAG region, the
2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) was adopted on
Aptil 7, 2016, and is an update to the 2012 RTP/SCS (SCAG 2016). SCAG recently released the 2020-2045
RTP/SCS (Draft Connect SoCal Plan or Connect SoCal) on November 7, 2019 (SCAG 2019). In general, the
SCS outlines a development pattern for the region, which, when integrated with the transportation network
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and other transportation measures and policies, would reduce vehicle miles traveled from automobiles and
light duty trucks and thereby reduce GHG emissions from these sources.

The Draft Connect SoCal Plan focuses on the continued efforts of the previous RTP/SCS plans for an
integrated approach in transportation and land uses strategies in development of the SCAG region through
horizon year 2045 (SCAG 2019). Connect SoCal forecasts that the SCAG region will meet the GHG per
capita reduction targets established for the SCAG region of 8 percent by 2020 and 19 percent by 2035.
Additionally, Connect SoCal also forecasts that implementation of the plan would reduce VMT per capita for
year 2045 by 4.1 percent compared to baseline condition for the year. Rooted in the 2008 and 2012 RTP/SCs
plans, the Draft Connect SoCal Plan includes “Core Vision” that centers on maintaining and better managing
the transportation network for moving people and goods while expanding mobility choices by locating

housing, jobs, and transit closer together, and increasing investments in transit and complete streets (SCAG
2019).

Assembly Bill 1493

California vehicle GHG emission standards were enacted under AB 1493 (Pavley I). Pavley I is a clean-car
standard that reduces GHG emissions from new passenger vehicles (light-duty auto to medium-duty vehicles)
from 2009 through 2016 and is anticipated to reduce GHG emissions from new passenger vehicles by
30 percent in 2016. California implements the Pavley I standards through a waiver granted to California by
the EPA. In 2012, the EPA issued a Final Rulemaking that sets even more stringent fuel economy and GHG
emissions standards for model years 2017 through 2025 light-duty vehicles (see also the discussion on the
update to the Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards under Federa/ Laws, above). In January 2012, CARB
approved the Advanced Clean Cars program (formerly known as Pavley 1) for model years 2017 through
2025. The program combines the control of smog, soot, and global warming gases with requirements for
greater numbers of zero-emission vehicles into a single package of standards. Under California’s Advanced
Clean Car program, by 2025, new automobiles will emit 34 percent less global warming gases and 75 percent
less smog-forming emissions. However, as of September 2019, the Trump administration has revoked state

authority to limit auto emissions.

Executive Order S-01-07

On January 18, 2007, the state set a new low carbon fuel standard (LCFS) for transportation fuels sold in the
state. Executive Order S-01-07 sets a declining standard for GHG emissions measured in carbon dioxide
equivalent gram per unit of fuel energy sold in California. The LCFES requires a reduction of 2.5 percent in
the carbon intensity of California’s transportation fuels by 2015 and a reduction of at least 10 percent by
2020. The standard applies to refiners, blenders, producers, and importers of transportation fuels, and would
use market-based mechanisms to allow these providers to choose how they reduce emissions during the “fuel
cycle” using the most economically feasible methods. The most current LCES target is to achieve a reduction
of 20 percent in carbon intensity of transportation fuels by 2030.

Page 5.3-14 PlaceWorfks



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

5. Environmental Analysis
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Senate Bills 1078, 107, X1-2, and Executive Order S-14-08

A major component of California’s Renewable Energy Program is the renewables portfolio standard (RPS)
established under Senate Bills 1078 (Sher) and 107 (Simitian). Under the RPS, certain retail sellers of
electricity were required to increase the amount of renewable energy each year by at least 1 percent in order
to reach at least 20 percent by December 30, 2010. Executive Order S-14-08, signed in November 2008,
expanded the state’s RPS to 33 percent renewable power by 2020. This standard was adopted by the
legislature in 2011 (SB X1-2). Renewable sources of electricity include wind, small hydropower, solar,
geothermal, biomass, and biogas. The increase in renewable sources for electricity production will decrease
indirect GHG emissions from development projects, because electricity production from renewable sources is
generally considered carbon neutral. The most current interim target for all electricity retail sellers is to serve
at least 27 percent of their load with RPS-eligible source be December 31, 2017. In general, retail sellers have
cither met or exceeded this target and are on track to achieve their compliance requirements.

Senate Bill 350

Senate Bill 350 (de Leon), was signed into law September 2015 and establishes tiered increases to the RPS of
44 percent by 2024, 52 percent by 2027, and 60 percent by 2030. SB 350 also set a new goal to double the
energy efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas through energy efficiency and conservation measures.

Senate Bill 100

On September 10, 2018, Governor Brown signed SB 100, which replaces the SB 350 requirement of 45
percent renewable energy by 2027 with the requirement of 50 percent by 2026 and also raises California’s
RPS requirements for 2050 from 50 percent to 60 percent. SB 100 also establishes RPS requirements for
publicly owned utilities that consist of 44 percent renewable energy by 2024, 52 percent by 2027, and 60
percent by 2030. Furthermore, the bill also establishes an overall state policy that eligible renewable energy
resources and zero-carbon resources supply 100 percent of all retail sales of electricity to California end-use
customers and 100 percent of electricity procured to serve all state agencies by December 31, 2045. Under
the bill, the state cannot increase carbon emissions elsewhere in the western grid or allow resource shuffling
to achieve the 100 percent carbon-free electricity target.

Executive Order B-55-18

Executive Order B-55-18, signed September 10, 2018, sets a goal “to achieve carbon neutrality as soon as
possible, and no later than 2045, and achieve and maintain net negative emissions thereafter.” Executive
Otder B-55-18 directs CARB to work with relevant state agencies to ensure future Scoping Plans identify and
recommend measures to achieve the carbon neutrality goal. The goal of carbon neutrality by 2045 is in
addition to other statewide goals, meaning not only should emissions be reduced to 80 percent below 1990
levels by 2050, but that, by no later than 2045, the remaining emissions be offset by equivalent net removals

of COse from the atmosphere, including through sequestration in forests, soils, and other natural landscapes.
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Executive Order B-16-2012

On March 23, 2012, the state identified that CARB, the California Energy Commission (CEC), the Public
Utilities Commission, and other relevant agencies worked with the Plug-in Electric Vehicle Collaborative and
the California Fuel Cell Partnership to establish benchmatks to accommodate zero-emissions vehicles in
major metropolitan areas, including infrastructure to support them (e.g, electric vehicle charging stations).
The executive order also directed the number of zero-emission vehicles in California’ state vehicle fleet to
increase through the normal course of fleet replacement so that at least 10 percent of fleet purchases of
light-duty vehicles are zero-emission by 2015 and at least 25 percent by 2020. The executive order also
establishes a target for the transportation sector of reducing GHG emissions 80 percent below 1990 levels.

California Building Code: Building Energy Efficiency Standards

Energy conservation standards for new residential and non-residential buildings were adopted by the
California Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission (now the CEC) in June 1977 and
most recently revised in 2016 (Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations [CCR]). Title 24
requires the design of building shells and building components to conserve energy. The standards are
updated periodically to allow for consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency
technologies and methods. The 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, which were recently adopted on
May 9, 2018, went into effect on January 1, 2020.

The 2019 standards move towards cutting energy use in new homes by more than 50 percent and will require
installation of solar photovoltaic systems for single-family homes and multi-family buildings of 3 stories and
less. Four key areas the 2019 standards will focus on include 1) smart residential photovoltaic systems; 2)
updated thermal envelope standards (preventing heat transfer from the interior to exterior and vice versa); 3)
residential and nonresidential ventilation requirements; 4) and nonresidential lighting requirements (CEC
2018a). Under the 2019 standards, nonresidential buildings will be 30 percent more energy efficient compared
to the 2016 standards while single-family homes will be 7 percent more energy efficient (CEC 2018b). When
accounting for the electricity generated by the solar photovoltaic system, single-family homes would use 53
percent less energy compared to homes built to the 2016 standards (CEC 2018b).

California Building Code: CALGreen

On July 17, 2008, the California Building Standards Commission adopted the nation’s first green building
standards. The California Green Building Standards Code (24 CCR, Part 11, known as “CALGreen”) was
adopted as part of the California Building Standards Code. CALGreen established planning and design
standards for sustainable site development, energy efficiency (in excess of the California Energy Code
requirements), water conservation, material conservation, and internal air contaminants.* The mandatory
provisions of the California Green Building Code Standards became effective January 1, 2011. The CEC
adopted the voluntary standards of the 2019 CALGreen on October 3, 2018. The 2019 CALGreen standards
become effective January 1, 2020.

4 The green building standards became mandatory in the 2010 edition of the code.
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2006 Appliance Efficiency Regulations

The 2006 Appliance Efficiency Regulations (20 CCR §§ 1601-1608) were adopted by the CEC on
October 11, 20006, and approved by the California Office of Administrative Law on December 14, 2006. The
regulations include standards for both federally regulated appliances and non—federally regulated appliances.
Though these regulations are now often viewed as “business as usual,” they exceed the standards imposed by
all other states, and they reduce GHG emissions by reducing energy demand.

Solid Waste Regulations

California’s Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939, Public Resources Code §§ 40050 et seq.) set
a requirement for cities and counties throughout the state to divert 50 percent of all solid waste from landfills
by January 1, 2000, through source reduction, recycling, and composting. In 2008, the requirements were
modified to reflect a per capita requirement rather than tonnage. To help achieve this, the act requires that
each city and county prepare and submit a source reduction and recycling element. AB 939 also established
the goal for all California counties to provide at least 15 years of ongoing landfill capacity.

AB 341 (Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011) increased the statewide goal for waste diversion to 75 percent by

2020 and requires recycling of waste from commercial and multifamily residential land uses.

The California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act (AB 1327, Public Resources Code §§ 42900 et
seq.) requites areas to be set aside for collecting and loading recyclable materials in development projects. The
act required the California Integrated Waste Management Board to develop a model ordinance for adoption
by any local agency requiring adequate areas for collection and loading of recyclable materials as part of
development projects. Local agencies are required to adopt the model or an ordinance of their own.

Section 5.408 of the 2019 CALGteen also requires that at least 65 percent of the nonhazardous construction
and demolition waste from nontesidential construction operations be recycled and/or salvaged for reuse.

In October of 2014 Governor Brown signed AB 18206, requiring businesses to recycle their organic waste on
and after April 1, 2016, depending on the amount of waste they generate per week. This law also required
that on and after January 1, 2016, local jurisdictions across the state implement an organic waste recycling
program to divert organic waste generated by businesses, including multifamily residential dwellings that
consist of five or more units. Organic waste means food waste, green waste, landscape and pruning waste,

nonhazardous wood waste, and food-soiled paper waste that is mixed in with food waste.

Water Efficiency Regulations

The 20x2020 Water Conservation Plan was issued by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) in 2010
pursuant to Senate Bill 7, which was adopted during the 7th Extraordinary Session of 2009-2010 and
therefore dubbed “SBX7-7.” SBX7-7 mandated urban water conservation and authorized the DWR to
prepare a plan implementing urban water conservation requirements (20x2020 Water Conservation Plan). In
addition, it required agricultural water providers to prepare agricultural water management plans, measure

water deliveries to customers, and implement other efficiency measures. SBX7-7 requires urban water
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providers to adopt a water conservation target of 20 percent reduction in urban per capita water use by 2020
compared to 2005 baseline use.

The Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of 2006 (AB 1881) requires local agencies to adopt the updated
DWR model ordinance or an equivalent. AB 1881 also requires the CEC to consult with the DWR to adopt,
by regulation, performance standards and labeling requirements for landscape irrigation equipment, including
irrigation controllers, moisture sensors, emission devices, and valves to reduce the wasteful, uneconomic,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy or water.

Local Laws and Programs

City of Glendale Greener Glendale Plan

The Greener Glendale Plan (GGP) inventoried existing emissions in the City, adopted a target consistent with
state goals, and developed an implementation plan to achieve a more sustainable Glendale. The Plan, adopted
on November 9, 2010, assesses what actions the City and community have already taken to be more
sustainable, and recommends how to build on these efforts. The GGP also provides an emissions inventory
for the City, and provides policies to achieve the GHG reduction targets set by the state. The GGP includes
sustainability measures for the following focus areas: Cross-Cutting Approaches, Economic Development,
Urban Design, Waste, Energy, Urban Nature, Water, Transportation, and Environmental Health.

5.3.2 Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the
environment if the project would:

GHG-1 Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment.

GHG-2 Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases.

5.3.21  SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

SCAQMD has adopted a significance threshold of 10,000 MTCOze per year for permitted (stationary)
sources of GHG emissions for which SCAQMD is the designated lead agency. To provide guidance to local
lead agencies on determining significance for GHG emissions in their CEQA documents, SCAQMD
convened a GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working Group (Working Group). Based on the last
Working Group meeting (Meeting No. 15) in September 2010, SCAQMD identified a tiered approach for
evaluating GHG emissions for development projects where SCAQMD is not the lead agency (SCAQMD
2010).

m  Tier 1. If a project is exempt from CEQA, project-level and cumulative GHG emissions are less than
significant.
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m  Tier 2. If the project complies with a GHG emissions reduction plan or mitigation program that avoids
or substantially reduces GHG emissions in the project’s geographic area (e.g., city or county), project-
level and cumulative GHG emissions are less than significant.

m  Tier 3. If GHG emissions ate less than the screening-level threshold, project-level and cumulative GHG
emissions are less than significant.

For projects that are not exempt or where no qualifying GHG reduction plans are directly applicable,
SCAQMD requires an assessment of GHG emissions. Project-related GHG emissions include on-road
transportation, energy use, watet use, wastewater generation, solid waste disposal, area sources, off-road
emissions, and construction activities. The SCAQMD Working Group identified that because
construction activities would result in a “one-time” net increase in GHG emissions, construction
activities should be amortized into the operational phase GHG emissions inventory based on the service
life of a building. For buildings in general, it is reasonable to look at a 30-year time frame, since this is a
typical interval before a new building requires the first major renovation. SCAQMD identified a
screening-level threshold of 3,000 MTCOze annually for all land use types or the following land-use-
specific thresholds: 1,400 MTCOze for commercial projects, 3,500 MTCOze for residential projects, and
3,000 MTCOse for mixed-use projects. These bright-line thresholds are based on a review of the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research database of CEQA projects. Based on their review of 711
CEQA projects, 90 percent of CEQA projects would exceed the bright-line thresholds. Therefore,
projects that do not exceed the bright-line threshold would have a nominal, and therefore, less than
cumulatively considerable impact on GHG emissions:

m  Tier 4. If emissions exceed the screening threshold, a more detailed review of the project’s GHG
emissions is warranted.

SCAQMD has identified an efficiency target for projects that exceed the bright-line threshold: a 2020
efficiency target of 4.8 MTCOze per year per service population (MTCOse/year/SP) for project-level
analyses and 6.6 MTCOse/year/SP for plan-level projects (e.g., general plans). Service population is
generally defined as the sum of residential and employment population of a project. The per capita
efficiency targets are based on the AB 32 GHG reduction target and 2020 GHG emissions inventory
prepared for CARB’s 2008 Scoping Plan.>

For projects that would be implemented beyond year 2020, the GHG emissions reduction target would
need to be extrapolated based on the 2050 climate stabilization goals.

5 SCAQMD took the 2020 statewide GHG reduction target for “land use only” GHG emissions sectors and divided it by the 2020
statewide employment for the land use sectors to derive a per capita GHG efficiency metric that coincides with the GHG
reduction targets of AB 32 for year 2020.
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5.3.3 Environmental Impacts

Methodology

This GHG evaluation was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA to determine if
significant GHG impacts are likely to occur in conjunction with the proposed Project. SCAQMD has
published guidelines that are intended to provide local governments with guidance for analyzing and
mitigating environmental impacts and which were used in this analysis. Modeling of GHG was conducted
using CalEEMod, version 2016.3.2. Life cycle emissions are not included in this analysis because not enough
information is available for the proposed Project, and therefore life cycle GHG emissions would be
speculative.® Black carbon emissions are not included in the GHG analysis because CARB does not include
this pollutant in the state’s AB 32 inventory and treats this short-lived climate pollutant separately.” GHG
modeling is included in Appendix C of this Draft EIR.

The analysis in this section is based on buildout of the proposed Project as modeled using CalEEMod,
version 2016.3.2, for the following sectors:

m  Transportation. On-road transportation sources are based on trip generation rates provided in the
traffic study (see Appendix E).

®m  Energy Use. Electricity and natural gas use is based on the usage rates identified in CalEEMod version
2016.3.2 and the carbon intensity for the City’s Department of Water and Power as identified in the
California Department of Energys Power Content Label. New buildings would achieve the 2016
Building Energy Efficiency Standards at a minimum.

m  Water/Wastewater. GHG emissions from this sector ate associated with the embodied energy used to
supply water, treat water, distribute water, and then treat wastewater and fugitive GHG emissions from
wastewater treatment. Emissions are based on wastewater consumption rates identified in CalEEMod
version 2016.3.2 for indoor water use for the proposed restroom facility. The proposed Project would not
result in an increase in outdoor water use.

m  Construction. GHG emissions are from construction-related vehicle and equipment use are based on a
worst-case emissions scenario for buildout of the proposed Project. Emissions are amortized over a 30-

¢ Life cycle emissions include indirect emissions associated with materials manufacture. However, these indirect emissions involve
numerous parties, each of which is responsible for GHG emissions of their particular activity. The California Resources Agency, in
adopting the CEQA Guidelines Amendments on GHG emissions found that lifecycle analyses was not warranted for project-
specific CEQA analysis in most situations, for a variety of reasons, including lack of control over some sources, and the possibility
of double-counting emissions (see Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action, December 2009). Because the amount of
materials consumed during the operation or construction of the Proposed project is not known, the origin of the raw materials
purchased is not known, and manufacturing information for those raw materials are also not known, calculation of life cycle
emissions would be speculative. A life-cycle analysis is not warranted (OPR 2008).

7 Particulate matter emissions, which include black carbon, are analyzed in Section 5.2, Air Quality. Black carbon emissions have
sharply declined due to efforts to reduce on-road and off-road vehicle emissions, especially diesel particulate matter. The State's
existing air quality policies will virtually eliminate black carbon emissions from on-road diesel engines within 10 years (CARB
2017b).
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year period and included as part of the overall operational phase inventory to account for short-term,
one-time construction emissions of the proposed Project.

Impact Analysis

The following impact analysis addresses thresholds of significance for which the Initial Study disclosed
potentially significant impacts. The applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement.

Impact 5.3-1:  Development of the proposed Project would result in a substantial increase of GHG
emissions. [Threshold GHG-1]

Impact Analysis: Global climate change is not confined to a particular project area and is generally accepted
as the consequence of global industrialization over the last 200 years. A typical project, even a very large one,
does not generate enough greenhouse gas emissions on its own to influence global climate change
significantly; hence, the issue of global climate change is, by definition, a cumulative environmental impact.

Implementation of the proposed Project would contribute to global climate change through direct emissions
of GHG from on-site area sources and vehicle trips generated by the proposed Project, and indirectly
through off-site energy production required for on-site activities, water use, and waste disposal. The total and
net annual GHG emissions associated with full buildout of the proposed Project are shown in Table 5.3-5,
Operational Phase GHG Emissions.

Table 5.3-5 Operational Phase GHG Emissions

GHG Emissions
MTCO.e/Year

Sector Proposed Project Percent
Area <1 <1%
Energy 3 1%
Stadium Lighting 10 4%
Mobile 264 93%
Water/Wastewater <1 <1%
Amortized Construction’ 6 2%
Total 283 100%
SCAQMD Bright-Line Threshold 3,000 N/A
Exceed Threshold? No N/A

Source: CalEEMod 2016.3.2. Based on IPCC’'s AR4 GWPs. Totals may not equal 100 percent due to rounding.

Notes: Totals may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. MTCO2e: Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide-Equivalent.

T Short-term (one time) total construction emissions during the 20-year buildout are amortized over a 30-year project lifetime in accordance with SCAQMD guidance and
incorporated into the operational emissions analysis.

As shown in Table 5.3-6, the net increase in GHG emissions of 283 MTCOze annually would not exceed
SCAQMD’s draft bright-line screening threshold of 3,000 MTCOze. Therefore, the proposed Project’s
cumulative contribution to the long-term GHG emissions in the state would be considered less than

significant and no mitigation measures are necessary.

June 2020 Page 5.3-21



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

5. Environmental Analysis
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Impact 5.3-2:  The proposed Project would not conflict with the plans adopted for the purpose of reducing
GHG emissions. [Threshold GHG-2]

Impact Analysis: Applicable plans adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions include CARB’s
Scoping Plan, SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS, and the Greener Glendale Plan. A consistency analysis with
these plans is presented below.

CARB Scoping Plan

The CARB Scoping Plan is applicable to state agencies, but is not directly applicable to cities/counties and
individual projects (i.e., the Scoping Plan does not require the City to adopt policies, programs, or regulations
to reduce GHG emissions). However, new regulations adopted by the state agencies outlined in the Scoping
Plan result in GHG emissions reductions at the local level. As a result, local jurisdictions benefit from
reductions in transportation emissions rates, increases in water efficiency in the building and landscape codes,
and other statewide actions that affect a local jurisdiction’s emissions inventory from the top down. Statewide
strategies to reduce GHG emissions include the LCEFS and changes in the corporate average fuel economy
standards (e.g., Pavley I and Pavley California Advanced Clean Cars program).

Development projects accommodated under the proposed Project are required to adhere to the programs
and regulations identified by the Scoping Plan and implemented by state, regional, and local agencies to
achieve the statewide GHG reduction goals of AB 32. These future individual development projects would
comply with these statewide GHG emissions reduction measures. Project GHG emissions shown in Table
5.3-5 include reductions associated with statewide strategies that have been adopted since AB 32. Therefore,
the proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the CARB Scoping Plan.

SCAG’s 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy

On November 7, 2019 SCAG recently released the 2020-2045 RTP/SCS (Draft Connect SoCal Plan) and
anticipates adoption of the Connect SoCal Plan in May 2020 (SCAG 2019). The Connect SoCal Plan
identifies that land use strategies that focus on new housing and job growth in areas rich with destinations
and mobility options would be consistent with a land use development pattern that supports and
complements the proposed transportation network. The overarching strategy in the Connect SoCal Plan is to
provide for a plan that allows the southern California region to grow in more compact communities in transit
priority areas and priority growth areas, provide neighborhoods with efficient and plentiful public transit,
establish abundant and safe opportunities to walk, bike and pursue other forms of active transportation, and
preserve more of the region’s remaining natural lands and farmlands (SCAG 2019). The Connect SoCal Plan
contains transportation projects to help more efficiently distribute population, housing, and employment
growth, as well as forecasted development that is generally consistent with regional-level general plan data so
as to promote active transport and reduce GHG emissions. The projected regional development, when
integrated with the proposed regional transportation network identified in the Connect SoCal Plan, would
reduce per capita vehicular travel-related GHG emissions and achieve the GHG reduction per capita targets
for the SCAG region.
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The SCS does not require that local general plans, specific plans, or zoning be consistent with the SCS, but
provides incentives for consistency for governments and developers. The proposed Project would maintain
the site’s current land use, and would not interfere with SCAG’s ability to implement the regional strategies
outlined in the RTP/SCS. No impact would occur and no mitigation measures are required.

Greener Glendale Plan

On November 9, 2010, the City adopted a resolution to address sustainability and climate change and to use
the United Nations Urban Environmental Accords as a framework for sustainability actions. The Greener
Glendale Plan (GGP) inventoried existing emissions in the City, adopted a target consistent with state goals,
and developed an implementation plan to achieve a more sustainable Glendale. The GGP identified and
evaluated feasible and effective policies to reduce GHG emissions in order to reduce energy costs, protect air
quality, and improve the economy and the environment. The policies identified in the GGP represent the
City’s actions to achieve the GHG reduction targets of AB 32. The GGP includes sustainability measures for
the following focus areas: Cross-Cutting Approaches, Economic Development, Urban Design, Waste, Energy,
Urban Nature, Water, Transportation, and Environmental Health.

The Water chapter focuses on strategies on water conservation and water quality protection. The proposed
athletic field replacement would include artificial turf fields, which will reduce water demand and waste from
the school facilities. Similarly, the proposed Project would be consistent with the urban design and urban
nature goals of the GGP by redesigning the current athletic space and creating a new recreational space for
the community to enjoy. Specifically, Objective UN4 is to ensure there is accessible park and recreational
open space to serve the residents. Energy is also a component of the GGP with increasing renewable energy
and reducing energy consumption as two focal areas. Lighting associated with the field improvements will be
energy efficient in compliance with the latest California regulations. Therefore, the proposed Project would
be consistent with applicable potions of the GGP, and would not conflict with the GGP. Upon
implementation of regulatory requirements, impacts to GHG plan adoption would be less than significant
and no mitigation measures are required.

5.3.4 Cumulative Impacts

Project-related GHG emissions are not confined to a particular air basin but are dispersed worldwide.
Therefore, impacts under Impact 5.3-1 are not project-specific impacts, but the proposed Project’s
contribution to the cumulative impact of global warming. Implementation of the proposed Project would not
exceed the bright-line screening threshold; and would therefore, not result in a substantial increase in GHG
emissions. Thus, the proposed Project’s GHG emissions and contribution to global climate change impacts
are considered less than significant.

5.3.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions
State

m  California Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32)
m  California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: Emissions Limit (SB 32)
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m  Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act (SB 375)

m  Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets (Executive Order S-03-05)

m  (Clean Car Standards — Pavley (AB 1493)

m  Renewables Portfolio Standards (SB 1078)

m  California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939)

m  California Mandatory Commercial Recycling Law (AB 341)

m  California Advanced Clean Cars CARB (Title 13 CCR)

m  Low-Emission Vehicle Program — LEV III (Title 13 CCR)

m  Heavy-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Measure (Title 17 CCR)

m  Low Carbon Fuel Standard (Title 17 CCR)

m  California Water Conservation in Landscaping Act of 2006 (AB 1881)

m  California Water Conservation Act of 2009 (SBX7-7)

m  Statewide Retail Provider Emissions Performance Standards (SB 1368).

m  Airborne Toxics Control Measure to Limit School Bus 1dling and Idling at Schools (13 CCR 2480)
m  Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fuel Commercial Vehicle Idling (13 CCR 2485)
m  In-Use Off-Road Diesel Idling Restriction (13 CCR 2449)

m  Building Energy Efficiency Standatrds (Title 24, Part 6)

m  California Green Building Code (Title 24, Part 11)

m  Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 20)

5.3.6 Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Upon implementation of regulatory requirements and standard conditions of approval, the following impacts
would be less than significant: 5.3-1 and 5.3-2.

5.3.7 Mitigation Measures

No GHG emissions impacts were identified and no mitigation measures are required.

5.3.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation

No GHG emissions impacts were identified and no mitigation measures are required.

5.3.9 References
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Air Districts.
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5.4 NOISE

This section discusses the fundamentals of sound; examines federal, state, and local noise guidelines, policies,
and standards; reviews noise levels at existing receptor locations; and evaluates potential noise impacts
associated with the proposed Project; and provides mitigation to reduce noise impacts at sensitive residential
locations. This evaluation uses procedures and methodologies as specified by Caltrans and the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA).

This section of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) evaluates the potential for implementation
of the proposed Project to result in noise impacts in the City. The analysis in this section is based on the
technical reports provided in Appendix D to this Draft EIR.

5.4.1 Environmental Setting
5411  SOUND FUNDAMENTALS

Sound is a pressure wave transmitted through the air. It is described in terms of loudness or amplitude
(measured in decibels), frequency or pitch (measured in Hertz [Hz] or cycles per second), and duration
(measured in seconds or minutes). The standard unit of measurement of the level of sound is the decibel
(dB). Changes of 1 to 3 dB are detectable under quiet, controlled conditions and changes of less than 1 dB
are usually indiscernible. A 3 dB change in noise levels is considered the minimum change that is detectable
with human hearing in outside environments. A change of 5 dB is readily discernable to most people in an
exterior environment whereas a 10 dB change is perceived as a doubling (or halving) of the sound.

The human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies. Sound waves below 16 Hz are not heard at all and
are “felt” more as a vibration. Similarly, while people with extremely sensitive hearing can hear sounds as high
as 20,000 Hz, most people cannot hear above 15,000 Hz. In all cases, hearing acuity falls off rapidly above
about 10,000 Hz and below about 200 Hz. Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to sound at all
frequencies, a special frequency dependent rating scale is usually used to relate noise to human sensitivity. The
A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) performs this compensation by discriminating against frequencies in a
manner approximating the sensitivity of the human ear.

Noise is defined as unwanted sound, and is known to have several adverse effects on people, including
hearing loss, speech and sleep interference, physiological responses, and annoyance. Based on these known
adverse effects of noise, the federal government, the State of California, and many local governments have
established criteria to protect public health and safety and to prevent disruption of certain human activities.

Sound Measurement

Sound intensity is measured through the A-weighted measure to correct for the relative frequency response
of the human ear. That is, an A-weighted noise level de-emphasizes low and very high frequencies of sound
similar to the human eat’s de-emphasis of these frequencies.
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Unlike linear units such as inches or pounds, decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale, representing points
on a sharply rising curve. On a logarithmic scale, an increase of 10 dB is 10 times more intense than 1 dB,
while 20 dB is 100 times more intense, and 30 dB is 1,000 times more intense. A sound as soft as human
breathing is about 10 times greater than O dB. The decibel system of measuring sound gives a rough
connection between the physical intensity of sound and its perceived loudness to the human ear. Ambient
sounds generally range from 30 dBA (very quiet) to 100 dBA (very loud).

Sound levels are generated from a source and their decibel level decreases as the distance from that soutrce
increases. Sound dissipates exponentially with distance from the noise source. This phenomenon is known as
“spreading loss.” For a single point source, sound levels decrease by approximately 6 dB for each doubling of
distance from the source. This drop-off rate is appropriate for noise generated by on-site operations from
stationary equipment or activity at a Project site. If noise is produced by a line source, such as highway traffic,
the sound decreases by 3 dB for each doubling of distance in a hard site environment. Line source noise in a
relatively flat environment with absorptive vegetation decreases by 4.5 dB for each doubling of distance.

Time variation in noise exposure is typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level equal to the
energy content of the time varying period (called L.g), or alternately, as a statistical description of the sound
level that is exceeded over some fraction of a given observation petiod. For example, the Lso noise level
represents the noise level that is exceeded 50 percent of the time. Half the time the noise level exceeds this
level and half the time the noise level is less than this level. This level is also representative of the level that is
exceeded 30 minutes in an hour. Similarly, the Lo, Ls and Las values represent the noise levels that are
exceeded 2, 8, and 25 percent of the time or 1, 5, and 15 minutes per hour. Other values typically noted
during a noise survey are the Lmin and L. These values represent the minimum and maximum root-mean-
squate noise levels obtained over the measurement period.

Psychological and Physiological Effects of Noise

Physical damage to human hearing begins at prolonged exposure to noise levels higher than 85 dBA.
Exposure to high noise levels affects our entire system, with prolonged noise exposure in excess of 75 dBA
increasing body tensions, and thereby affecting blood pressure, functions of the heart and the nervous
system. In comparison, extended periods of noise exposure above 90 dBA could result in permanent hearing
damage. When the noise level reaches 120 dBA, a tickling sensation occurs in the human ear even with short-
term exposure. This level of noise is called the threshold of feeling. As the sound reaches 140 dBA, the
tickling sensation is replaced by the feeling of pain in the ear. This is called the threshold of pain. An
instantaneous sound level of 190 dBA will rupture the eardrum and permanently damage the inner ear.

54.1.2  VIBRATION FUNDAMENTALS

Vibration is a trembling, quivering, or oscillating motion of the earth. Like noise, vibration is transmitted in
waves, but in this case through the earth or solid objects. Unlike noise, vibration is typically of a frequency
that is felt rather than heard.

Vibration can be either natural as in the form of earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, sea waves, landslides, or

man-made as from explosions, the action of heavy machinery such as construction equipment or heavy
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vehicles such as trains. Both natural and man-made vibration may be continuous such as from operating
machinery, or transient as from an explosion.

As with noise, vibration can be described by both its amplitude and frequency. Amplitude may be charac-
terized in three ways including displacement, velocity, and acceleration. Particle displacement is a measure of
the distance that a vibrated particle travels from its original position and for the purposes of soil displacement
is typically measured in inches or millimeters. Particle velocity is the rate of speed at which soil particles move
in inches per second or millimeters per second. Particle acceleration is the rate of change in velocity with
respect to time and is measured in inches per second or millimeters per second. Typically, particle velocity
(measured in inches per second) and/or acceleration (measured in gravities) are used to describe vibration.
Table 5.4-1, Human Reaction to Typical 1ibration Levels, presents the human reaction to various levels of peak
particle velocity.

Table 5.4-1 Human Reaction to Typical Vibration Levels
Vibration Level
Peak Particle Velocity
(in/sec) Human Reaction Effect on Buildings

0.006-0.019 Threshold of perception, possibility of intrusion | Vibrations unlikely to cause damage of any type

0.08 Vibrations readily perceptible Regommended upper level of wbrgtlon to which ruins and
ancient monuments should be subjected

010 Level at which continuous vibration begins to Virtually no risk of “architectural” (i.e., not structural) damage

) annoy people to normal buildings

Threshold at which there is a risk to “architectural’ damage

0.20 Vibrations annoying to people in buildings to normal dwelling — houses with plastered walls and
ceilings

Vibrations considered unpleasant by people Vibrations at a greater level than normally expected from

0.4-0.6 subjected to continuous vibrations gnd traffic, but would cause “architectural” damage and possibly
unacceptable to some people walking on nor structural d
bridges minor structural damage

Source: Caltrans 2002.

Vibrations also vary in frequency and this affects perception. Typical construction vibrations fall in the 10 to
30 Hz range and usually occur around 15 Hz. Traffic vibrations exhibit a similar range of frequencies;
however, due to their suspension systems, buses often generate frequencies around 3 Hz at high vehicle
speeds. It is less common, but possible, to measure traffic frequencies above 30 Hz.

The way in which vibration is transmitted through the earth is called propagation. Propagation of earthborn
vibrations is complicated and difficult to predict because of the endless variations in the soil through which
waves travel. There are three main types of vibration propagation: surface, compression and shear waves.
Surface waves, or Raleigh waves, travel along the ground’s surface. These waves carry most of their energy
along an expanding circular wave front, similar to ripples produced by throwing a rock into a pool of water.
P-waves, or compression waves, are body waves that carry their energy along an expanding spherical wave
front. The particle motion in these waves is longitudinal (i.e., in a “push-pull” fashion). P-waves are analogous
to airborne sound waves. S-waves, or shear waves, are also body waves that carry energy along an expanding
spherical wave front. However, unlike P-waves, the particle motion is transverse or “side-to-side and
perpendicular to the direction of propagation.”
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As vibration waves propagate from a source, the energy is spread over an ever-increasing area such that the
energy level striking a given point is reduced with the distance from the energy source. Wave energy is also
reduced with distance as a result of material damping in the form of internal friction, soil layering, and void
spaces. The amount of attenuation provided by material damping varies with soil type and condition as well

as the frequency of the wave.

54.1.3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

To limit population exposute to physically and/or psychologically damaging as well as intrusive noise levels,
the federal government, the State of California, various county governments, and most municipalities in the
state have established standards and ordinances to control noise.

Federal Regulations

US Federal Transit Administration (FTA)

The FTA provides criteria for acceptable levels of ground-borne vibration for various types of special
buildings that are sensitive to vibration and these guidelines are often used to evaluate vibration impacts
during construction. The construction-focused guidelines identify that an impact would occur if construction
activities generate vibration that is strong enough to (a) physically damage buildings or (b) cause undue
annoyance at sensitive receptors.

Vibration-Related Human Annoyance

The human reaction to various levels of vibration is highly subjective and varies from person to person. Table
5.4-2, Groundborne V'ibration Criteria: Human Annoyance, shows the FT'A’s vibration criteria to evaluate vibration-
related annoyance due to resonances of the structural components of a building. These criteria are based on
extensive research that suggests humans are sensitive to vibration velocities in the range of 8 to 80 Hz. For
construction activities—presumed to occur only during daytime hours—the threshold would be 78 VdB at
residential land uses.

Table 5.4-2 Groundborne Vibration Criteria: Human Annoyance
Maximum Vibration
Land Use Category Level (VdB) Description
Workshop 90 Distinctly felt vibration. Appropriate to workshops and non-sensitive areas
Office 84 Felt vibration. Appropriate to offices and non-sensitive areas.
Residential — Daytime 78 Barely felt vibration. Adequate for computer equipment.
Residential — Nighttime 72 Vibration not felt, but groundborne noise may be audible inside quiet rooms.

Source: FTA 2006.
Note: Maximum Vibration Level (in VdB) is the RMS velocity level in decibels, as measured in 1/3-octave bands of frequency over the frequency ranges of 8 to 80 Hz.
RMS is the abbreviation for root-mean-square.

Vibration-Related Architectural Damage

The level at which groundborne vibration is strong enough to cause architectural damage has not been
determined conclusively. However, structures amplify groundborne vibration, and wood-frame buildings such
as typical residential structures are more affected by ground vibration than heavier buildings. The most
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conservative estimates are reflected in the FT'A standards, shown in Table 5.4-3, Groundborne Vibration Criteria:
Architectural Damage. The Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) threshold of 0.2 inches/second will be applied to

typical residential structures surrounding the Project site.

Table 5.4-3 Groundborne Vibration Criteria: Architectural Damage

Building Category PPV (in/sec) VdB
I. Reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 05 102
Il.  Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98
lll.  Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 94
IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90

Source: FTA 2006.
Note: Lv (VdB): Lv is the velocity level in decibels, as measured in 1/3-octave bands of frequency over the frequency ranges of 8 to 80 Hz.

State Regulations

California Building Code

The California Building Code (CBC), Title 24, Part 2, Volume 1, Chapter 12, Interior Environment, Section
1207.4, Allowable Interior Noise Levels, requires that interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources shall
not exceed 45 dBA in any habitable room. The noise metric is evaluated as either the day-night average sound
level (Lan) or the community noise equivalent level (CNEL), consistent with the noise element of the local

general plan.

The California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) has additional requirements for insulation that
affect exterior-interior noise transmission for non-residential structures. Pursuant to Section 5.507.4.1,
Exterior Noise Transmission, wall and roof-ceiling assemblies exposed to the noise source making up the
building or addition envelope or altered envelope shall meet a composite sound transmission class (STC)
rating of at least 50 or a composite outdoor-indoor transmission class (OITC) rating of no less than 40 with
exterior windows of a minimum STC of 40 or OITC of 30 within a 65 dBA CNEL or L, noise contour of
an airport. Where noise contours are not readily available, buildings exposed to a noise level of 65 dBA Leq.1-
hour during any hour of operation shall have building, addition or alteration exterior wall and roof-ceiling
assemblies exposed to the noise source meeting a composite STC rating of at least 45 (or OITC 35), with
exterior windows of a minimum of STC 40 (or OITC 30).

Applicants for new residential projects are required to submit an acoustical analysis report showing that the
structure has been designed to limit intruding noise to the prescribed allowable levels. The report is required
to show the topographical relationship between noise sources and the dwelling site, identify noise sources and
their characteristics, predict noise spectra at the exterior of the proposed dwelling structure considering
present and future land usage and the basis for the prediction, identify noise attenuation measures to be
applied, and analyze the effectiveness of the noise insulation of the proposed construction showing that the
prescribed interior noise level requirements are met. If interior allowable noise levels are met by requiring that
windows be unopenable or closed, the design for the structure must also specify how ventilation and cooling

will be provided, if necessary, to create a habitable interior environment.
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Additionally, State law requires that each county and city adopt a General Plan that includes a Noise Element
which is to be prepared according to guidelines adopted by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research.
The purpose of the Noise Element is to “limit the exposure of the community to excessive noise levels”
(OPR 2017). The State Noise Compatibility Guidelines, presented in Table 5.4-4, Community Noise and Land
Use Compatibility, presents a land use compatibility chart for community noise prepared by the California
Office of Noise Control. This table provides urban planners with a tool to gauge the compatibility of land
uses relative to existing and future noise levels, categorizing ‘normally acceptable’, ‘conditionally acceptable’,
‘normally unacceptable’ and ‘clearly unacceptable’ noise levels for various land uses. Additionally, the
noise/land use compatibility table presented below corresponds with the compatibility guidelines found in the
Glendale General Plan Noise Element.
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Land Uses

CNEL (dBA)

Residential-Low Density
Single Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes

55 60 65 70 75 80

I
Vi

Residential- Multiple Family

Transient Lodging: Hotels and Motels

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports

Playground, Neighborhood Parks

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, Cemeteries

Office Buildings, Businesses, Commercial and Professional

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agricultural

)

D

Explanatory Notes

Normally Acceptable:

With no special noise reduction requirements

assuming standard construction.

Normally Unacceptable:

New construction is discouraged. If new construction
does not proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise
reduction requirements must be made and needed
noise insulation features included in the design.

Conditionally Acceptable:

New construction or development should be
undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the
noise reduction requirement is made and needed
noise insulation features included in the design.

Clearly Unacceptable:
New construction or development should generally
not be undertaken.

Source: California Office of Noise Control. State of California, “General Plan Guidelines,” 1998
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City of Glendale Noise Standards
Noise Element

The City’s General Plan Noise Element describes the City’s noise environment, proposes ways to lessen
existing noise, and proposes methods for mitigating possible future noise impacts. The City applies a Land
Use Noise Compatibility Matrix (consistent with Table 5.4-4) to assess the compatibility of new development
with ambient noise. As with the state’s guidelines, the land use noise compatibility matrix of the noise element
identifies ‘clearly acceptable’, ‘conditionally acceptable’, ‘normally unacceptable’, and ‘clearly unacceptable’
noise levels for various land uses (with the associated requirement for a detailed analysis of the noise
reduction requirements and needed noise insulation features) for projects proposed within conditionally
acceptable or normally unacceptable noise zones. In no case would it be desirable for any land use to have
noise exceeding the highest normally unacceptable noise level shown in Table 5.4-4.

Additionally, the Noise Element recognizes the challenges of regulating noise from construction activities and
identifies that construction noise is appropriately regulated through the City’s Noise Ordinance. 8.36.080. The
noise ordinance exempts construction activities from compliance with the noise ordinance limits under
certain circumstances.

Municipal Code

Exteriot/Interior Noise Limits

The City’s Municipal Code (GMC) Chapter 8.36, Noise Control, provides standards that prohibit unnecessary,
excessive and annoying noise from all sources. Section 8.36.040 provides presumed ambient noise levels that
shall be used in determining the appropriate noise limit for any given land use type. For residential zones, the
presumed exterior noise level is 60 dBA; the presumed interior noise level is 55 dBA during the day or 45
dBA at night. Section 8.36.050 relates the presumed or measured ambient noise level to the applicable noise
limit. In general, this section states that a violation would occur if a noise source exceeds the measured (or
presumed) ambient, plus 5 dB. As such, any noise more than 5 dB(A) above the actual ambient noise level is
considered a violation of the Noise Ordinance. Where the actual ambient noise level exceeds the presumed
noise standard, the actual ambient noise level is used, and any noise more than 5 dB(A) above the actual
ambient noise level is considered a violation of the Noise Ordinance. However, under the Noise Ordinance,
the actual ambient noise levels are not allowed to exceed the presumed noise level by more than 5 dB(A). The
ambient conditions around the Project site are discussed below.

Construction Noise

GMC Section 8.36.080 establishes the standard for construction noise control on buildings, structures and
projects with the City. The City does not have regulations that establish maximum construction noise levels.
The City realizes that the control of construction noise is difficult in a built out urban environment and
therefore restricts construction activities to specific hours of the day, if they are within a denoted distance of
noise-sensitive, residential receptors. Specifically, construction or repair work on projects within 500 feet of

any residence, shall be limited to the hours of 7 am. to 7 p.m. on weekdays and Saturdays; construction
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activities are not allowed on Sundays or holidays). Construction noise generated during these times are
exempt from the noise limits.

Exemptions

GMC Section 8.36.290 exempts certain activities from the City’s Noise Ordinance. Per this section, activities
conducted on public parks or playgrounds and public or private school grounds including, but not limited to,
school athletic and school entertainment events or outdoor activities such as public dances, shows, sporting
events, and entertainment events provided such events are conducted pursuant to a permit issued by the City
where otherwise required, are exempt from the provisions of the noise ordinance.

Additionally, GMC, Section 8.36.290(K) provides an exemption from the Noise Ordinance for any activity,
operation, or noise, that cannot be brought into compliance (with the Noise Ordinance) because it is
technically infeasible to do so. “Technical infeasibility” for the purpose of this section means that noise
limitations cannot be complied with despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound bartiers, and/or any other

noise reduction devices or techniques during the operation of the equipment.

Vibration

GMC Section 8.36.210 states that operation of any device that creates a vibration which is above the
vibration perception threshold of an individual at or beyond the property boundary of the soutrce if on
private property or at 150 feet from the source if on a public space or public right-of-way shall be a violation.
The Noise Ordinance does not define the level of vibration deemed perceptible by an individual and does
not establish maximum allowable vibration levels.

5.4.1.4  EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT

The Project site is in a predominantly residential area and is subject to noise from transportation and
stationary sources. The Project site is currently utilized by WMS for physical education purposes and school
sports programs. In addition to these school uses, outside sporting groups have been individually permitted
by Glendale Unified School District (GUSD) to use the practice field on weekends; generally between the
hours of 8:30 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays and 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays.

In addition to roadway noise and residential noise sources (i.e. property maintenance, light mechanical
equipment, people talking, etc.), the Project vicinity is also subject to recurring events of athletic field noise
from the existing Project site. However, all athletic events that take place at the Project site are associated with
youth sports, which will be relatively low-attendance and non-competitive (as compared to, for example, high
school sporting events, such as varsity football games). With such low-attendance and non-competitive
events, project experience indicates that these kinds of events would not be expected to generate notable
amounts of spectator noise.

Ambient Noise Measurements

To ascertain the existing noise at and adjacent to the sports field, noise monitoring was conducted by
PlaceWorks staff in May of 2017. The existing field is currently available to operate until 6:00 p.m., while the
proposed Project would extend this availability to 10:00 p.m. Short-term (ST) measurements were taken at
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five locations for a minimum period of 15 minutes, between the hours of 6:30 p.m. and 8:30 p.m. The
measurement sessions focused on the weekday periods that would coincide with the most likely usage times
for the Project’s expected events. During the five measurements, the air temperature was between 66 and 72
°F; relative humidity was between 59 and 67 percent relative humidity (RH), and windspeed was less than 2
miles per hour. All these conditions are well within industry standards for making representative
environmental noise measurements.

Noise monitoring was petformed using Larson-Davis Model 820 integrating/logging sound level meter,
which satisfies the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) standard for Type 1 general environmental
noise measurement instrumentation. The meters were programmed to record noise levels with the “slow”
time constant and using the “A” weighting filter network. The meters were field calibrated immediately prior
to the first reading, and rechecked immediately after the conclusion of the readings. No notable meter “drift”
was noted (i.e., less than 2 dB deviation) between these pre-session and post-session calibrations. For all
measurements, the sound level meter and microphone were mounted on a tripod five feet above the ground
and equipped with a windscreen. Noise measurement locations are described below and shown in Figure 5.4-
1, Ambient Noise Measurement Locations. Results of the noise monitoring session are presented in Table 5.4-5,
Ambient Noise Measurenents, dBA.

m  ST-1: This monitoring location was located in the alleyway adjacent to the proposed Project site. The
existing athletic field was located directly south of this location; several carports/garages were located
directly to the north of this location. This monitoring location was affected by roadway noise from
Verdugo Road and Glenoaks Boulevard, as well as distant noise from other roadways including SR-134.

This monitoring location was also affected by occasional drive-bys within the alleyway.

m  ST-2: This monitoring location was located north of the proposed Project site, directly south of
Glenoaks Boulevard. This noise monitoring location was dominated by roadway noise along Glenoaks
Boulevard.

m  ST-3: This monitoring location was located east of the proposed Project site, directly east of Verdugo
Road. This monitoring location was dominated by roadway noise along Verdugo Road.

m  ST-4: This monitoring location was located to the south of the proposed Project site, at the southwest
corner of Monterey Road and Galer Place. This monitoring location was controlled by local roadway
noise from Monterey Road, and distant roadway noise from SR-134.

m  ST-5: This monitoring location was located to the west of the proposed Project site, along Adams Street
within a relatively quiet residential neighborhood. This monitoring location was affected by distant
roadway noise, as well as typical neighborhood noise (light mechanical equipment, people talking, etc.).
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Monitoring Site Luin Leg Lmax
ST-1: Alleyway directly north of Project Site 55 57 64
ST-2: Along Glenoaks Boulevard 47 62 86
ST-3: Along Verdugo Road 50 64 76
ST-4: Along Monterey Road 58 63 74
ST-5 Along Adams Street 48 53 67

Noise monitoring conducted by PlaceWorks on May 31st during evening hours

Lmin is the lowest, moment-by-moment sound level observed during each 15-minute sample, Lmax is the highest, moment-by-moment sound level observed during each

15-minute sample, and Leq is the energy-average sound level over the entire 15-minute sample (as if there were a constant-level noise source).

During the evening hours, the time-averaged sound level in the vicinity of the Project site ranges from 53 to
64 dBA L. For receivers that are directly exposed to roadway noise (i.e., ST-2, ST-3, and ST-4), the L.q is in
the range of 62 to 64 dBA. The noise environment around the Project site is generally higher than what

would be expected as ‘typical’ for a medium-density residential area. This is mainly due to the relatively high

number of transportation sources in proximity to the Project area.
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Figure 5.4-1 - Ambient Noise Measurement Locations
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5.4.2 Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant effect on the
environment if the project would result in:

N-1 Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.

N-2 Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.

N-3 For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, if

the project would expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels.

The Initial Study, included as Appendix A1, substantiates that impacts associated with the following threshold
would be less than significant:

m  Threshold N-3: The proposed Project site is located approximately 7 miles southeast of the Bob Hope
Airport, located at 2627 North Hollywood Way in the City of Burbank. Accordingly, implementation of
the proposed Project would not expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise
levels from private or public airports, and no impact would occut.

These impacts, dealing with aircraft-related noise, will not be addressed in the following analysis.

NOISE THRESHOLD METRICS
Construction

As previously state, the City’s Noise Ordinance does not have regulations that establish maximum
construction noise levels. The City has identified that construction activities that occur during the hours
between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. as to be exempt from the noise limits established in Section 8.36.040; however,
while construction noise may be exempt, noise generated by construction activities could exceed the City’s
allowable exterior residential noise limits of 65 dBA (60 dBA plus 5 dBA over the standard).

To determine a threshold for construction noise, worker noise safety standards of other agencies were
reviewed. The rationale is that if a maximum construction noise level is generally safe for construction
workers who are exposed to the noise all day, the noise level should be also be safe for adjacent residents who
are typically farther from the noise source and exposed only briefly during the day. Noise standards from
Caltrans, the American National Standards Institute (ANSI), the American Conference of Governmental
Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH), the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), and the California Department
of Industrial Relations (DIR) were reviewed. Their limits are as follows:

w  Caltrans Standard Specifications Section 14-8: Do not exceed 86 dBA Lmax at 50 feet from the job site
activities from 9 p.m. to 6 a.m.
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w  The American National Standards Institute: A10.46-2007, Hearing Loss Prevention in Construction and
Demolition Workers. Applies to all construction and demolition workers with potential noise exposures
(continuous, intermittent, and impulse) of 85 dBA and above.

w  The American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists: The ACGIH has established exposure
guidelines for occupational exposure to noise in its Threshold Limit Values (TLVs) (85 dBA PEL with a 3
dBA exchange rate).

w  Federal Railroad Administration: 49 CFR 227, Occupational Noise Exposure for Railroad Operating
Employees. Requires railroads to conduct noise monitoring and implement a hearing conservation

program for employees whose exposure to cab noise equals or exceeds an 8-hour time-weighted-average
of 85 dBA. This final rule became effective February 26, 2007.

w  California Department of Industrial Relations: Employers shall make hearing protectors available to all
employees exposed to an 8-hour time-weighted average of 85 decibels or greater at no cost to the
employees. Hearing protectors shall be replaced as necessary. The DIR also establishes time-based
exposure limits to different noise levels; however, their table starts at the 90 dBA level.

The policies and guidelines above suggest 85 dBA is a reasonable threshold of noise exposure for
construction workers. It should be noted that this threshold is based on worker protection, which assumes
continuous exposure for the worker. While 85 dBA would be a reasonable threshold, this would exceed the
City’s maximum allowable noise for any land use (Industrial) by 10 dBA, and thus not appropriate for this
DEIR.

As shown in Table 5.4-5, ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity ranged between 53 to 64 dBA L.y, with
maximum noise levels of up to 86 dBA Lm. measured. The City’s Community Noise and Land Use
Compatibility Table from the City’s General Plan Noise Element identifies that residential land uses located in
areas with ambient noise level lower than 60 dBA CNEL are normally acceptable, while residential uses
located in areas with ambient noise levels between 55 dBA and 70 dBA CNEL as conditionally acceptable.
The proposed Project site is located in an area that is considered conditionally acceptable based on the
measured ambient noise levels. However, the GMC Section 8.36.060 cleatly states that any noise that exceeds
the exterior residential noise standard of 65 dBA as established in Section 8.36.050 would be a violation of
the Noise Ordinance. Therefore, while construction activities would be temporary and would only occur
during allowable hours, construction noise that would exceed 65 dBA at the property line of a noise sensitive

receptor would create a potentially adverse and significant impact.

Transportation

To determine if a project would cause a substantial noise increase related to project-related traffic,
consideration must be given to the magnitude of the increase and the affected receptors. In general, for
community noise, a noise level increase of 3 dBA is considered barely perceptible, while an increase of 5 dBA
is considered cleatly noticeable. An increase of 3 dBA is often used as a threshold for a substantial increase.
To evaluate offsite project-related noise impacts under CEQA, noise-sensitive receptors along a roadway

segment must: (1) be exposed to ambient noise levels over 60 dBA CNEL; (2) experience a cumulative noise
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increase (future minus existing) over 3 dBA; and, (3) the project contribution must be 1 dBA or more. An
increase of 3 dBA or greater in traffic noise level that occurs due to Project-related activities would be
significant if the resulting noise levels would cause the City’s noise compatibility thresholds for “normally
acceptable” exterior or interior noise levels to be exceeded, or result in a 3 dBA increase in noise to a land use
experiencing levels above the City’s noise compatibility threshold for “normally acceptable.”

Stationary

As discussed in Section 5.4.1.3 Regulatory Framework, the GMC establishes presumed exterior noise standards
and whetever the actual ambient noise is known, the actual noise ambient shall be used to determine a noise
violation, if the presumed or actual ambient is exceeded by 5 dBA. For this analysis noise measurements were
taken, therefore the noise measurements shall be used as the actual existing noise ambient to determine a
significance impact for per Section 8.36.050 of the GMC.

VIBRATION THRESHOLDS
Vibration Annoyance

The GMC Section 8.36.210 states that it is unlawful to operate or permit the operation of any device,
including construction equipment, that creates a vibration above the vibration petception threshold of an
individual at or beyond the property boundary of the source if on private property. However, the GMC does
not establish a perceptibility threshold, therefore the FTA groundborne vibration criterial for human
annoyance of 78 VdB is used for this analysis. Operation or construction of the proposed Project would
potentially result in an adverse and significant impact.

Architectural Damage

The City of Glendale does not have specific limits or thresholds for vibration-induced architectural damage
related to construction activities. The FTA provides criteria for acceptable levels of groundborne vibration
for various types of buildings, and the FT'A criteria are used in this analysis. Table 5.4-6, Groundborne V'ibration
Criteria: Architectural Damage, sammarizes FTA criterion below.

Table 5.4-6 Groundborne Vibration Criteria: Architectural Damage
Building Category PPV (in/sec)
l. Reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.5
Il. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3
I, Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2
IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12

Source: FTA 2018.
PPV = peak particle velocity
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5.4.3 Environmental Impacts
54.31  IMPACT ANALYSIS

The following impact analysis addresses thresholds of significance for which the Initial Study disclosed
potentially significant impacts. The applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement.

Impact 5.4-1:  Construction activities would result in temporary noise increases in the vicinity of the
proposed Project. [Threshold N-1]

Impact Analysis: In general, for construction projects similar to the proposed Project, asphalt demolition
and grading activities usually generate the highest noise levels since they involve the largest and most powerful
equipment. In this case, though, construction equipment for the sports field and related athletic facilities
would be limited to relatively small- to medium-sized construction equipment such as loaders/backhoes,
paving equipment, scrapers, excavators, rubber-tired dozers, graders, concrete saws, forklifts, rollers, pavers,
concrete trucks, and air compressors. A crane would be needed to install the new light poles. Construction of
new facilities include the synthetic turf installation, light pole installation, construction of the restroom and
storage/maintenance building, and resurfacing of the existing basketball courts. The proposed Project does
not include installation of a Public Address (PA) system. Grading activities would result in the export
approximately 13,400 cubic yards of soil. It is anticipated that the soils would be hauled to Scholl Canyon
Landfill. The total duration for Project construction would be approximately three months, and it is
anticipated to begin in the summer of 2021.

The City recognizes that the control of construction noise is difficult and therefore limits construction
activities to the hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m., Monday through Saturday (with construction activities not being
allowed on Sundays or holidays) if residential land uses are within 500 feet of the construction zone(s). For
the proposed Project, construction activities would generate temporary noise and existing land uses
surrounding the Project site would be exposed to construction noise. Two types of short-term noise impacts
could occur during construction: (1) mobile-source noise from transport of workers, material deliveries, and
debris and soil haul and (2) stationary-source noise from use of construction equipment.

Construction Vehicles

Individual construction vehicle pass-bys may create momentary noise levels of up to approximately 85 dBA
(Limay) at 50 feet from the vehicle, but these occurrences would generally be infrequent and short lived.

The transport of workers and equipment to and from the construction site would incrementally increase
noise levels along site access roadways. The highest construction related traffic increases would occur during
the soil haul phase, which is expected to last approximately 16 total days and which would generate
approximately 105 truck trips per day. This increase due to construction trips would be negligible compared
to the existing vehicle flows along Monterey Road, which has average daily traffic of approximately 5,260
(PlaceWorks, 2017). When comparing the existing volumes to the addition of 105 construction-related trips,
the result would be a traffic noise increase less than approximately 0.1dBA, which is less than 3 dBA
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
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Construction Equipment

Noise generated by onsite construction equipment is based on the type of equipment used, its location
relative to sensitive receptors, and the timing and duration of noise-generating activities. Each stage of
construction involves different kinds of equipment and has distinct noise characteristics. Noise levels from
construction activities are typically dominated by the loudest piece of equipment. The dominant equipment
noise source is the engine, although work-piece noise (such as dropping of materials) can also be noticeable.

The noise produced at each construction stage is determined by combining the L.q contributions from each
piece of equipment used at a given time, while accounting for the on-going time-variations of noise
emissions (commonly referred to as the usage factor). Heavy equipment, such as a dozer or a loader, can have
maximum, short-duration noise levels in excess of 80 to 85 dBA at 50 feet. However, overall noise emissions
vary considerably, depending on what specific activity is being performed at any given moment. Noise
attenuation due to distance, the number and type of equipment, and the load and power requirements to
accomplish tasks at each construction phase would result in different noise levels from construction activities
at a given sensitive receptot. Since noise from construction equipment is intermittent and diminishes at a rate
of at least 6 dB per doubling distance (conservatively ignoring other attenuation effects from air absorption,
ground effects, and/or shielding/scattering effects), the average noise levels at noise-sensitive receptors could
vary considerably, because mobile construction equipment would move around the site with different loads
and power requirements.

Using information provided by the City and methodologies and inputs employed in the air quality assessment,
the expected construction equipment mix was estimated and categorized by construction activity.
Construction activities are projected to last approximately three months. Construction activities are planned
to commence in summer of 2021, and are therefore not expected to ovetlap with educational activities at the
other parts of the school campus (to the south and west).

The sensitive receptors surrounding the proposed Project site consist of residential uses. Project-related
construction noise levels were calculated by modeling simultaneous use of all applicable construction
equipment per activity from the spatially average distance (i.e., from the acoustical center of each
construction phase location) to the property line of the nearest receptors. The analysis has two designated
acoustical centers that best represents the potential average construction-related noise levels at the various
sensitive receptors. For example, the asphalt demolition and paving phases were measured from the center of
the existing parking lot location, whereas the grading and site preparation phases were measured from the
center of the existing field location. Thus, this analysis used two receptor locations to represent the nearest

residences to the north, and one location to represent the neatest sensitive receptor to the north.

The associated, aggregate sound levels—grouped by construction activity—are summarized in Table 5.4-7,
Project-Related Construction Noise, Energy-Average (L.,) Sound Levels, dBA. The asphalt paving phase and the
landscaping/field lighting phase are expected to occur at the same time, therefore expected noise levels for
these phases were acoustically combined in the RCNM model.
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Table 5.4-7 Project-Related Construction Noise, Energy-Average (L.q) Sound Levels, dBA

Sound Level at Various Distances from Construction Activities, dBA Leq

Construction Residences to North! Residences to East
Activity Phase Projected Timeframe Distance as noted 250 feet

Asphalt Demolition 6/1/21 - 6/28/21 66 (at 315 feet) 73

Site Preparation 6/29/21 - 7/5/21 70 (at 150 feet) 70

Rough Grading 716121 -7/27/21 70 (at 150 feet) 71

Utility Trenching 7/28/21 - 8/6/21 63 (at 150 feet) 63

Asphalt Paving and 67 (at 315 feet for paving and

Landscaping/Field Lighting 8721 - 8130121 at 150 feet for landscaping) 73

Notes: Calculations performed with the FHWA's RCNM software and included in Appendix D.
1. A'5 dB attenuation was applied to residences to the north to account for the intervening parking structures
2. Distances were measured to the applicable area for each phase (see associated narrative above table)

Construction activities would temporarily increase noise levels in the vicinity of the Project site and near the
proposed area of improvements. Based on the distances to the nearest sensitive receptors, the nearest
sensitive receptors would experience construction-related noise levels of up to approximately 73 dBA. In
addition, all construction activities would occur during the City of Glendale’s allowable hours of
construction. Construction activities are anticipated to be relatively short-term and temporary However,
construction noise levels would exceed the 65 dBA L4 threshold identified for this EIR and would potentially
expose noise sensitive receptors to adverse levels of construction noise.

Level of Significance before Mitigation: Because construction of the proposed Project would exceed the
65 dBA Leq significance thresholds, Impact 5.4-1 would be potentially significant and mitigation measures are
required.

Impact 54-2  The proposed Project would not create short-term groundborne vibration and groundborne
noise. [Threshold N-2]

Impact Analysis: Groundborne vibration and groundborne noise may be of concern during the
construction phase, which is discussed below. Section 8.36.210 of the Municipal Code states that no
groundborne vibrations shall be perceptible by any individual. In lieu of numerical municipal code vibration
level limits, the vibration thresholds used herein will refer to the guidelines provided by the FTA (presented in
Tables 5.4-2 & 5.4-3 above, for annoyance and damage effects, respectively). The two construction vibration

effects at the Project — architectural damage and annoyance — are discussed separately below.

Vibration Annoyance

Groundborne vibration is rarely annoying to people who are outdoors, so it is usually evaluated in terms of
indoor receivers. For annoyance, vibration is typically noticed nearby when objects in a building generate
noise from rattling windows or picture frames. Since construction activities are typically distributed
throughout the Project site, vibration annoyance impacts are typically based on average vibration levels (levels
that would be experienced by sensitive receptors the majority of the time). For calculation purposes,
annoyance impacts are based on the distance to the nearest building from the center of the general
construction zone.
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For vibration annoyance, a vibration level limit of 78 VdB will apply to the surrounding residential receptors.
Since construction activities are not expected to overlap with educational activities at the campus; vibration
perception/annoyance within classrooms is not applicable and annoyance effects will only be analyzed with

respect to the nearby residential receptors.

Vibration Damage

Beyond annoyance effects, higher levels of vibration can result in architectural damage at receptor buildings.
The term ‘architectural damage’ is defined as minor surface cracks (in plaster, drywall, tile, or stucco) or the
sticking of doors and windows. This is below the severity of ‘structural damage’ which entails the
compromising of structural soundness or the threatening the basic integrity of the building shell.

Since the potential architectural damage to structures is directly related to the amount of vibrational energy
being transmitted through the ground to the receptor structure, this assessment uses the maximum vibration
velocity — in terms of the Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) metric [in inches/second] — at a specific distance to
the receptor from the vibratory source (rather than the average vibration level, in VdB, on an area-wide basis;
as with the vibration annoyance assessment above).

Residential structures generally relate to the FTAs classification of ‘non-engineered timber and masonry
buildings’; while institutional structures such as the WMS buildings generally relate to the FT'A’s classification
of ‘engineered concrete and masonry structures’. Therefore, in terms of architectural damage due to
vibration, a 0.2 inches/sec Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) limit will be applied to residential structures, and a 0.3
inches/sec PPV limit will be applied to the buildings on the adjacent portions of the middle school campus.

Vibration during Operations

Operation of the Project, including full-capacity events at the Multi-Purpose Field, would not generate
substantial levels of vibration because there are no notable sources of vibrational energy associated with the
Project. Thus, operations of the proposed Project would not result in significant groundborne vibration
impacts for either damage or annoyance effects.

Vibration during Construction

Construction activities generate varying degrees of ground vibration, depending on the construction
procedures, construction equipment used, and proximity to vibration-sensitive uses. The generation of
vibration can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to low rumbling sounds and
perceptible vibrations at moderate levels, to slight damage at the highest levels.

Table 5.4-8, Reference Vibration Levels from Common Construction Equipment, lists reference vibration levels for
different types of commonly used construction equipment.

Table 5.4-8 Reference Vibration Levels from Common Construction Equipment
Approximate VdB " level Approximate PPV?2
Equipment at 25 feet at 25 feet
Vibratory Roller 94 0.210

June 2020 Page 5.4-21



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

5. Environmental Analysis
NOISE

Table 5.4-8 Reference Vibration Levels from Common Construction Equipment
Approximate VdB " level Approximate PPV2
Equipment at 25 feet at 25 feet
Large Bulldozer 87 0.089
Loaded Trucks 86 0.076
Jackhammer 79 0.035
Small Bulldozer 58 0.003

Source: Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.
' VdB - vibration level using the reference of 1 microinch/second.

2 PPV - peak particle velocity measured in inches/second

The conversion between PPV and VdB assumes a crest factor of 4, per FTA methodologies.

Demolition of the existing asphalt would be required, and would include concrete saws, excavators, and
dozers. The proposed Project would also include grading, which would include excavators, dozers, backhoes,
and graders. Paving activities may also generate high levels of construction vibration, and would include
backhoes, pavers, and rollers. There are some items that are expected to be employed on the construction site
that are not listed in the following table (i.e. excavator, backhoe). The vibration levels produced by such items
are estimated to be comparable to the items in the following table (i.e. excavator levels comparable to large
bulldozer). Some of these equipment types may generate substantial levels of vibration at close distances.

Vibration-Induced Structural/Architectural Damage

The Peak Particle Vibration (PPV) threshold at which there is a risk of architectural damage to typical timber
houses with plastered walls and ceilings is 0.2 in/sec, or 0.3 in/sec for engineered concrete and masonty
buildings (FT'A, 2006). Building damage is typically not a concern for most projects, with the occasional
exception of blasting and pile driving during construction (FT'A, 2006). No blasting, pile driving, or hard rock
tipping/crushing activities will be requited during project construction. Small construction equipment
generates vibration levels less than 0.1 PPV in/sec at 25 feet away. Since vibration-induced architectural
damage could result from an instantaneous vibration event, distances are measured from the receptor fagade
to the nearest location of potential construction activities.

The nearest off-site residential receptors to construction activities are the residences approximately 50 feet to
the north of the Project boundary, and the residences approximately 100 feet east of the Project boundary.
Additionally, there are several WMS buildings that border the Project site, and may be closer than 25 feet
from high-vibration construction activities. Table 5.4-9, Architectural Damage 1 ibration Levels from Construction
Equipment, shows the peak particle velocities of some common construction equipment and (loaded) haul
trucks in terms of the nearest receptors.

Table 5.4-9 Architectural Damage Vibration Levels from Construction Equipment
Peak Particle Velocity in inches per second
Residences to the North Residences to the East WMS Buildings
Equipment (50 ft.) with limit of 0.20 (100 ft.) with limit of 0.20 (<25 t.) with limit of 0.30
Vibratory Roller! 0.074 0.026 <0.210
Large Bulldozer 0.031 0.011 <0.089
Loaded Trucks 0.027 0.010 <0.076
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Jackhammer 0.012 0.004 <0.076

Small Bulldozer 0.001 <0.001 <0.003

Source: Federal Transit Administration: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006.

Bold numbers indicate values that exceed FTA architectural damage criteria.

Distances are from the nearest portion of potential construction activity to the nearest receptor building within each land use type.
1. This analysis shows a “vibratory roller”, which may be more vibration-intensive than the roller used during the paving phase

The maximum construction-related vibration level at off-campus receptors would be 0.074 PPV in/sec,
which is below the 0.2 PPV in/sec ctitetia for vibration-induced architectural damage. Therefore,
architectural-damage vibration impacts from construction would be less than significant for off-campus
receptors.

Since construction activities may occur within 25 feet of the existing WMS buildings, high-vibration
equipment could result in vibration-induced architectural damage at these buildings. However, since
coordination with the construction contractor is the responsibility of the school district, and since a Project
cannot impact itself, any construction-related damage to the existing WMS buildings is under the
responsibility of the District. It is recommended that the District—in coordination with a qualified structural
engineer— perform a survey of the existing foundation and structural integrity of the WMS buildings prior
to commencement of construction activities. After the Project-related vibration-generating activities, the
qualified structural engineer shall assess the WMS buildings for any Project-related damage.

Since all off-site receptors would be well below damage thresholds (due to large, intervening distances from
construction activities), and since a project cannot impact itself, architectural-damage vibration impacts from
construction would be less than significant.

Vibration Annoyance

While not presenting potential impacts relative to architectural damage, some construction activities may be
perceptible at the nearest sensitive receptors due to proximity to the activities. However, vibration-related
construction activities would occur in the daytime during the year 2021, when it is anticipated that residential
land uses are least susceptible to vibration levels, since many people would be away from their residences
during the day. No on-campus assessment is applicable, since construction activities are not expected to
overlap with educational activities at the campus.

Construction activities are typically distributed throughout the Project site and would only occur for a
relatively limited duration when equipment would be working in close proximity. Therefore, to represent the
average vibration level, distances to the nearest receptor buildings are measured from the center of the
construction site. Table 5.4-10, Awverage Anngyance Vibration Levels from Construction Equipment, shows the
vibration levels from typical earthmoving construction equipment at the nearest receptors.

Table 5.4-10 Average Annoyance Vibration Levels from Construction Equipment

Residences to North Residences to East
Equipment (150 ft.) with limit of 78 VdB (250 ft.) with limit of 84 VdB
Vibratory Roller 71 64
Large Bulldozer 64 57
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Loaded Trucks 63 56
Jackhammer 56 49
Small Bulldozer 35 28

Source: Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.
Bold numbers indicate values that exceed the FTA annoyance criteria.
Distances are from the center of the overall construction zone to the nearest receptor building within each land use type.

Construction-generated vibration levels would not exceed 78 VdB at any nearby sensitive residential
receptors. As such, no sensitive receptors would experience vibration levels in excess of the Glendale
Municipal Code perception threshold. Therefore, impacts related to construction vibration annoyance would

not be significant and mitigation is not necessary.

Impact 5.4-3:  Project implementation would result in long-term operation-related noise that would not
exceed local standards. [Thresholds N-1 and N-3]

Impact Analysis:

A significant stationary-source impact would occur if the activities or equipment at the Project site produces

noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors in excess of local standards.

A significant roadway noise impact depends on the magnitude of increase. “Audible” increases in general
community noise levels generally refer to a change of 3 dB or more since this level has been found to be the
threshold of perceptibility in exterior environments. “Potentially audible” impacts refer to a change in noise
level between 1 and 3 dB. Noise level increases of less than 1 dB that are typically “inaudible” to the human
ear except under quiet conditions in controlled environments. Only “audible” changes in noise levels at
sensitive receptor locations (i.e., 3 dB or more) are considered potentially significant. Note that a 3 dB
increase in traffic-generated noise levels would require a doubling of traffic flows (i.e., 5,000 vehicles per day
to 10,000 per day). An increase of 3 dB is used as a threshold for a significant increase.

Roadway Noise

The proposed multi-purpose field would generate additional vehicle trips along the traveled roadway
segments around the Project site. To determine if a project would cause a substantial noise increase from
Project-related traffic, consideration must be given to the magnitude of the increase and the affected
receptors. The existing Project site is currently available for use until 6:00 p.m. Following the buildout of the
proposed Project, the multi-purpose field will be available until 10:00 p.m. It is assumed that the greatest
traffic increase would likely occur during the weekday evening peak hour, when spectators are traveling to the
tield prior to the beginning of an event. Approximately the same level of traffic would be generated at the
end of an event when spectators are exiting, but this would be well after the evening peak traffic period.

A traffic study was conducted by PlaceWorks that analyzed increases in traffic flow at intersections around
the proposed Project site during the peak period. The proposed Project is not expected to generate a
significant number of vehicle trips during the weekday AM peak hour because the field will be used during
weekday evenings. Therefore, the worst-case time period selected for analysis in this study was the weekday
PM peak petriod (4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.).
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The traffic noise analysis derived average daily segment traffic from p.m. peak hour intersection turning
movements. Six different roadway segments were evaluated for traffic noise as shown in Table 5.4-11, Existing
and Future Roadway Noise Level Estimates. A noise level increase of 3 dB or more would signify a potential
impact.

Table 5.4-11 Existing and Future Roadway Noise Level Estimates

CNEL at 50 feet from Roadway (dBA) | Overall

Increase | Potential

Roadway Segment Existing Future + Project (dB) Impact?
Monterey Road between Glendale Ave and Verdugo Rd 61.1 614 0.3 No
Verdugo Road between Glenoaks Blvd and Monterey Rd 65.8 67.1 1.3 No
Glendale Avenue between Glenoaks Blvd and Monterey Rd 69.1 69.2 0.2 No
Glenoaks Boulevard between Glendale Ave and Verdugo Rd 61.0 63.2 2.2 No
Adams Street between Glenoaks Blvd and Monterey Rd n/a n/a 0.3 No
Verdugo Circle north of Glenoaks Blvd n/a n/a 2.5 No

Data from PlaceWorks Traffic Study, June 2017.
Levels calculated by FHWA Traffic Noise Modeling methodologies
Note: for segments that list “n/a”, average daily traffic was too low to estimate ambient conditions; only the overall increase was estimated.

Segments would experience negligible or inaudible long-term traffic noise due to Project implementation.
Based on this traffic noise analysis, the worst-case roadway noise increase will result from traffic increases on
Verdugo Circle north of Glenoaks Boulevard, and on Glenoaks Boulevard between Glendale Avenue and
Verdugo Road. Traffic increases along these roadway segments are expected to result in a roadway noise
increase of 2.5 dB, and 2.2 dB, respectively. All increases in noise levels at road segments in the vicinity of the
Project site will fall below the threshold of human perceptibility. Thus, it is not anticipated that
implementation of the proposed Project would result in audible increases (3 dB or greater) in traffic-related
noise along the surrounding roadways. Exposure of persons to Project-related roadway noise would be less
than significant.

Mechanical Equipment Noise

The proposed Project includes the construction of a restroom and storage/maintenance building, which is
expected to include the installation of some type of mechanical/HVAC equipment. Mechanical equipment
on top of the proposed building would be similar to equipment being used at the existing WMS buildings.
Additionally, this equipment is expected to be placed within appropriate sound enclosures or parapets such
that the operations would not be notably different than existing conditions in and around the proposed area
of development and would not exceed the City’s exterior noise standards. As such, new mechanical
equipment noise would be less than significant.

Multi-Purpose Field Noise

Applicable Noise Standards / Sensitive Receptors

GMC Section 8.36.290 exempts certain activities from the provisions of the Noise Ordinance. Per this code
section, activities conducted on public parks and public or private school grounds including school athletic

and school entertainment events or outdoor activities such as sporting events, and entertainment events

June 2020 Page 5.4-25



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

5. Environmental Analysis
NOISE

provided such events are conducted pursuant to a permit issued by the City where otherwise required, are
exempt from the provisions of this noise ordinance.

Regardless of this exemption, the proposed Project would elevate the ambient noise levels within the vicinity
of the Multi-Purpose Field, and event noise would be readily audible at the nearest sensitive receptors.
Therefore, in terms of impact significance of the noise generated by the proposed Multi-Purpose Field, this
analysis will use the exterior noise limits provided in Section 8.36.050. This section states that a violation
would occur if a noise source exceeds the measured ambient noise level by 5 dB or more.

The most sensitive receptors in terms of noise generated from the proposed Multi-Purpose Field would be
the multi-family residences to the north, the single-family residence to the northeast!, and the single-family
residences to the east. To ascertain the ambient noise levels at these locations, this analysis will use the
monitoring locations ST-1 (for the multi-family residences to the north) and ST-3 (for the single-family
residences to the northeast and to the east). Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, the existing ambient
noise level at the multi-family residences to the north is 57 dBA L, and the existing ambient noise level at
the single-family residences to the northeast and east is 64 dBA Leq. These ambient measurements were
conducted on a weekday between 6:30 p.m. and 8:30 p.m., which is representative of future events at the
proposed Multi-Purpose Field.

Project Sports Field Modeling Results

The future Multi-Purpose Field event noise was modeled using SoundPLAN sound propagation analysis
software. The modeling calculations account for classical sound wave divergence (spherical spreading loss
from point sources) and reflections, plus attenuation factors due to air absorption, ground effects, and
barrier/shielding. Applicable reference noise levels were taken from the SoundPLAN (global) Emissions
Library, which includes reference noise levels for soccer fields, and spectator areas. The noise model created
for this Project used an aggregate of individual source noise reference levels at precise locations to estimate
the total Project-related noise.

The Project site is in an area that is mostly flat, with a gradual, but pronounced increase in elevation beyond
Verdugo Road to the east. Elevation changes throughout the Project area were included in the modeling
process, since these notable topographical characteristics will affect noise propagation. The modeling
accounted for the relatively tightly spaced buildings surrounding the WMS campus, including the campus
buildings to the west, the carports and multi-family housing to the north, and the single-family homes to the
east. Some of these surrounding buildings are non-sensitive (e.g. Wilson MS buildings, carports), and would
generally provide considerable sound attenuation (due to barrier effects) for more distant receptors. However,
in certain situations, sound would be able to propagate through “canyons” between certain structures. The
multi-family residences to the north, and the single-family residences to the east, are expected to be the most
affected by the proposed Project.

The proposed Project includes two fields; a main field and a practice field. The proposed Project would not
include any spectator seating; spectators are expected to stand or bring their own portable seating. It is

1'The residence to the northeast refers to the single-family home at 809 N Verdugo Road.
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assumed that the multi-purpose field would be in use approximately 340 days out of the year. Additional
Project details and site plans are included in Chapter 3 of this document. The event-noise analysis assumed
soccer games occurring at both fields, with spectator areas to the south of the main field and to the east of
the practice field. Event noise is highly variable, depending on the type and level of activities; both in the
spectator areas and on the field. These variables include:

m  Player noise is variable depending on the level of play (i.e. age of players), and/or intensity of the game.
m  Cheering is highly variable depending on the moment-to-moment activity, the number of home or visitor
team attendees, and the occurrence of “cheer worthy” events (e.g., goals).

m  Other noise sources during a special event include referee whistles and, occasionally, horns and bells.

The noise sources included in the noise model are expected to conservatively account for a worst-case
situation. The numerical results of the predictive modeling process for the proposed Project are shown in
Table 5.4-12, Predicted Community Noise Levels due to Multi-Purpose Field. The table provides the predicted Leg
noise levels produced by athletic events occurring at both fields (including spectators). To conservatively
present the modeled data in Table 5.4-12, the most affected receiver to the north and to the east will be
representative of all multi-family residences to the north, and all single-family residences to the east,
respectively. The single-family residence northeast of the proposed Multi-Purpose Field, along Verdugo
Road, is representative of this residence alone. Residences to the west and south of the proposed Project site
are not expected to experience high levels of Project-generated noise, due to the existing WMS buildings that
would provide considerable barrier attenuation for these more distant receptors. Details on the source noise
reference levels and modeling procedures are in Appendix D to the DEIR.

Table 5.4-12 Predicted Community Noise Levels due to Multi-Purpose Field

Predicted Sound Calculated
Level Measured Ambient Sound Level | Project-related Sound Level Applicable Change due
Contributions b/t 6:30 PM to 8:30 PM + Ambient Sound Level' Noise Limit? to Project
Receiver Location dBA L AdBA Leg-15 min Location? dBA L ABA Leg15 min dB
Mult-family 52.9 57.1 ST-1 585 62.1 14
residences to north
Single-family
residence to 54.2 64.3 ST-3 64.7 69.3 04
northeast
Single-family
residences to east 497 64.3 ST-3 64.5 69.3 0.2

Source: SoundPLAN 8.0

Notes:

' This is the predicted sound level contribution from the sports field added to the measured ambient sound levels in logarithmic function.
2 Municipal Code Exterior Noise Limits: Ambient Noise Level plus 5 dB

3 Represents the Nearest Measurement Location

Although event noise from the proposed multi-purpose field may be readily audible at many of the nearby
sensitive receptors, Table 5.4-12 shows that Project-generated noise is not expected to significantly exacerbate
the total noise environment at nearby sensitive receptors since the projected noise increments are well below
the plus-5 dB threshold. Therefore, noise impacts related to the proposed Multi-Purpose Field would not
result in a violation in the municipal code noise ordinance and are considered less than significant. No
mitigation measures are needed.
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5.4.4 Cumulative Impacts

Construction Noise and Vibration

Construction noise and vibration impacts are confined to a localized area and would last for a period of
approximately 3 months. Noise from construction activities would be temporary and would not be significant
for any given project. Cumulative impacts would only occur if other projects were being constructed in the
vicinity of the Project at the same time as the Project. Since the adjoining areas are already built out and since
only residential re-modeling would be reasonably foreseeable in these areas, there would be a very low
probability of simultaneous and notable construction projects. Thus, the Project impacts would not be
cumulatively considerable.

Mobile-Source Noise

The cumulative traffic noise levels would not increase by a noticeable amount (+3 dB) along the roadways
analyzed. Therefore, significant cumulative increases in traffic noise levels would not occur, and impacts
would be less than cumulatively considerable.

Stationary-Source Noise

Unlike transportation noise sources, whose effects can extend well beyond the limits of the Project site,
stationary-source noise generated by the Project is limited to noise impacts to noise-sensitive receptors in
relatively close proximity to the Project site. Cumulative noise levels from the Multi-Purpose Field and other
Project-related stationary sources would be negligible at the nearest residences. Consequently, stationary noise
associated with the daytime use of the school would not be cumulatively considerable and would not result in
a significant cumulative noise impact.

5.4.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions
General Plan Noise Element
Municipal Code

m  Chapter 8.36, Noise Control
m  Section 8.36.050, Minimum and Maximum Ambient Noise Levels
m Section 8.36.080, Construction on Buildings, Structures, and Projects

m  Section 8.36.290, Exemptions

5.4.6 Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Upon implementation of regulatory requirements and standard conditions of approval, the following impacts
would be less than significant: 5.4-2, and 5.4-3. Cumulative impacts (item 5.4-4) would also be less than
significant.

Without mitigation, these impacts would be potentially significant:
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m  Impact5.4-1 Construction associated with the proposed Project would generate noise levels that

would exceed the 65 dBA L4 significance thresholds and would have the potential to expose sensitive

receptors to substantial noise levels.

5.4.7 Mitigation Measures

Impact 5.4-1

MM NOI-1

Construction Noise: Prior to initiation of grading, the City shall incorporate the following
measures as a note on the grading plan cover sheet to ensure that the greatest distance
between noise sources and sensitive receptors during construction activities has been
achieved, and that construction noise has been reduced.

®»  During construction activities, all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be
equipped with propetly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent with
manufacturers’ standards. All stationary construction equipment shall be placed so that
emitted noise is directed away from the noise-sensitive receptors nearest the proposed
Project site boundaties.

m  Sound Blankets. Sound blankets shall be used on construction equipment where
technically feasible.

m  Equipment shall be staged in areas that will create the greatest distance between
construction-related noise sources and the noise-sensitive receptors nearest the

proposed Project site during all Project construction.

m  All construction-related activities shall be restricted to the construction hours outlined in
the City’s Noise Ordinance (GMC Section 8.36.080).

®m  Haul truck and other construction-related trucks traveling to and from the proposed
Project site shall be restricted to the same hours specified for the operation of
construction equipment. To the extent feasible, haul routes shall not pass directly by
sensitive land uses or residential dwellings.

m  Where construction will occur adjacent to any developed/occupied noise-sensitive uses,
a construction-related noise mitigation plan that demonstrates that noise levels at the
sensitive uses shall be below the 65 dBA threshold shall be submitted to the City of
Glendale for review and approval. The plan must depict the location of construction
equipment and how the noise from this equipment will be mitigated during construction
of the Project, through the use of such methods as: (1) temporary noise attenuation
fences; (2) preferential location of equipment; and (3) use of current technology and
noise-suppression equipment.

June 2020

Page 5.4-29



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

5. Environmental Analysis
NOISE

5.4.8 Level of Significant After Mitigation

Construction operations are exempt when limited to daytime hours and recommended mitigation measures
are provided to reduce noise levels; however, it should be noted that construction operations are expected to
result in a temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above the 65 dBA
residential exterior noise standard established by the GMC. Mitigation measure MM NOI 1 would be
required to reduce significant short-term impacts related to construction-generated noise. Therefore, impacts
related to short-term construction-generated noise levels would be significant and unavoidable.
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5.5 TRANSPORTATION

This section of the draft environmental impact report (DEIR) evaluates the potential for implementation of
the proposed Project to result in transportation and traffic impacts in the City. The analysis in this section is
based in part on the following technical report:

w  Wilson Middle School Multipurpose Revised Field Traffic Impact Analysis, PlaceWorks, June 2020

A complete copy of this study is in the technical appendices to this Draft EIR (Appendix E)

5.5.1 Environmental Setting
5511  REGULATORY BACKGROUND
State

Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act

The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 or Senate Bill (SB) 375 was signed into law
on September 30, 2008. The SB 375 regulation provides incentives for cities and developers to bring housing
and jobs closer together and to improve public transit. The goal behind SB 375 is to reduce automobile
commuting trips and length of automobile trips, thus helping to meet the statewide targets for reducing
greenhouse gas emissions set by AB 32. SB 375 requires each metropolitan planning organization to add a
broader vision for growth, called a “Sustainable Communities Strategy” (SCS), to its transportation plan. The
SCS must lay out a plan to meet the region’s transportation, housing, economic, and environmental needs in a
way that enables the area to lower greenhouse gas emissions. The SCS should integrate transportation, land-
use, and housing policies to plan for achievement of the emissions target for their region.

Senate Bill 743

On September 27, 2013, SB 743 was signed into law. The Legislature found that with adoption of the
Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375), the state had signaled its commitment
to encourage land use and transportation planning decisions and investments that reduce vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) and thereby contribute to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), as required by the
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). Additionally, AB 1358, described above, requires
local governments to plan for a balanced, multimodal transportation network that meets the needs of all users.

SB 743 started a process that could fundamentally change transportation impact analysis as part of CEQA
compliance. These changes will include the elimination of auto delay, level of service (LOS), and similar
measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion as the basis for determining significant impacts under
CEQA. As part of the new CEQA Guidelines, the new criteria “shall promote the reduction of greenhouse
gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” OPR
developed alternative metrics and thresholds based on VMT. The guidelines were certified by the Secretary of
the Natural Resources Agency in December 2018, and automobile delay, as described solely by level of service
of similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion, shall not be considered a significant impact on
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the environment. There is an opt-in period until July 1, 2020, for agencies to adopt new VMT-based criteria.
As such, automobile delay is still considered a significant impact, and the City will continue to use the established
LOS criteria for determining significant impacts.

Regional

SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS

Every four years, the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) updates the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) for the six-county region that includes Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside,
Orange, Ventura, and Imperial counties. On April 7, 2016, the SCAG’s Regional Council adopted the 2016-
2040 Regional Transportation Plan / Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016 RTP/SCS). The SCS outlines a
development pattern for the region, which, when integrated with the transportation network and other
transportation measures and policies, would reduce greenhouse gas emissions from transportation (excluding
goods movement). Current and recent transportation plan goals generally focus on balanced transportation and
land use planning that:

m  Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and goods in the region.

m  Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and goods in the region.

m  Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional transportation system.

®  Maximize the productivity of our transportation system.

m  Protect the environment and health of residents by improving air quality and encouraging active
transportation (e.g., bicycling and walking).

m  Encourage land use and growth patterns that facilitate transit and active transportation.

Through implementation of the strategies in the RTP/SCS, SCAG anticipates loweting greenhouse gas
emissions below 2005 levels by 8 percent by 2020, 18 percent by 2035, and 22 percent by 2040. Land use
strategies to achieve the region’s targets include planning for new growth around high quality transit areas and
“livable corridors,” and creating neighborhood mobility areas to integrate land use and transportation and plan
for more active lifestyles (SCAG 2016).

5.5.1.2  EXISTING ROADWAY NETWORK

The Project site is approximately 0.13 mile south of State Route (SR) 134 and is designated as Public/Semi-
Public by the Glendale General Plan. Adjacent uses are defined by the general plan as Medium-Density
Residential.

Study Area

Major roadways in the Project traffic study area are described below. The discussion focuses on roadways that
are approaches to the study intersections or directly affected by the proposed Project. The descriptions of the
lane configurations are based on designations in the general plan circulation element and may not reflect existing
configurations. Street classifications in the study area are represented in Figure 5.5-1, City of Glendale Street
Classification Map.
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Figure 5.5-1 - City of Glendale Street Classification Map
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State Route 134 (SR-134). SR-134, also known as Ventura Freeway is a ten-lane east-west freeway that
provides regional access to the Project site via the on/off ramps at Monterrey Avenue and Glendale
Avenue. SR-134 is a part of the Congestion Management Program (CMP) highway network.

Glendale Avenue. This north-south roadway has six lanes at the segment nearest to the Project site.
Glendale Avenue is classified as a Major Arterial in the City’s General Plan Circulation Element.

Glenoaks Boulevard. This east-west roadway has two lanes at the segment nearest to the Project site. In

the vicinity of the site it is classified as a Minor Arterial.

Monterey Road. This east-west roadway is the southern boundary of the Wilson MS property, and
provides the primary site access to the campus. At the segment nearest to the Project site, this roadway
varies from one to two lanes in each direction. Between Verdugo and Glendale Avenue it is classified as an
Utban Collector.

Verdugo Road. This north-south roadway is the eastern boundary of Wilson MS. This roadway has four
lanes at the segment nearest to the Project site and is classified as a Major Arterial.

Adams Street. This north-south roadway has two lanes at the segment nearest to the Project site. It is
classified as a Local Street.

Verdugo Circle Drive. This short two-lane Local Street extends from Adams Street, and creates a loop
road north of Glenoaks Boulevard that provides access to residences.

Traffic Study Intersections

Eight study area intersections were selected for traffic analysis based on calculated Project trip generation and

distribution, and input from the City’s Transportation Engineering Division staff. All but two intersections are

under the City’s jurisdiction. The two intersections along the Ventura Freeway Ramps at Monterey Road and

Glendale Avenue are under Caltrans’ jurisdiction. The study area intersections and roadway geometries are

illustrated in Figure 5.5-2, Study Area Roadway Network and Intersections.

PN LD

WB Ventura Freeway (SR-134) Ramps at Monterey Road
Glendale Avenue at EB Ventura Freeway (SR-134) Ramps
Glendale Avenue at Monterey Road

Glendale Avenue at Glenoaks Boulevard

Adams Street at Monterey Road

Adams Street at Glenoaks Boulevard

Verdugo Road at Monterey Road

Verdugo Road at Glenoaks Boulevard
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Neighborhood Street Segments

Neighborhood street segment analysis was conducted on the following roadway segments to evaluate
environmental capacity:

1. Monterey Road between Glendale Avenue and Verdugo Road
2. Adams Street between Glenoaks Boulevard and Monterey Road

Existing Public Transportation

Glendale Beeline and Metro Buses serve the Project site. The Glendale Transportation Center (GTC) is
approximately 2.5 miles to the southwest. The following is a description of the bus routes passing near the
Project site:

® Glendale Beeline Route 3: Has approximately 45- to 60-minute frequencies during peak hours on
weekdays until approximately 6:30 P.M. The route is from Glendale Galleria to Jet Propulsion Laboratory.
Near the site the bus travels along North Glendale Avenue. A stop is near the site on North Glendale
Avenue and Monterey Road.

|

Glendale Beeline Route 7: Has approximately 30-minute frequencies during peak hours on weekdays
until approximately 6:30 P.M. and approximately 45-minute frequencies during peak hours on Saturdays
until approximately 6:00 P.M. The route is from Riverside Rancho to Glendale Community College. Near
the site the bus travels along North Glendale Avenue and turns West on Monterey Road. A stop is near the
site on North Glendale Avenue and Monterey Road.

®  Glendale Beeline Route 31: Has approximately 20- to 40-minute frequencies during peak houts on
Saturdays until approximately 6:00 PM. The route is from Glendale Galleria to La Cresenta. Near the site
the bus travels along North Glendale Avenue. A stop is near the site on North Glendale Avenue and
Monterey Road.

® Glendale Beeline Route 32: Has approximately 45- to 60-minute frequencies during peak hours on
weekdays until approximately 6:30 PM. The route is from Glendale Galleria to Glendale Community
College. Near the site the bus travels along North Glendale Avenue. A stop is near the site on North
Glendale Avenue and Monterey Road.

B Metro Route 90/91: Has approximately 15-minute frequencies during peak hours on weekdays and
approximately 30-minute frequencies during peak hours on weekends. The route is from Sylmar to
Downtown Los Angeles. Near the site the bus travels along North Glendale Avenue. A stop is near the site
on North Glendale Avenue and Monterey Road.

]

Metro Route 685: Has approximately 30-minute frequencies during peak hours on weekdays. The route is
from Glassell Park to Glendale Community College. Near the site the bus travels along North Verdugo
Road. A stop is near the site on Verdugo Road and Monterey Road.
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Figure 5.5-2 - Study Area Roadway Network and Intersections
5. Environmental Analysis
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Existing Parking

Wilson MS has two parking lots along Monterey Road, with a total of 69 parking spots. The two parking lots
are separated by a walkway that leads to a crosswalk that crosses Monterey Road. Each parking lot has two
entrances/exits that allow two-way flow. School staff controls and facilitates onsite circulation, usually
restricting the parking lots to one-way circulation, especially during peak periods.

Additionally, off-site parking is available on public streets in the vicinity of the school. Parking demand along
26 roadway segments were analyzed for the proposed Project. Figure 5.5-3, Off-Site Parking Locations, shows the
study area parking locations evaluated in this study.

Briarwood Lane north of Glenoaks Boulevard

Glenoaks Boulevard from Briarwood Land to Sylvanoak Drive
Glenoaks Boulevard from Sylvanoak Drive to Glendale Avenue
Glenvista Drive south of Glenoaks Boulevard

Glenvista Drive north of Glenoaks Boulevard

Sylvanoak Drive south of Glenoaks Boulevard

Sylvanoak Drive north of Glenoaks Boulevard

Verdugo Road from Glendale Avenue to south edge of lot
Verdugo Citcle Drive north of Glenoaks Boulevard

A I IO A ol S

. Glendale Avenue from Verdugo Road to Monterey Road

—_ =
— O

. Monterey Road from Glendale Avenue to Cordova Avenue

—_
[\

. Monterey Road from Verdugo Road to Glendale Avenue
. Woodbury Road from Grove Place to La Loma Road

. Grove Place south of Monterey Road

. Galer Place south of Monterey Road

—_ e
N U AW

. Naranja Drive south of Monterey Road

,_\
~

Adams Street from Glenoaks Boulevard to Monterey Road

—_
oo

. Portola Avenue from Monterey Road to Coronado Drive

—
O

. Glenoaks Boulevard from Coronado Drive to Glendale Avenue
. Doran Street from Glendale Avenue to Adams Street (accessible by bridge over SR-134)

NN
— O

. Adams Street north of Lexington Drive (accessible by bridge over SR-134)
. Doran Street from Adams Street to Galer Place (accessible by bridge over SR-134)

NN
W N

. Naranja Drive from Doran Street to Lexington Drive (accessible by bridge over SR-134)
. Galer Place from Naranja Drive to Richard Place (accessible by bridge over SR-134)

. Richard Place from Naranja Drive to Grove Place (accessible by bridge over SR-134)

. Grove Place north of Lexington Drive (accessible by bridge over SR-134)
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Figure 5.5-3 - Off-Site Parking Locations
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55.1.3 METHODOLOGY

The traffic analysis for the proposed Project includes an assessment of traffic conditions at the adjacent and
surrounding circulation network for the following analysis time frames:

m  Existing (2019)
m CEQA Analysis Year (2021)

The traffic study was prepared in conformance with the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Plan
(CMP) Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, City of Glendale’s General Plan Circulation Element LOS
standards, and based on the anticipated level of traffic from full-capacity athletic events at the Project site. A
memorandum of understanding (MOU or scoping agreement) was submitted to the City’s Public Works
Department on May 12, 2017. The MOU included the methodologies that would be used in the Project traffic
impact analysis, including trip generation estimates, trip distribution, a list of study area intersections to be
evaluated, identification of an ambient growth rate and scenatios to be evaluated, critetia to evaluate levels of
service, and thresholds of significance. The City’s traffic engineer reviewed the memorandum of understanding
and provided comments on May 19, 2017 (see Appendix E). This traffic impact analysis is consistent with the
methodologies and assumptions in the MOU. In 2019, changes of the lane configuration at one of the study
intersections occurred. The City of Glendale traffic engineer requested this study be updated to reflect these
lane changes and to update the study with more recent traffic and parking counts taken in the Fall of 2019. As
a result, this study was updated in December 2019 with new traffic counts, parking counts, and cumulative
projects. (see Appendix E). This traffic impact analysis is consistent with the methodologies and assumptions
in the MOU.

Intersection LOS

Roadway capacity is generally limited by the ability to move vehicles through intersections. Level of service is
a standard performance measurement to describe the operating characteristics of a street system in terms of
the level of congestion or delay experienced by motorists. Service levels range from A through F, that is, from
the best traffic conditions (uncongested, free-flowing conditions) to the worst (total breakdown with stop-and-
go operation). Table 5.5-1 describes the level of service concept and the operating conditions expected under

each level of service for signalized and unsignalized intersections.

The Intersection Capacity Utilization (ICU) method is used to calculate levels of service (LOS) for signalized
intersections in the City of Glendale. The ICU signalized intersection methodology presents LOS in terms of
volume to capacity ratio. Signalized intersections under the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
jurisdiction are evaluated using delay-based methodology consistent with the procedures outlined in the
Highway Capacity Manual 6* Edition (HCM)

For unsignalized intersections, the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology is used to calculate LOS.
The HCM unsignalized intersection methodology presents LOS in terms of control delay (in seconds per
vehicle). Vistro software was used to determine the LOS at the study area intersections.
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The intersection LOS analysis uses traffic volumes observed during the peak hour conditions. The peak hours

selected for the analysis are the highest volumes that occur in four consecutive 15-minute periods from 4:00
PM to 6:00 PM on weekday evenings.

Table 5.5.1 Intersection Level of Service Descriptions
ICU Methodology | HCM Methodology HCM
(Signalized) (Signalized) Methodology
(Unsignalized)
LOS Description VIC Ratio Delay (seconds) Delay (seconds)
Level of Service A occurs when progression is extremely
A favorable and most vehicles arrive during the green phase. Most 0.000-0.600 <10.00 <10.00

vehicles do not stop at all. Short cycle lengths may also
contribute to low delay.

Level of Service B generally occurs with good progression
B and/or short cycle lengths. More vehicles stop than for Level of 0.601-0.700 >10-20 >10to 15
Service A, causing higher levels of average total delay.

Level of Service C generally results when there is fair
progression and/or longer cycle lengths. Individual cycle failures
C may begin to appear in this level. The number of vehicles 0.701-0.800 >20-35 >1510 25
stopping is significant at this level, although many still pass
through the intersection without stopping.

Level of Service D generally results in noticeable congestion.
Longer delays may result from some combination of unfavorable
D progression, long cycle lengths, or high volume to capacity 0.801-0.900 >35-55 >2510 35
ratios. Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of vehicles not
stopping declines. Individual cycle failures are noticeable.

Level of Service E is considered to be the limit of acceptable
E delay. These high delay values generally indicate poor
progression, long cycle lengths, and high volume to capacity
ratios. Individual cycle failures are frequent occurrences.

Level of Service F is considered to be unacceptable to most
drivers. This condition often occurs with oversaturation, i.e.,
when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the intersection. It
F may also occur at high volume to capacity ratios below 1.00 with Over 1.000 >80 >50
many individual cycle failures. Poor progression and long cycle
lengths may also be major contributing causes to such delay
levels.

Source: HCM 6t Edition, and 2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County.

0.901-1.000 >55-80 >35 to 50

Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis

The street segment level of service analysis was conducted by calculating the daily volume-to-capacity (V/C)
ratio for each study roadway segment. Traffic volumes were calculated based on turn movement counts at
intersections converted to 2-way roadway traffic volumes and applying a typical a peak to daily factor of 10.
The environmental capacity for each roadway segment was obtained from the City of Glendale Circulation
Plan according to the functional roadway classification and their characteristics. The LOS letter grade was
assigned using the corresponding V/C values shown in Table 5.5-1.
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Parking Analysis

A parking analysis was prepared to review the parking conditions in the vicinity of the school and to estimate
the parking impacts from the proposed Project. Parking counts were taken at the school parking lots and along
26 roadway segments on a weekday evening and on a Saturday. Parking demand was based on published parking
generation rates for a soccer complex. To calculate the expected Project-related parking demand, the ITE
Parking Generation rates for soccer complexes were multiplied by the anticipated number of fields.

5.5.1.4  EXITING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

The proposed Project is anticipated to be utilized during weekday PM hours and peak weekend midday hours.
Turn movement volumes for weekday PM peak hour were collected at all the study intersections on Tuesday,
October 8, 2019. Parking counts were analyzed at the existing Wilson MS on-site parking lots and along all off-
site parking locations in 30-minute intervals from 5:00 to 10:00 PM on Tuesday October 8 and from 8:00 AM
to 10:00 PM on Saturday, October 5, 2019. All counts occurred on typical weekdays while the school was in
session, in the AYSO soccer fall season, and outside holidays and major events. The full vehicle, pedestrian,
and bicycle counts are available in Appendix E.

Currently, the project site is used on the weekends by American Youth Soccer Organization (AYSO) from 8:00
a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays, and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The proposed Project would not increase
capacity of the existing Wilson MS field for AYSO use, rather, the proposed Project would allow for evening
uses of the field. As such, the proposed Project would not change the number of vehicle trips during the
Saturday mid-day peak period. Therefore, and the project would not add trips during the Saturday midday peak
hours and is not further evaluated in this analysis.

Existing Intersection LOS

Level of service analyses were conducted to evaluate existing intersection operations during the weekday PM
peak hour using Vistro software. Table 5.5-2, Existing Intersection 1.OS, Weekday PM Peak Hour summarize the
existing LOS at the traffic study area intersections. As shown, all study area intersections operate at acceptable
LOS under Existing conditions. The traffic analysis worksheets for existing conditions are provided in
Appendix E.

Table 5.5-2 Existing Intersection Levels of Service, Weekday PM Peak Hour

Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection ICU (VIC) or
Intersection Control Acceptable LOS | Average Delay (sec/veh) LOS
1. WB Ventura Freeway Ramps at Monterey Road Signal E 0.849 D
2. Glendale Avenue at EB Ventura Freeway Ramps Signal E 0.675 B
3. Glendale Avenue at Monterey Road Signal E 0.876 D
4. Glendale Avenue at Glenoaks Boulevard Signal E 0.757 C
5. Adams Street at Monterey Road CCS D 14.28 B
6. Adams Street at Glenoaks Boulevard CCS D 12.79 B
7. Verdugo Road at Monterey Road Signal E 0.614 B
8. Verdugo Road at Glenoaks Boulevard Signal E 0.511 A
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Notes: CSS = Cross-Street Stop.
LOS worksheets are included in Appendix E.

Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis

Neighborhood street segments were analyzed for existing conditions along two study area roadways, as
presented in Table 5.5-3, Existing Street Segment Volumes. The daily volumes were calculated based on the
intersection PM peak hour turn movement volumes using a peak to daily factor of ten. All study segments
operate with volumes well below their daily capacity, with an acceptable LOS of A and B.

Table 5.5-3 Existing Street Segment Volumes
Street Functional Street Environmental Capacity
Segment Classification Layout (vehicles/day)’ Day ADT VIC LOS
Monterey Road Urban 2 10,000 Weekday | 6,020 0602 | A
_(Glendale Av fo Verduao Rd) Collector
Adams Street
(Glenoaks Bivd to Monterey Rd) Local 2D 2,500 Weekday 560 0.224 A

1 2U= 2-lane undivided road, 2D= 2-lane divided road.
2 Functional Classifications and Environmental Capacity daily volumes obtained from the City of Glendale General Plan Circulation Element.

Existing Parking Options Serving the Project Site

Parking analysis is presented in Table 5.5-5, Existing Parking Occupancy. Table 5.5-4 shows the parking occupancy
on weekday and on Saturdays at the hours of lowest occupancy and highest occupancy. On weekdays, the
period in which the highest overall occupancy was observed started at 10 PM, and the lowest occupancy period
started at 5PM. On a Saturday, the period in which the highest overall occupancy was observed started at 8:30
AM, and the lowest occupancy period started at 6:00 PM. As shown in Table 5.5-4, the overall parking
occupancy ranges from 59 percent to 75 percent. The school lot has plenty of parking available on weekdays
after 5PM and on weekends. In addition, there is unused parking available in several public streets in the vicinity
of the school. Parking survey results are provided in Appendix E.

Table 5.5-4 Existing Parking Occupancy
Weekday Saturday
Parking Locations Highest Lowest Highest Lowest
Occupancy | Occupancy Occupancy Occupancy
(10PM) (5PM) (6 PM) (12:30 PM)
1 Briarwood Lane north of Glenoaks Boulevard 36% 45% 36% 64%
2 Glenoaks Boulevard from Briarwood Land to Sylvanoak Drive 20% % 50% 20%
3 Glenoaks Boulevard from Sylvanoak Drive to Glendale Avenue 84% 57% 93% 80%
4 Glenvista Drive south of Glenoaks Boulevard 13% 13% 17% 17%
5 Glenvista Drive north of Glenoaks Boulevard 43% 21% 64% 57%
6 Sylvanoak Drive south of Glenoaks Boulevard 35% 30% 39% 39%
7 Sylvanoak Drive north of Glenoaks Boulevard 53% 32% 42% 47%
8 Verdugo Road from Glendale Avenue to south edge of lot 94% 66% 99% 87%
9 Verdugo Circle Drive north of Glenoaks Boulevard 74% 62% 76% 58%
10 | Glendale Avenue from Verdugo Road to Monterey Road 43% 37% 51% 46%
Page 5.5-12 PlaceWorfks
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Table 5.5-4 Existing Parking Occupancy
Weekday Saturday
Parking Locations O:igggztcy Ol-gtm:\sntcy OcHtig:;gztcy Otl:-::;zsntcy
(10PM) (5PM) (6 PM) (12:30 PM)
11 Monterey Road from Glendale Avenue to Cordova Avenue 40% 20% 30% 40%
12 | Monterey Road from Verdugo Road to Glendale Avenue 40% 40% 44% 40%
13 | Woodbury Road from Grove Place to Woodbury Road 72% 61% 72% 94%
14 | Grove Place south of Monterey Road 50% 38% 50% 38%
15 | Galer Place south of Monterey Road 53% 35% 18% 35%
16 | Naranja Drive south of Monterey Road 1% 14% 1% 29%
17 | Adams Street from Glenoaks Boulevard to Monterey Road 97% 1% 97% 92%
18 | Portola Avenue from Monterey Road to Cordova Avenue 100% 69% 83% 87%
19 | Glenoaks Boulevard from Cordova Avenue to Glendale Avenue 100% 67% 83% 83%
20 | Doran Street from Glendale Avenue to Adams Street 80% 7% 80% 83%
21 | Adams Street north of Lexington Drive 88% 82% 89% 92%
22 | Doran Street from Adams Street to Galer Place 97% 61% 76% 74%
23 | Naranja Drive from Doran Street to Lexington Drive 96% 78% 98% 76%
24 | Galer Place from Naranja Drive to Richard Place 34% 13% 21% 23%
25 | Richard Place from Naranja Drive to Grove Place 87% 55% 74% 87%
26 | Grove Place north of Lexington Drive 83% 58% 63% 92%
27 | School Campus Lot 4% 47% 42% 7%
Overall Occupancy 71% 1% 59% 75%

5.5.1.5  FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

The Los Angeles County Guidelines for CMP Transportation Impact Analysis includes ambient growth rates
for the City of Glendale in 5-year increments. To estimate future traffic conditions, opening year scenarios are
based on the year 2021 traffic growth factor of 1.027 percent over a 5-year period. To conservatively estimate
future year buildout conditions, this analysis used a total ambient growth of 2 percent over the 2-year period
from 2019 to 2021.

In addition to ambient, growth, the traffic study identified cumulative traffic in the Project study area.
Cumulative traffic is the traffic generated by the development of future projects that have been approved but
not yet built and/or for which development applications have been filed and are under consideration by the
City. Sixty five projects were provided for consideration to be included in the traffic forecasts by the City of
Glendale Planning Department. The list of cumulative projects screened to have a potential to affect traffic
volumes in the vicinity of the school are included in Appendix E. For these cumulative projects, trip generation
values were extracted from the ITE Trip Generation Manual. Based on a review of the circulation system, the
trip generation, location, and land use type, the cumulative projects would have the potential for directly adding
measurable traffic to the study area street system. The cumulative development projects assumed in this traffic
analysis are estimated to generate 41,183 average daily trips (ADT) on weekdays, 1,670 trips during the weekday
AM peak hour, and 1,586 trips during the weekday PM peak hour.
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Intersection Level of Service

To assess Opening Year No Project traffic conditions, existing traffic was combined with ambient growth and
cumulative traffic. The intersection operations for the No Project traffic conditions are shown in Tables 5.5-5,
Opening Year Without Project Intersection LOS, Weekday PM Peak Honr. Intersection volumes, Delay, and LOS
worksheets are included in Appendix E. All intersections are forecast to operate at acceptable LOS under
Opening Year Without Project conditions on Weekday PM.

Table 5.5-5 Opening Year Without Project Intersection LOS, Weekday PM Peak Hour

Weekday PM Peak Hour
Intersection ICU (VIC) or
Intersection Control Average Delay (sec/veh) LOS
1. WB Ventura Freeway Ramps at Monterey Road Signal 0.884 D
2. Glendale Avenue at EB Ventura Freeway Ramps Signal 0.689 B
3. Glendale Avenue at Monterey Road Signal 0.902 E
4. Glendale Avenue at Glenoaks Boulevard Signal 0.775 C
5. Adams Street at Monterey Road CCS 14.71 B
6. Adams Street at Glenoaks Boulevard CCS 12.93 B
7. Verdugo Road at Monterey Road Signal 0.615 B
8. Verdugo Road at Glenoaks Boulevard Signal 0.516 A

Notes: CSS = Cross-Street Stop.
Bold show intersections operating at unacceptable LOS.
Intersection volumes, Delay and LOS worksheets are included in Appendix E.

Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis

To assess Opening Year Without Project traffic conditions, cumulative project traffic and ambient growth was
added onto the existing traffic levels along two Project study area roadways. LOS for these conditions are
summarized in Table 5.5-6, Opening Year Without Project Street Segment Analysis. As shown in Table 5.5-06, all study
segments operate with volumes well below their daily capacity, with a corresponding LOS A or LOS B, which

is acceptable.

Table 5.5-6 Opening Year Without Project Street Segment Analysis

Street Functional Street Environmental Capacity
Segment Classification | Layout (vehicles/day)' Day ADT VIC LOS
Monterey Road (Glendale Av to Verdugo Rd) Cliﬁt;i?or 2U 10,000 Weekday | 6,200 | 0620 | B
Adams Street (Glenoaks Blvd to Monterey Rd) Local 2D 2,500 Weekday 570 0228 | A

1 2U= 2-lane undivided road, 2D= 2-lane divided road.
2 Functional Classifications and Environmental Capacity daily volumes obtained from the City of Glendale General Plan Circulation Element.

5.5.2 Thresholds of Significance

According to Appendix G of the Updated 2020 CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant

effect on the environment if the project could:
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T-1 Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

T-2 Contflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b).

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

T-4 Result in inadequate emergency access.

T-5 Result in inadequate parking capacity. (Optional: this threshold was deleted from the 2010 CEQA
Guidelines)

The Initial Study, included as Appendix Al to this DEIR, substantiates that impacts associated with the
following thresholds would be less than significant:

m  Threshold T-3: No off-site improvements are proposed or required to implement the proposed Project.
The main access points would be from the south side of the school site where existing surface parking lots
are present. No new access drives or roadway improvements are proposed to provide access to the Project
site; therefore, no improvements that may result in hazardous conditions would occur. Additionally, the
proposed Project would not change the existing land use of the site, as the property currently is developed
as sporting fields.

These impacts will not be addressed in the following analysis.

5.5.2.1  STANDARD OF SIGNIFICANCE

The study area includes intersections under the jurisdictions of the City of Glendale, and the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

City of Glendale Intersections

According to the City’s General Plan Circulation Element, the City evaluates zoning in the commercial and
industrial areas of the City and establishes floor area ratios based on the availability of existing or proposed
street capacity to accommodate future growth. A minimum desired level of service is “D” during afternoon
peak hours, except at intersections along major arterials, where a minimum desired level of service is “E”.

In Glendale, impacts at signalized intersections are considered significant if the project-related increase in the
volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio equals or exceeds 0.02 at intersections that have LOS D or worse. For
unsignalized intersections, the impact is considered significant if the project-related increase in the delay equals
or exceeds 3 seconds at intersections that have LOS D, or worse.

Caltrans Intersections

Caltrans traffic impact analysis guidelines do not explicitly define a significant impact in terms of existing level
of service and change in that level of service. For intersections under Caltrans’ jurisdiction, a significant impact

would occur at a signalized study intersection when the project-related traffic causes:
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®  An intersection to degrade from an acceptable LOS to an unacceptable LOS!; or
®  Any increase in delay for intersections already operating at an unacceptable LOS;

Neighborhood Street Segments

As discussed above, LOS D is the minimum desired level of service. The City’s Circulation Element identifies

two conditions that typically apply when evaluating local collector street impacts:

m  If the addition of Project average daily trips (ADTs) to a residential street does not cause the street’s
capacity to be exceeded (regardless of how great an increase), the Project would result in no impacts.

m  If the street’s capacity is exceeded with or without the Project, no impacts occur if the Project increases
the existing conditions ADT by less than 10 percent.

SB 743 Vehicle Miles Travels Impact

As stated in Section 5.5.1.1, Regulatory Setting, SB 743 started a process that could fundamentally change
transportation impact analysis as part of CEQA compliance. These changes in many parts of California (if not
statewide) will include the elimination of auto delay, LOS, and similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic
congestion as a basis for determining significant impacts. As part of the new CEQA Guidelines, the new criteria
“shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation
networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Public Resources Code Section 21099(b)(1)). While the updated CEQA
Guidelines went into effect in December 2018, the update provides agencies with an opt-in period until July 1,
2020 to adopt the new VMT-based criteria under the updated CEQA Guidelines. Since the City of Glendale
has not yet opted to adopt the new VMT-based criteria, the City still considers automobile delay as a significant
impact, and the City will continue to use the established LOS criteria.

5.5.3 Environmental Impacts

The following impact analysis addresses thresholds of significance for which the Initial Study disclosed
potentially significant impacts. The applicable thresholds are identified in brackets after the impact statement.

Impact 5.5-1:  The proposed Project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing
the circulation system, including roadway facilities.[Threshold T-1]

Impact Analysis:

Project Trip Generation

The proposed Project would not expand the school’s enrollment capacity but is expected to increase traffic and
parking demand around the Project site due to new public use and city programming on weekday evenings and
weekends. Currently, the project site is used on the weekends by AYSO from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays,

I The Caltrans Transportation Concept Report states that Caltrans strives for LOS C/D, but generally accepts up to LOS E in
urban environments.
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and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The proposed Project would not increase capacity of the existing
Wilson MS field for AYSO use, rather, the proposed Project would allow for evening uses of the field. As such,
the proposed Project would not change the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday mid-day peak period.
Therefore, and the proposed Project would not add trips during the Saturday midday peak hours and it is not
further evaluated in this analysis. The trip generation rates for soccer fields during the weekday AM and PM
peak hours were obtained from the latest version of the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10® Edition. The ITE
Trip Generation Manual is the most widely recognized resource for estimating the number of trips generated
by a land use or project type.

To calculate the expected Project-related trip generation, the I'TE rates were multiplied by the proposed number
of fields. The proposed Project includes development of two fields, and estimated Project-related trips are
shown in Table 5.5-7, ITE Trip Generation Estimates for Soccer Complex. Using the average rates, the proposed
Project would generate two trips in the AM peak hour and 33 trips in the PM peak hour. Using the highest
rates, the proposed Project would generate four trips in the AM peak hour and 49 trips in the PM peak hour.
As shown in Table 5.5-7, the proposed Project would generate a negligible number of trips in the weekday AM
peak hour. In addition, public use of the fields would not be allowed on weekdays in the AM peak hour.
Therefore, the AM peak hour traffic will not be further evaluated in this analysis.

Table 5.5-7 ITE Trip Generation Estimates for Soccer Complex
Weekday
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Rate Type Daily In Out Total In Out Total
Average Rate 143 1 1 2 22 1 33
Highest Rate 182 2 2 4 33 16 49

Trip generation rates for peak hour of adjacent streets, based on Soccer Complex Land Use (ITE Code 488) per the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th edition.

The sample size that the I'TE utilized to support these rates is relatively small—less than ten samples. Therefore,
PlaceWorks also reviewed the proposed use of the fields to calculate vehicular trips based on estimates for
players, spectators, and supporting personnel (coaches, referees, etc.). PlaceWorks consulted with the City’s
Parks and Recreation Department to obtain anticipated usage estimates. To verify the trip generation based on
ITE trip rates, trip generation was also calculated based on usage estimates assuming a number of players,
coaches, and referees at the soccer fields for adult soccer and youth soccer. The estimates were provided for
both adult and youth because of different ridership characteristics and because they have different team sizes.
Table 5.5-8, Project Trip Generation Based on Usage Estimates shows the estimated Project trip generation for the
two proposed fields based on usage estimates. It should be noted that under the usage estimate methodology,
a 20 percent trip reduction was applied to account for carpool and walk/bike/transit modes. The Project trip
generation based on usage estimates is highest for youth games. As shown on Table 5.5-8, the highest trip
generation would occur while two youth games occurring concurrently. This would result in 40 peak hour trips
and during the weekday PM peak hour.

In conclusion, utilizing the ITE Trip Rates using the high range provide a reasonable and technically defensible
estimate to calculate trip generation for the proposed Project. Therefore, for the purpose of this analysis, the
proposed Project would generate four trips in the AM peak hour and 49 trips in the PM peak hour
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Table 5.5-8 Project Trip Generation Based on Usage Estimates
Trip Generation-PM Peak Hour
Land Use Variable Type Players/Referee/Coaches Fields In Out Total
Youth Players 16 2 26 13 39
Youth Game Referee 1 1 1 0 1
Total 17 3 27 13 40
Players 22 2 35 0 35
Adult Game Referees 3 1 2 0 2
Total 25 3 37 0 37

T For Youth Games it is assumed that each team has 8 players. Each coach is also a parent that has a child in the team.
2 For Adult Games it is assumed that each team has 11 players.
3 Referees are needed only in one field, as one of the fields is for practices only.

Existing Traffic Conditions With Project

Intersection Analysis

A summary of the LOS analysis results for the Existing (2019) With Project conditions is presented in Table
5.5-9, Existing With Project Intersection L.OS, Weekday PM Peak Hour. As shown, all study intersections operate at
acceptable LOS during the Weekday PM Peak hour for the Existing With Project traffic conditions. Under the
proposed Project, Existing (2019) With Project traffic would not cause any intersections to deteriorate to an
unacceptable LOS during the Weekday PM peak hour, and impacts would be less than significant.

Table 5.5-9 Existing With Project Intersection LOS, Weekday PM Peak Hour

Traffic Without Project With Project
Intersection Control ICU / Delay LOS ICU / Delay LOS Change Significant?
;{.O\QVdB Ventura Freeway Ramps at Monterey Signal 0.849 D 0.850 D 0.001 No
2R. Glendale Avenue at EB Ventura Freeway Signal 0.675 B 0.678 B 0.003 No
amps
3. Glendale Avenue at Monterey Road Signal 0.876 D 0.882 D 0.006 No
4. Glendale Avenue at Glenoaks Boulevard Signal 0.757 C 0.758 C 0.001 No
5. Adams Street at Monterey Road CCS 14.28 B 14.69 B 0.410 No
6. Adams Street at Glenoaks Boulevard CCS 12.79 B 12.79 B 0.000 No
7. Verdugo Road at Monterey Road Signal 0.614 B 0.625 B 0.011 No
8. Verdugo Road at Glenoaks Boulevard Signal 0.511 A 0.513 A 0.002 No

Notes: CSS = Cross-Street Stop
Bold show intersections operating at unacceptable LOS.
Intersection volumes, Delay and LOS worksheets are included in Appendix E.

Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis

To assess Existing (2019) With Project traffic conditions along neighborhood streets, Project traffic was added
to the existing traffic levels along the two Project study area roadways. The Existing (2010) With Project LOS
conditions are summarized in Table 5.5-10, Existing With Project Street Segment V'olumes. As shown in Table 5.5-
10, all study segments operate with volumes well below their daily capacity, with a corresponding LOS A, which
is acceptable. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
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Without Project With Project
Environmental L
Street Functional Street Capacity O | Significant

Segment Classification | Layout | (vehicles/day)! Day ADT VIC LOS ADT VIC | S ?
Monterey Road
(Glendale Av to Curba” 2U 10,000 Weekday | 6020 | 0602 | B | 6410 | 5% | A No

ollector 1

Verdugo Rd)
Adams Street 0.22
(Glenoaks Blvd Local 2D 2,500 Weekday 560 0.224 A 570 .8 A No
to Monterey Rd)

1 2U= 2-lane undivided road, 2D= 2-lane divided road.

2 Functional Classifications and Environmental Capacity daily volumes obtained from the City of Glendale General Plan Circulation Element.

Future Traffic Conditions

Opening Year With Project Traffic Conditions

Intersection Analysis

A summary of the LOS analysis results for the Opening Year (2021) With Project conditions is presented in
Table 5.5-11, Opening Year With Project Intersection 1.OS, Weekday PM Peak Hour. Under the proposed Project, the

Opening Year (2021) With Project traffic conditions would not cause any intersections to detetiorate to an

unacceptable LOS during the Weekday PM peak hour, and impacts would be less than significant.

Table 5.5-11 Opening Year With Project Intersection LOS, Weekday PM Peak Hour
Traffic Without Project With Project
Intersection Control ICU / Delay LOS ICU / Delay LOS Change | Significant?

1. WB Ventura Freeway Ramps at Monterey Road | Signal 0.884 D 0.886 D 0.002 No
2. Glendale Avenue at EB Ventura Freeway Signal 0.689 B 0.692 B 0.003 No
Ramps

3. Glendale Avenue at Monterey Road Signal 0.902 E 0.909 E 0.007 No
4. Glendale Avenue at Glenoaks Boulevard Signal 0.775 C 0.776 C 0.001 No
5. Adams Street at Monterey Road CCS 14.71 B 15.13 C 0.42 No
6. Adams Street at Glenoaks Boulevard CCS 12.93 B 12.93 B 0 No
7. Verdugo Road at Monterey Road Signal 0.615 B 0.625 B 0.01 No
8. Verdugo Road at Glenoaks Boulevard Signal 0.516 A 0.518 A 0.002 No

Notes: CSS = Cross-Street Stop
Bold show intersections operating at unacceptable LOS.

Intersection volumes, Delay and LOS worksheets are included in Appendix E.

Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis

To assess Opening Year (2021) With Project traffic conditions, cumulative project traffic, ambient growth, and

Project trip generation was added to the existing traffic levels along two Project study area roadways. LOS for

these conditions are summarized in Table 5.5-12, Opening Year With Project Street Segment 1 olumes. As shown, with

the addition of Project traffic there would be a minimal increase in the V/C ratio for each study segment. All

study segments would operate with volumes well below their daily capacity with a corresponding LOS A, which

is acceptable. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
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Table 5.5-12 Opening Year With Project Street Segment Volumes
Environmental Without Project With Project
Street Functional Street Capacity Signific

Segment Classification | Layout | (vehicles/day)! Day ADT VIC LOS ADT VIC LOS ant?
Monterey Road
(Glendale Av to Urban 2U 10,000 Weekday | 6200 | %82 | B | 6410 | 084 | B No

Collector 0 1

Verdugo Rd)
Adams Street 0.22 0.22
(Glenoaks Blvd Local 2D 2,500 Weekday | 570 .8 A 570 .8 A No
to Monterey Rd)

1 2U= 2-lane undivided road, 2D= 2-lane divided road.
2 Functional Classifications and Environmental Capacity daily volumes obtained from the City of Glendale General Plan Circulation Element.

Impact 5.5-2:  The proposed project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing
the circulation system, including transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. [Threshold T-1]

Impact Analysis:

Construction Phase

During construction, the proposed Project may have the potential to cause temporary closure of the sidewalks
adjacent the athletic field, or increase safety hazards, due to construction vehicles entering and exiting the
Project site. Construction of the proposed project would temporarily generate additional traffic on the existing
area roadway network and potentially impact student pick-up/drop-off traffic flow along Monterey Avenue
These vehicle trips would include construction workers traveling to the site as well as soil hauling and delivery
trips associated with construction equipment and materials. As discussed in Section 5.4, Noise, the highest
construction related traffic increases would occur during the soil haul phase, which is expected to last
approximately 16 total days and would generate approximately 105 truck trips per day.

Project construction would potentially have an adverse effect on the cutrent pickup/drop-off zones, bike lanes,
and sidewalks. It will do so by potentially rerouting traffic, slowing it down, or closing off access to these areas.
B Impacts would be potentially significant.

Operation Phase

All roads in the vicinity of the school have paved sidewalks on both sides of the street. In addition, crosswalks
are painted on all major intersections in the study area such as intersections along Glendale Avenue and Verdugo
Road. Signalized intersections include actuated pedestrian signal heads. A Class 111 bikeway is designated along
Verdugo Road. The existing sidewalk and crosswalks would provide adequate pedestrian travel in the area for
accessing the site on foot or parking on public streets and walking to the school. Pedestrian and bicycle facilities
would not be impacted due to the proposed Project.

The proposed Project site is primarily surrounded by residential uses and the attendees of the multi-purpose
field would continue to use the designated pedestrian routes that they currently use. While implementation of
the proposed Project would increase vehicular and pedestrian travel to the site during athletic events, the
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proposed Project improvements would not include any new features which would introduce new hazards to
pedestrian safety as no changes to existing roadways or pedestrian/bicycle accommodations would occur.

Therefore, operation of the proposed Project would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of
such facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.

Impact 5.5-3:  The proposed Project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section
15064.3, subdivision (b). [Threshold T-2]

On September 27, 2013, SB 743 was signed into law. SB 743 started a process that could fundamentally change
transportation impact analysis as part of CEQA compliance. These changes include the elimination of auto
delay, level of service (LOS), and other similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion as a basis
for determining significant impacts in many parts of California (if not statewide). As part of the updated
CEQA Guidelines, the new criteria “shall promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development
of multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses” (Public Resources Code Section
21099(b)(1)). On January 20, 2016, OPR released revisions to its proposed CEQA guidelines for the
implementation of SB 743. Final review and rulemaking for the new guidelines were completed in December
28, 2018 when the California Natural Resource Agency certified and adopted the CEQA Guidelines update
package, including guidelines section implementing SB 743. OPR allows agencies an opt-in period to adopt the
guidelines; they become mandatory on July 1, 2020. Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is an indicator of the travel
levels on the roadway system by motor vehicles. It corresponds to the number of vehicles multiplied by the
distance traveled in a given period over a geographical area. In other words, VMT is a function of (1) number
of daily trips and (2) the average trip length (VMT= daily trips x average trip length).

The City is in the process of updating their CEQA Guidelines to adopt the appropriate VMT thresholds;
however, at the time of publication of this DEIR, no such thresholds have been adopted and continues to use
LOS as the threshold for determining transportation related impacts under CEQA.

The proposed Project represents an improvement to an existing middle school athletic field and is designed to
serve the existing and future residents that live within the WMS neighborhood. There is currently no lighted
soccer field within close proximity of the Project site, as the closest lighted soccer field is located at Pacific
Park, approximately 2 miles southwest from the Project site. Residents would have to travel a longer distance
to play a park with the needed amenities if the proposed Project is not implemented. Therefore, the proposed
Project would result in an increase in VMT if the proposed Project is not implemented. The proposed Project
would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b). Impacts would
be less than significant.

Impact 5.5-4:  Project circulation improvements have been designed to adequately address potentially
hazardous conditions (sharp curves, etc), potential conflicting uses, and emergency access.
[Threshold T-3 and T-4]

Impact Analysis: No offsite improvements are proposed as part of the Project. No new access drives or
roadway improvements are proposed to provide access to the Project site; therefore, no improvements that
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may result in hazardous conditions would occur. Main access to the proposed fields would remain at the
pedestrian gate (which also serves as emergency vehicle access) along Verdugo Road at the northeast portion
of the Wilson MS campus. Parking for the field is located in parking lots along Monterrey Road in addition to
on-street parking in the surrounding neighborhoods. Additionally, the proposed Project would not change the
land use of the site, as the property currently supports sporting fields. The proposed Project would not
substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses.

Construction of the proposed Project would temporarily generate additional traffic on the existing area roadway
network. These vehicle trips would include construction workers traveling to the site as well as delivery trips
associated with construction equipment and materials. Delivery of construction materials to the site would

likely require a number of oversized vehicles that may travel at slower speeds than existing traffic.

Because of the limited nature of the proposed improvements, a significant number of construction trips
to/from the site is not anticipated. Once materials are delivered to the site, all construction activities would
occur on-site within the existing boundaries of the school campus and would not disrupt off-site traffic flows.
Lane closures are not anticipated, and no off-site roadway improvements are required or proposed that would
have the potential to interrupt area circulation or redirect traffic. As such, Project construction is not anticipated
to substantially disrupt area traffic or cause a significant increase in daily traffic on area roadways or at local
intersections, thereby adversely affecting existing conditions. Per standard construction procedures, the
construction contractor would prepare and implement a traffic control plan to ensure that public safety and
emergency access are maintained during the construction phase. Implementation of the traffic control plan
would ensure that existing conditions are not adversely affected or substantially degraded by Project

construction.

No on-site improvements for purposes of vehicular access are proposed. The existing access lane is located on
the northeast edge of the Project site. As such, emergency access to the sporting field and associated
improvements would be similar to that which occurs under existing conditions and would be adequate to serve
the site. Impacts would be less than significant.

Impact 5.5-5: Adequate parking would be provided for the proposed Project. [Threshold T-5]

Impact Analysis: Parking demand for the proposed Project is based on ITE’s Parking Generation manual for
a “soccer complex” (ITE land use code 488), as shown in Table 5.5-13, Parking Demand Rates for Soccer Complex.
According to ITE’s Parking Manual, the peak parking rate per soccer complex field during the weekday is 38.3.

To calculate the expected Project-related parking demand, the rates shown above were multiplied by the
anticipated number of fields, which is two. The peak parking demand for the two proposed fields would be 77
during the weekday. As discussed previously, the Project site is currently used on the weekends by AYSO from
8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays, and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The proposed Project would not
increase capacity of the existing Wilson MS field for AYSO use, rather, the proposed Project would allow for
evening uses of the field. As such, the proposed Project would not change parking demand during the Saturday
mid-day peak period and it is not further evaluated in this analysis
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The proposed Project would increase parking demand around the Project vicinity during use of the
multipurpose field for non-school use on weekdays after 5:00 PM. There would be no increase in parking
demand with the project during the daytime on weekdays and weekends, as the fields and courts are already in
use during those times. There ate 69 parking spots available at the school parking lots off Monterey Road, as
well as off-site parking along the public streets. Table 5.5-13, Parking Demand in Terms of Available Parking shows
the anticipated parking demand during the weekday PM peak hour. Parking counts were conducted along the
roadways identified in Section 5.5.1.3.

Table 5.5-14 presents a worst-case scenatio for a weekday, where the peak parking demand for the proposed
Project would coincide with the least amount of parking supply that was observed at any time during the field
surveys at the school lot and along public streets. As shown in Table 5.5-13, on weekdays there is expected to
be approximately 66 available spaces at the school lot and an additional 308 curbside spaces on public streets.
The available supply of 374 spaces in the study area will be able to absorb the anticipated parking demand of
77 spaces.

Table 5.5-13 Parking Demand in Terms of Available Parking

Weekday Peak Hour
Parking Demand Estimate 77
Available On-site Parking 66
Available Off-site Parking 308
Total Available Parking 374
Available minus Demand 297

Therefore, the parking demand from the proposed Project can be absorbed by the available parking supply at
the school lots and on public streets, and impacts to parking would be less than significant.

5.5.4 Cumulative Impacts

The committed and cumulative projects lists are discussed in Section 3.4 of the Traffic Study (Appendix E to
the DEIR), Chapter 4.4 of this EIR, and illustrated in Figure 5.5-4, Cumulative Projects Map. Cumulative project
impacts were analyzed when the proposed Project was combined with other future developments to evaluate
the overall traffic impacts. A significant cumulative impact is identified when a facility is projected to operate
below the LOS standards and exceeds the established threshold due to cumulative future traffic and project-
related traffic. The proposed Project’s incremental effect to intersections would not result in any intersection
that operates at a level below the LOS standards or exceeds the established significance threshold.
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5.5.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions

The analysis above assumes compliance with the following codes, rules, and regulations pertain to
Transportation were described in detail in Section 5.5.1.1 of this DEIR.

m  Senate Bill 375
m  Senate Bill 743
m  Glendale General Plan Circulation Element

5.5.6 Level of Significance Before Mitigation

Upon implementation of regulatory requirements and standard conditions of approval, the following impact
would be potentially significant: 5.5-2.

5.5.7 Mitigation Measures

Impact 5.6-2

MM T-1 Construction Staging and Traffic Management Plan. Prior to construction of the
proposed Project, the construction contractor shall prepare and submit a Construction Staging
and Traffic Management Plan to the City for approval. The plan shall mitigate construction
impacts during each phased activity. The plan shall include the following specific elements:

m  In order to reduce vehicle and pedestrian conflicts resulting from construction of the
proposed Project, all construction related truck traffic, including those utilized for
exporting soil material, shall access the Project site from Verdugo Road.

m  The construction contract shall require that construction workers park in designated
staging area(s) to provide adequate parking for all employees and visitors to the campus
throughout the duration of construction activities of the proposed Project. In the event
that adequate parking cannot be provided at the proposed Project site due to displacement
of parking spaces by construction activities, a satellite parking area shall be designated,
and a shuttle bus shall be operated to transfer employees and visitors to and from the
campus.

m  In order to eliminate any impacts to the local traffic in and around the Proposed Project
site, all construction related trucks, including those utilized for exporting soil material shall
not do so duting the drop-off/pick-up hours of 7:30 to 8:30 a.m. and 2:15 to 3:15 p.m.
during the school year.

®  The construction contractor shall be required to maintain a minimum sidewalk width of
5 feet during the construction period.

m A flag person shall be provided whenever trucks entering or leaving the Proposed Project
site may impede the flow of pedestrian, bicycle, or automotive traffic.
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5.5.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation

Upon the implementation of mitigation measures MM T-1, impact 5.6-2 would be less than significant.

5.5.9 References

Glendale, City of. 1998. City of Glendale General Plan Circulation Element.
http://www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocument?id=4497

. 2018. Beeline Timetables & Route Maps.
http:/ /www.glendaleca.gov/government/departments/community-development/public-
transportation/system-map/additional-resources

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). 2018. https://s3-us-west-
2.amazonaws.com/media.thesource.metro.net/ wp-
content/uploads/2018/03/22053637 /SystemMap.jpg

PlaceWorks. December 2019. Wilson Middle Schoo! Multipurpose Field Traffic Impact Analysis.

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 2016. 2016-2040 Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/ final /f2016RTPSCS.pdf
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5.6 ENERGY

In accordance with Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines, this Draft EIR includes relevant information
and analyses that address the energy implications of the proposed Project. This section represents a summary
of the proposed Project’s anticipated energy needs, impacts, and conservation measures. Information found
herein, as well as other aspects of the Project’s energy implications, are discussed in greater detail elsewhere in
this Draft EIR, including Chapter 4, Prgject Description, and Sections 5.2, Air Quality, 5.3, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
and 5.5, Transportation. This section also relies on the results of a CalEEMod estimation of fuel for construction
found in Appendix C of this DEIR. Operation-related transportation fuel and energy use calculations are
included as Appendix F of this EIR.

5.6.1 Environmental Setting
56.11  REGULATORY BACKGROUND

Federal
Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007

The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (Public Law 110-140) seeks to provide the nation with
greater energy independence and security by increasing the production of clean renewable fuels; improving
vehicle fuel economy; and increasing the efficiency of products, buildings, and vehicles. It also seeks to improve
the energy performance of the federal government. The act sets increased corporate average fuel economy
standards; the renewable fuel standard; appliance energy-efficiency standards; building energy-efficiency
standards; and accelerated research and development tasks on renewable energy sources (e.g., solar energy,
geothermal energy, and marine and hydrokinetic renewable energy technologies), carbon capture, and
sequestration.

State
Renewables Portfolio Standard

The California Renewables Portfolio Standard (“RPS”) was established in 2002 under Senate Bill (SB) 1078 and
was amended in 2000, 2011, and 2015 and was most recently amended by SB 100 on September 10, 2018. The
RPS program requires utilities, including publicly owned utilities such as Glendale Water & Power, to increase
the percentage of eligible renewable energy resources used to provide electricity to its customers. SB 100
accelerates the State’s RPS target from 50% by 2030 to 60% by 2030. SB 100 further establishes a State policy
that eligible renewable energy resources and zero-carbon resources supply 100% of retail sales of electricity to

California end-use customers by December 31, 2045.

State Alternative Fuels Plan

Assembly Bill 1007 requires the California Energy Commission (CEC) to prepare a plan to increase the use of
alternative fuels in California. The State Alternative Fuels Plan was prepared by the CEC with the California
Air Resources Board (CARB) and in consultation with other federal, state, and local agencies to reduce
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petroleum consumption, increase use of alternative fuels (e.g., ethanol, natural gas, liquefied petroleum gas,
electricity, and hydrogen), reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and increase in-state production of
biofuels. The State Alternative Fuels Plan recommends a strategy that combines private capital investment,
financial incentives, and advanced technology that will increase the use of alternative fuels, result in significant
improvements in the energy efficiency of vehicles, and reduce trips and vehicle miles traveled through changes
in travel habits and land management policies. The Alternative Fuels and Vehicle Technologies Funding
Program legislation (Assembly Bill 118, Statutes of 2007) proactively implements this plan (CEC 2007).

In 2009, California adopted the Low Carbon Fuel Standard Program (LCES), which incentivizes adoption of
low carbon transportation fuels based upon based on the fuel’s lifecycle GHG emissions per unit of energy—
or carbon intensity (CI) as rated by the program. The regulation established declining CI benchmarks for the
average transportation fuel mix from 2011 through 2020. In September 2018, the extended the LCFES for an
additional ten years and established a target of 20% CI reduction from 2010 levels by 2030 (CARB 2020).

Zero-Emission Vehicle Programs

The State of California has adopted a number of laws designed to support the deployment of zero-emission
vehicles (ZEVs). For example, SB 350, the Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act of 2015, establishes a
state policy of encouraging transportation electrification as a means to achieve ambient air quality standards
and the state’s climate goals. ZEVs include pure battery plug-in electric vehicles, plug-in hybrid electric vehicles,
and hydrogen fuel cell electric vehicles. ZEV programs include utility rebates and charging infrastructure.

In March of 2012, Executive Order B-16-12 set a goal of 1.5 million ZEVs in California by 2025. On January
26, 2018, Executive Order B-48-18 increased the state's ZEV goal to 5 million cars by 2030. It also establishes
a goal of 250,000 ZEV charging stations, including 10,000 direct-current fast chargers, and 200 hydrogen
fueling facilities in the state by 2025 (CPUC 2020).

Appliance Efficiency Regulations

California’s Appliance Efficiency Regulations (California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 20, Parts 1600—
1608) contain energy performance, energy design, water performance, and water design standards for
appliances that are sold or offered for sale in California (e.g., refrigerators, vending machines, water heaters,
boilers, pool equipment, plumbing fittings). These standards are updated regularly to allow consideration of

new energy efficiency technologies and methods.

Building Energy Efficiency Standards

The Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings (24 CCR Part 6) were established
in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California’s energy consumption. The CEC adopted the
2008 changes to the Building Energy Efficiency Standards in order to (1) “Provide California with an adequate,
reasonably-priced, and environmentally-sound supply of energy” (CEC 2008) and (2) Respond to Assembly
Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which mandates that California must reduce its GHG
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. In addition, SB 350 also requires the state to double statewide energy
efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas end uses by 2030.
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Most recently, the CEC adopted the 2019 Building and Energy Efficiency Standards, which went into effect on
January 1, 2020. The 2019 standards improve upon the 2016 standards for new construction of and additions
and alterations to residential and nonresidential buildings. The 2016 standards do not achieve zero net energy,
but they get very close to the state’s goal and make important steps toward changing residential building
practices in California. The 2019 standards will take the final step to achieve zero net energy for electricity use
in newly constructed residential buildings throughout California (CEC 2018).

Green Building Standards

The California Green Building Standards Code (24 CCR Part 11), also known as CALGreen, has mandatory
requirements for new residential and nonresidential buildings throughout California. CALGtreen is intended to
(1) reduce GHG emissions from buildings; (2) promote environmentally responsible, cost-effective, healthier
places to live and work; (3) reduce energy and water consumption; and (4) respond to the directives by the
governot. In short, the code is established to reduce construction waste, make buildings more efficient in the
use of materials and energy, and reduce environmental impacts during and after construction. CALGreen
contains requirements for construction site selection, stormwater control during construction, construction
waste reduction, indoor water use reduction, material selection, natural resource conservation, site irrigation
conservation, and more. The code provides for design options allowing the designer to determine how best to
achieve compliance for a given site or building condition. The code also requires building commissioning, which
is a process for verifying that all building systems (e.g., heating and cooling equipment and lighting systems) are
functioning at their maximum efficiency (ICC 2017).

Local
City of Glendale Greener Glendale Plan

The Greener Glendale Plan (GGP) inventoried existing consumption and emissions in the City, adopted a
target consistent with state goals, and developed an implementation plan to achieve a more sustainable
Glendale. The Plan, adopted on November 9, 2010, assessed what actions the City and community have already
taken to be more sustainable, and recommends how to build on these efforts. The GGP also provides an
emissions inventory for the City, and provides policies to achieve the GHG reduction targets set by the state.
The GGP includes sustainability measures for the following focus areas: Cross-Cutting Approaches, Economic
Development, Urban Design, Waste, Energy, Urban Nature, Water, Transportation, and Environmental Health.
As of 2018, 36% of Glendale Water and Power’s energy portfolio was from renewable sources and 51% was
from zero carbon resources (Glendale 2019). Glendale Water and Power continues to support renewable energy
objectives, as well as to implement strategies to reduce energy consumption (Glendale 2012).

Glendale Water & Power Integrated Resource Plan

In 2019, Glendale Water and Power adopted an Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) in accordance with the
requirements of SB 350. The IRP is a 20-year planning document that outlines GWP’s proposed strategy to
supply power and meet regulatory requirements, including energy efficiency, emission reduction, and renewable
energy requirements. GWP’s objective in developing the IRP was to meet power reliability requirements with
the cleanest resource portfolio possible while also keeping the rates low. GWP’s plan establishes GWP as a
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clean energy leader. It outlines GWP’s proposal to replace the aging Grayson Power Plant with a diverse mix
of energy resources, with a goal of providing the cleanest power possible while maintaining reliability at
reasonable cost in a transmission-constrained location (GWP 2019b). The IRP was approved by the California
Energy Commission in February of 2020. The major procurement decisions set forth in the IRP are subject to
further approval of the Glendale City Council.

5.6.1.2  EXISTING CONDITIONS

Electricity

Electricity is quantified using kilowatts (kW) and kilowatt-hours (kWh). A kW is a measure of 1,000 watts of
electrical power and a kWh is a measure of electrical energy equivalent to a power consumption of 1,000 watts
for 1 hour. The kWh is commonly used as a billing unit for energy delivered to consumers by electric utilities.
According to the CEC’s “Tracking Progress” regarding statewide energy demand, total electric energy usage in
California was 285,701 gigawatt hours in 2016 (CEC 2017). A gigawatt is equal to one billion (10%) watts or
1,000 megawatts (1 megawatt = 1,000 kW).

The electricity supply for the city is provided by Glendale Water and Power (GWP). GWP provided over
1,610,018 megawatt-hours of electricity in Fiscal Year 2018-2019; approximately 59 percent was provided by
purchased power, 36% by jointly governed organizations, and 5% by Glendale owned generating facilities.
Approximately 10% of electricity was sold to other utilities, 34% utilized for residential, 26% for industrial,
30% for commercial, and 1% used for street lighting (GWP 2019a).

Natural Gas

Gas is typically quantified using “therms”, which is a unit of heat energy equal to 100,000 British thermal units
(Btu) and is the energy equivalent of burning 100 cubic feet of natural gas. The Southern California Gas
Company (SCGC) provides natural gas to the Project site. SCGC’s service area spans much of the southern
half of California, from Imperial County on the southeast to San Luis Obispo County on the northwest to part
of Fresno County on the north to Riverside County and most of San Bernardino County on the east (CEC
2015). Total natural gas supplies available to SCGC are forecast to remain constant at 3,775 million cubic feet
per day (MMCF/Day) from 2015 through 2035. Total natural gas consumption in SoCalGas’s service area is
forecast to be 2.625 befd in 2018 and 2.313 befd in 2035 (CGEU 2018).

5.6.2 Thresholds of Significance

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines, the effects of a project are evaluated to determine whether they
would result in a significant adverse impact on the environment. An EIR is required to focus on these effects
and offer mitigation measures to reduce or avoid any significant impacts. The criteria used to determine the
significance of impacts may vary depending on the nature of the project. According to Appendix F of the
State CEQA Guidelines Update approved in December 2018, the proposed project would have a significant
impact related to energy consumption if it would:

E-1 Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?
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E-2 Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?

5.6.3 Environmental Impacts
56.31 METHODOLOGY

The impact analysis focuses on the three sources of energy that are relevant to the proposed Project: electricity,
transportation fuel for vehicle trips associated with new development, and the fuel necessary for Project
construction. The analysis of electricity/natural gas usage is based on California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod) GHG emissions modeling, which quantifies energy use for occupancy (see Appendix C).

The amount of operational fuel use was estimated using CARB’s Emissions Factor 2019 (EMFAC2019)
computer program, which provides projections for typical daily fuel usage in Los Angeles County. The results
of EMFAC2019 modeling and operational fuel estimates are included in Appendix F.

5.6.3.2  IMPACT ANALYSIS

Energy impacts were not originally assessed in the Initial Study. The following impact analysis addresses
thresholds of significance for which energy impacts could be potentially significant.

Impact 5.6-1:  Construction activities would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy or have excessive energy requirements.

Impact Analysis: Construction of the proposed Project would require the use of construction equipment for
grading, hauling, and building activities. Equipment proposed for these types of activities can be found in
Appendix C. Electricity use during construction would vary during different phases of construction—the
majority of construction equipment during grading would be gas powered or diesel powered, and the later
construction phases would require gas and electricity-powered equipment for construction and installation of
Project components. Construction also includes the vehicles of construction workers traveling to and from the
Project site and haul trucks for the export of materials from site clearing and demolition and the export and

import of soil for grading.

The construction activities are typical for projects of this nature and would not require any construction
techniques that would require substantial amounts of energy. The surrounding area is already served by
electrical infrastructure provided by GWP. The proposed Project will connect to these existing lines on North
Verdugo Road. Adequate infrastructure capacity in the vicinity of the site would be available to accommodate
the electricity and natural gas demand for construction activities and would not require additional or expanded

infrastructure.

The construction contractors are also expected to minimize idling of construction equipment during
construction as required by state law (see Section 5.2, Air Quality), and reduce construction and demolition
waste by recycling. These required practices would limit wasteful and unnecessary electrical energy and gas
consumption. Furthermore, there are no unusual Project characteristics that would necessitate the use of

construction equipment that would be less energy efficient than at comparable construction sites in other parts
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of the state. Therefore, the proposed short-term construction activities would not result in inefficient, wasteful,

or unnecessary fuel consumption.

Transportation

Short-term Construction Impacts

Transportation energy use depends on the type and number of trips, vehicle miles traveled, fuel efficiency of
vehicles, and travel mode. Transportation energy use during construction would come from the transport and
use of construction equipment, delivery vehicles and haul trucks, and construction employee vehicles that
would use diesel fuel and/or gasoline. The use of energy resoutces by these vehicles would fluctuate according
to the phase of construction and would be temporary. The majority of construction equipment during
demolition and grading would be gas powered or diesel powered, and the later construction phases would
require electricity-powered equipment. Impacts related to transportation energy use during construction would
be temporary and would not require expanded energy supplies or the construction of new infrastructure.
Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.

Impact 5.6-2:  Operation of the proposed Project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources, or conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for
renewable energy or energy efficiency.

Impact Analysis:

Electricity

Project operation would use approximately 9,768 kWh/yr for associated Project buildings, and 58,650 kWh/yr
for field lighting operation as shown in Table 5.6-1, Estimated Project Electricity Demands, below.

Table 5.6-1 Estimated Project Electricity Demands

Electricity Demands, kWhiyr
Land Use Total
Proposed Project?
Project Buildings 9,768
Field Lighting 58,650
Total 68,418

According to the Glendale Water and Power Annual Report, GWP’s total system supply for Fiscal Year 2018-
2019 was 1,610,018 MWh (GWP 2019a). Therefore, energy demand as a result of operation would be less than
0.004 percent of the annual service area supply In addition, because the proposed Project would be subject to
the more stringent 2019 Title 24 standards, and would also exceed energy efficiency code requirements through
Project design, the Project’s electricity demand could potentally be lower than the calculations presented in
Table 5.6-1. Project development would not require GWP to obtain new or expanded electricity supplies, and
impacts would be less than significant.
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Renewable Energy

Project development would not interfere with achievement of the 60 percent Renewable Portfolio Standard set
forth in SB 100 for 2030 or the 100 percent zero carbon energy goal for 2045. These goals apply to GWP and
other electricity retailers. As electricity retailers reach these goals, emissions from end user electricity use will

decrease from current emission estimates.

Transportation
Vehicle Miles Traveled and Fuel Consumption

Transportation energy use depends on the type and number of trips, vehicle miles traveled (VMT), fuel
efficiency of vehicles, and travel mode. Transportation energy used during operation of the site would come
from delivery, employee, and visitor vehicles that would use diesel fuel and/or gasoline. The use of enetrgy
resources by these vehicles would be temporary and would fluctuate throughout the lifespan of the Project.
According to the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed Project (see Appendix E), the Project
would generate 143 average weekday daily trips, with two (2) AM peak hour and 36 PM peak hour trips, and
would generate 235 average weekend daily trips, with 61 peak hour trips.

The CalEEMod program estimates average trips associated with construction emissions. CARB publishes the
EMFAC2019 Web Database, which was used to calculate fuel consumption for the Project-generated VMT.
Table 5.6-2, Operation-Related Vebicle Fuel and Energy Usage, shows the calculated VMT and fuel consumption
based on the Project-generated operational trips.

Table 5.6-2 Operation-Related Vehicle Fuel and Energy Usage

Year Gas Diesel CNG Electricity
VMT Gallons VMT Gallons VMT Gallons VMT kWh
Proposed Project 695,106 28,511 12,635 353 0 0 5,648 1,898
Total 695,106 28,511 12,635 353 0 0 5,648 1,898

Notes: The full calculations are in Appendix F of the DEIR.

The gas consumption estimates in Table 5.6-2 would be a conservative figure, because of fuel efficiency
increases in passenger cars and electric vehicle use expansion over time. According to the SCAG Draft PEIR
for the 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy, estimated fuel
consumption for 2045 would be 6.7 billion gallons per year. The calculated fuel use represents less than 0.0004
percent of the total fuel usage for light automobiles and light duty vehicles in the region. (SCAG 2019). This
increase in fuel usage represents a conservative estimate, with the real use likely being less than calculated. The
increase in fuel usage associated with this Project is considered negligible when compared to the region as a
whole.

Additionally, implementation of the Project would serve the existing neighborhood. As currently participants
in nighttime sporting events travel to use lighted sporting fields, implementation of the proposed Project is
expected to use of transportation related fuel to access the Project over current field locations throughout the

City. Impacts would be less than significant.
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5.6.4 Cumulative Impacts

The proposed Project will have a stable energy use over time and, as shown in Tables 5.6-1, and 5.6-2, would
not result in significant energy use from construction or operation. Project design and operation would comply
with state Building Energy Efficiency Standards, appliance efficiency regulations, and green building standards.
Project development would not cause inefficient, wasteful and unnecessary energy consumption or conflict
with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency; therefore, impacts from the
proposed Project would be less than cumulatively considerable.

5.6.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions

Federal

m  Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007

State

= Renewables Portfolio Standard (SB 1078; SB 350; SB 100 )
m  State Alternative Fuels Plan (AB 1007)

m  Low Carbon Fuel Standard Program (17 California Code of Regulations Section 95480 e# seq.; California
Health & Safety Code Section 38500 e seq.)

m  Zero Emission Vehicle Programs (e.g. Executive Order B-48-18)
m  Appliance Efficiency Regulations (Title 20 CCR 1600-1608)
m  Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24 CCR, Part 6)

Local
m  City of Glendale Greener Glendale Plan
5.6.6 Mitigation Measures

Impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation measures are necessary.

5.6.7 Level of Significance After Mitigation

Impacts would be less than significant.

5.6.8 References
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6. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

At the end of Chapter 1, Executive Summary, is a table that summarizes the impacts, mitigation measures, and
levels of significance before and after mitigation. Mitigation measures would reduce the level of impact, but
the following temporary impact would remain significant, unavoidable, and adverse after mitigation measures

are applied.

6.1 AESTHETICS
Impact 5.1-1

Light levels would exceed the 0.5 foot-candle threshold and the proposed Project would result in new lighting
that would intrude on neighboring residential uses and could affect nighttime views. The mitigation measure
identified above would reduce potential impacts associated with light trespass to the extent feasible. The
requirement that the light be shielded and aimed to reduce light trespass to the greatest extend possible would
minimize the impact; however, significant levels of light from the proposed Project would still spill onto

adjoining residential uses and would result in a significant unavoidable adverse impact.

6.2 NOISE
Impact 5.4-1

Construction-generated noise levels would exceed the 65 dBA Leq significance threshold and the proposed
Project would result in temporary noise levels near sensitive receptors. The mitigation measure identified
above would reduce potential impacts associated with construction activities to the extent feasible. Limiting
construction operation, using sound blankets, and staging equipment away from sensitive receptors would
minimize the impact; however, short-term construction-generated noise levels would still exceed the
established threshold and would result in a temporary significant and unavoidable impact.
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/. Alternatives to the Proposed Project

7.1

INTRODUCTION

711 Purpose and Scope

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that an environmental impact report (EIR)

include a discussion of reasonable project alternatives that would “feasibly attain most of the basic objectives

of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives” (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6[a]). As required by CEQA, this chapter
identifies and evaluates potential alternatives to the proposed project.

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines explains the foundation and legal requirements for the alternatives

analysis in an EIR. Key provisions are:

“IThhe discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these

alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more
costly.” (15126.6[b])

“The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” (15126.6[¢][1])

“The no project analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation is
published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced,
as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not
approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and community services. If
the environmentally superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.” (15126.6[e][2])

“The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the EIR to
set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to
ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” (15126.6][f])

“Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or
regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaties..., and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire,
control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent)”

(15126.6[f][1]).
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® “Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project need
be considered for inclusion in the EIR.” (15126.6[f][2][A])

m “An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose
implementation is remote and speculative.” (15126.6[f]|3])

For each development alternative, this analysis:

m  Describes the alternative.

®  Analyzes the impact of the alternative as compared to the proposed project.

m  Identifies the impacts of the project that would be avoided or lessened by the alternative.
m  Assesses whether the alternative would meet most of the basic project objectives.

®  Hvaluates the comparative merits of the alternative and the project.

According to Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, “[i]f an alternative would cause...significant
effects in addition those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the
alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.”

7.1.2 Project Objectives

As described in Section 3.2, the following objectives have been established for the proposed project and will
aid decision makers in their review of the project, the project alternatives, and associated environmental
impacts.

m  Provide a recreational multi-purpose athletic field for the City of Glendale residents

m  Utlize existing space to enhance opportunities for after-school athletic and extracurricular activities
m  Allow use of the facility by District-approved community groups

m  Respond to City of Glendale residents’ request for youth athletic playing fields

m  Conserve water resources by replacing natural turf field with no water/non-living artificial turf field

m  Provide lighting to allow night use of the sports field

7.2 SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[b], alternatives to the proposed project include those that are
capable of avoiding or substantially lessen any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives
would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. Therefore,
based on the analysis contained in Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, the proposed project would result in
significant environmental effects prior to mitigation on the topics of air quality, aesthetics, greenhouse gas
emissions, noise, transportation and traffic, and energy. Following mitigation, however, all impacts with the
exception of light trespass and construction noise would be reduced to less than significant levels. With
mitigation, the proposed project would have two significant and unavoidable operational nighttime lighting
and temporary construction noise impacts.
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7.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED DURING THE
SCOPING/PROJECT PLANNING PROCESS

The following is a discussion of the alternatives considered during the scoping and planning process and the

reasons why they were not selected for detailed analysis in this EIR.

7.3.1 Alternative Development Areas

CEQA requires that the discussion of alternatives focus on alternatives to the project or its location that are
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project. The key question and first
step in the analysis is whether any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially
lessened by putting the project in another location. Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any
of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines

§ 15126[5][B][1]).
7.3.1.1  EXISTING CITY/COMMUNITY PARKS & FIELDS

Alternative locations presented at community meetings and in comment letters addressed the use of existing
City-owned land to be developed and/or utilized for recreational programming in lieu of the proposed

project site. Locations presented are assessed for feasibility below:

m  Glendale Community College: The stadium at Glendale Community College is utilized by the football,
soccet, and track and field teams for practices and home games. Additional youth and/or adult
programming would encroach on current activity programming. As such, this site was rejected from
further analysis.

m  Glendale High School: The stadium at Glendale High School is currently utilized by soccer, lacrosse
and Glendale Unified School District football teams for both practices and home games. Utilizing the
tield space for additional youth programming would displace current users of the site. No additional
developable spaces are located on the project site. As such, this site was rejected from further analysis.

m  John Ferraro Athletic Fields: Lighted turf soccer fields currently exist north of the L.A. Zoo in the
City of Los Angeles. Utilizing this space would not meet the project objective of developing spaces for
youth athletic playing fields within the City. As such, this site was rejected from further analysis.

m  Stengel Field: Stengel Field is a 3.50-acre area located within Verdugo Park, adjacent to Glendale
Community College, and is currently developed as a softball/baseball diamond. Grass fields adjacent to
the diamond are already developed as recreation and picnic spaces. Development of any portion of
Verdugo Park would reduce existing amenities available to the residents of Glendale. While playfields
could be developed in the areas utilized for picnics and passive recreation, which contains a large grove
of mature sycamore trees, numerous oaks, and a young stand of redwoods, as well as a small dry stream.
Development of this site for youth playing fields potentially would result in significant impacts relating to
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aesthetics and biological resources that would not occur under the proposed Project. As such, this site

was rejected from further analysis.

7.3.1.2  OPEN SPACE

Several city-owned parcels were identified by members of the public during the project scoping process as
options to be converted to multipurpose fields in lieu of the proposed project location. Sites considered in
the evaluation process are shown in Table 7-1, City Owned Open Space Sites.

Table 7-1 City Owned Open Space Sites
Name Size Location Deed Recorded GP/Zoning
Murchison Property 146.1 ac San Rafael Hills May 20, 2004 SR
Paulson Property 78.61 ac San Rafael Hills December 15, 2003 SR
(Glenoaks Blvd)
Trammel Property San Rafael Hills
6.74 ac (Chevy Oaks Ci) December 8, 2004 SR
Flint Property 7061 ac San Rafael Hils December 8, 2004 ROS Il
(Cornwall P1)
Oakmont Open Space Area Dec. 19, 2002 (City and
253.1ac (O:\allfr:?(;jr?tovli\g\:SDr) Conservancy bought property) SR
& March 21, 2003 (to State)
Mountain Street/SR-2 Open San Rafael Hills
Space Area 28.78 ac (Glenmore Blvd) August 30, 2002 SR

All of these parcels are located within the Verdugo Mountains or San Rafael Hills area of the City. The sites
are undeveloped and were deeded to the City of for designated open space areas. Development of any of
these sites that would require extensive grading and construction to make suitable for use as soccer fields.
Environmental impacts of developing these areas would far exceed those of the proposed project. The use
of these spaces as soccer fields is not permitted as patt of the General Plan Open Space designation. The
sites are infeasible with regards to economic viability due to the extensive construction and potential
environmental disruption to natural hillside areas that would be necessary to use them as playfields and
related infrastructure, including access roads, parking and new sources of noise and lighting. Access issues are
present due to the remote and/or undeveloped natute of the sites. Grading and alteration of the slopes on
these parcels would likely result in greater impacts with regard to aesthetics, air quality, biological resources,
energy geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise
(on both nearby residential uses and the natural resources that utilize these sites), public services,
transportation and traffic, tribal cultural resources and utilities. Development of these sites for active
recreational uses would not be consistent with the policies set forth in the City’s General Plan or the
conditions of the deeds in which these properties were granted to the City. Therefore, the sites will not be
further analyzed for use as a viable project site alternative.

7313  SITE“A”.

The City owns an approximately six-acre parcel that could potentially be developed as a sports complex as
shown in Figure 7-1, Alternative Development Site “A” Aerial, and Figure 7-2, Alternative Development Site “4”
Boundary. Site “A” is an undeveloped Open Space site in the San Rafael Hills, mostly comprised of gently
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sloping artificially compacted fill placed by Caltrans in the late 70's in association with the construction of the
adjacent Glendale Freeway. The City acquired the site from Caltrans in 1983. It has the potential to be
developed for active recreation similar to the nearby Glendale Sports Complex, but is constrained by the
limited access on Fern Lane, a residential street already serving the Sports Complex. The site is currently
utilized by the Glendale RC airplane club and community based beekeeping. Further, uphill from the site the
Glendale Police Department operates an outdoor police shooting range. The site can only be accessed via a
narrow two-lane street through residential neighborhoods. Therefore, development of the site for youth
soccer fields would potentially result in significant traffic impacts. Additionally, the site would require
extensive grading and construction to make suitable for use as soccer fields, which would result to greater
impacts related to air quality resources and greenhouse gas emissions. Due to the traffic and construction
related impacts, the environmental impacts of developing this site would be greater than those of the
proposed project and the site will not be further analyzed for use as a viable project site alternative.

7.4 ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS

Based on the criteria listed above, the following two alternatives have been determined to represent a
reasonable range of alternatives which have the potential to feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project, but which may avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. These

alternatives are analyzed in detail in the following sections.

m  No Project/Existing General Plan Alternative
m  Multi-Purpose Field with No Lighting Alternative
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Figure 7-1 - Alternative Development Site “A” Aerial
7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project
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Figure 7-2 - Alternative Development Site “A” Boundary
7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project
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An EIR must identify an “environmentally superior” alternative and where the No Project Alternative is
identified as environmentally superior, the EIR is then required to identify as environmentally superior an
alternative from among the others evaluated. Each alternative's environmental impacts are compated to the
proposed project and determined to be environmentally superior, neutral, or inferior. However, only those
impacts found significant and unavoidable are used in making the final determination of whether an
alternative is environmentally superior or inferior to the proposed project. Of the impacts assessed involving
aesthetics, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and traffic, two, nighttime light trespass and
construction noise impacts was found to be significant and unavoidable. Section 7.7 identifies the
Environmentally Superior Alternative.

7.5 NO PROJECT/EXISTING GENERAL PLAN ALTERNATIVE

The CEQA Guidelines requires the analysis of a No Project Alternative. This analysis must discuss the
existing site conditions as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the

project were not approved.

Under the No Project Alternative, the proposed synthetic turf field and track, 60-foot light poles, and
restroom/storage building would not be constructed. The existing playfield would continue to be used only
during the day time by WMS physical education and school sports programs, and by permitted outside
sporting groups on weekends. This alternative would not meet any of the project objectives.

7.5.1 Aesthetics

Under this alternative, no structural or any other visual changes to the existing WMS campus facilities would
occur, and no nighttime lighting would be installed. There would be no changes to the physical environment
and no light and glare impacts would occur. This alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed
project.

752  Air Quality

No construction would be required under this alternative; therefore, no construction-related air quality
impacts would occur. The No Project Alternative is environmentally superior to the project during
construction, and comparable during operation.

7.5.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Under this alternative, no restroom/storage building, turf field and track, or lighting systems would be
developed. Therefore, the projected GHG emissions from construction and on-site energy uses would be less
than the proposed project. This alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project.

7.5.4 Noise

No construction noise impact would occur under this alternative. Construction noise impacts resulting from
the proposed project would be a temporary significant and unavoidable impact and would cease upon
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completion of construction. Under this alternative, field use would continue only during daytime hours, and
noise would not increase at the residences adjacent to WMS. Because the proposed project would expose
residences to increased nighttime noise and construction noise, this alternative is environmentally supetior to
the proposed project.

7.5.5 Transportation and Traffic

All study intersections are projected to operate at an acceptable LOS with the proposed project. The No
Project Alternative would eliminate additional traffic volumes and parking demands on streets surrounding
WMS presented as part of the proposed project. No changes to parking capacity would occur under this
alternative. Because of the reduction in localized traffic, the No Project Alternative is considered

environmentally superior to the proposed project.

7.5.6 Conclusion

This alternative would lessen environmental impacts in the areas of construction air quality, greenhouse gas
emissions, noise, and transportation and traffic, and avoid the nighttime lighting impact. This alternative
would be considered environmentally superior to the proposed project. However, the No Project alternative

does not meet any of the project objectives.

7.6 MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD WITH NO LIGHTING

This alternative would provide a synthetic turf field as shown in Figure 7-3, Multi-Purpose Field with No Lights
Alternative Plan, with no nighttime lighting. All other aspects of the proposed project including the
redevelopment of the existing grass field and paved basketball courts with a joint use multi-purpose synthetic
all-weather sports field with football, soccer, and lacrosse markings and surrounding five-lane all-weather
rubberized surface jogging track, fitness equipment, perimeter security fence with privacy screening, restroom
and storage/maintenance building(s), walkways, landscaping, irrigation, re-grading of the existing basketball
court surface would remain the same. Operation of the WMS field would continue as under the existing joint
use agreement, and outside sporting groups would continue to be individually permitted by Glendale Unified
School District (GUSD) to use the practice field on weekends generally between the hours of 8:30 AM and
6:00 pm. on Saturdays and 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays, or as available lighting permits. This
alternative would eliminate any aesthetic impacts from the 70-foot lights, as well as reduce greenhouse gas,
noise, and traffic impacts due to decreased field usage. The multi-purpose field would be utilized by outside
groups after school hours and on weekends, however, no nighttime usage would occur under this alternative.

7.6.1 Aesthetics

This alternative would eliminate the installation of 70-foot tall field lights. The overall character of the site
would be similar to that of the proposed project but because there would be no nighttime lighting, no light
spill and glare impacts would occur, and the nighttime views from surrounding sensitive receptors would not
change. This alternative would primarily update and replace the existing WMS athletic facilities without
adding nighttime use. This alternative would result in an improvement to the overall quality of the WMS
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sports field without causing any spill light or glare impacts. This alternative would be environmentally

superior compared to the proposed project, as it would avoid the identified significant and unavoidable
impact of the proposed project due to new sources of nighttime lighting.
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Figure 7-3 - Multi-Purpose Field with No Lights Alternative Plan
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7.6.2 Air Quality

Construction of the multi-purpose field under this alternative would be of similar duration to that of the
proposed project. Therefore, temporary construction related emissions of criteria pollutants would be similar
to the proposed project. Development of the multi-purpose field without lights would not allow for evening
usage, reducing the frequency that users travel to access the field. Emissions from mobile sources would be
reduced from those evaluated for the proposed project as a reduction of vehicle miles travelled (VMT) related
to this decrease in field usage. Impacts would be less than significant and reduced from the proposed project.
However, operational air quality impacts were not identified as significant for the proposed project.

7.6.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

This alternative would generate a reduced amount of GHG emissions from vehicle trips and would eliminate
emissions from lighting system operation (indirectly from purchased electricity use). Construction of the
multi-purpose field under this alternative would be of similar duration to that of the proposed project.
Therefore, temporary greenhouse gas emissions impacts during construction would be similar to the
proposed project. The greatest project-related GHG emission source is from vehicle trips, and electricity used
for lighting is also an emission source. VMT related to field usage would be reduced compared to the
proposed project due to the decrease in available field accessibility. This alternative would have similar but
slightly reduced GHG-related impacts as compared to the proposed project and would therefore be
considered environmentally superior. However, GHG impacts were not identified as significant for the
proposed project.

7.6.4 Noise

This alternative would result in similar construction noise impacts as the proposed project from synthetic turf
installation and from construction of the restrooms and other supporting facilities. During operation, noise
impacts would be significantly reduced as no evening practices, games or field usage would occur under this
alternative. As such, this alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project, and this alternative
would have similar construction impacts with implementation of the mitigation measures identified for the
proposed Project, and reduced operation impacts from the proposed project. Construction noise impacts
would remain significant and unavoidable. Therefore, this alternative is environmentally superior to the
proposed project. However, operational noise impacts were found to be less than significant for the proposed
project.

7.6.5 Transportation and Traffic

This alternative would reduce the amount of traffic on the nearby street system compared to the proposed
project. The proposed project traffic study analyzed a usage rate that would generate a total of 49 peak hour
trips during a weekday evening youth game and 215 during the weekend peak hour. This alternative would
result in a similar number of trips as under the existing conditions, and a reduction from the proposed project
as evening use of the field would not occur at the project site. However, the proposed project would not
result in significant impacts to any of the study intersections, and no mitigation measures have been
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identified. Under this alternative, it is assumed that parking for youth soccer games could be accommodated
with existing on-campus parking. Under this alternative, the absence of field lighting would not allow for
nighttime use of the field and would result in a decrease in traffic and parking impacts during nighttime hours

as compared to the proposed project. This alternative is environmentally supetior to the proposed project.

7.6.6 Energy

While construction energy impacts under this alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project,
no operational energy resources would be used for field lighting. Under this alternative, operational energy
usage would not increase at WMS. Because implementation of the proposed project would use operational
energy resources, this alternative is considered environmentally superior to the proposed project.

7.6.7 Conclusion

The No Lighting alternative would have reduced environmental impacts in the areas of aesthetics,
construction air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, noise, and transportation and traffic. This alternative
would be considered environmentally superior to the proposed project. However, the No Lighting alternative
does not meet the project objectives of utilizing the existing space to enhance opportunities for after-school
athletic and extracurricular activities and providing lighting to allow night use of the sports field.

7.7 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

CEQA requires a lead agency to identify the “environmentally superior alternative” and, in cases where the
“No Project” Alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project, the environmentally superior
development alternative must be identified. One alternative has been identified as “environmentally superior”
to the proposed project:

®  Multi-Purpose Field with No Lighting

The No Lighting Alternative has been identified as the environmentally superior alternative. This alternative
would reduce impacts associated with air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, operational noise, and
transportation and traffic, and eliminate the significant and unavoidable nighttime lighting impact.
Construction noise impacts would remain significant and unavoidable and the remaining impacts are generally
the same as the proposed project. Elimination of the significant aesthetic impact and elimination of light and
glare mitigation would warrant this alternative as the supetior alternative. However, it would not achieve some
of the project objectives and would not meet the project objectives to the degree achieved by the proposed
project.

As stated in Section 7.1.2, the main objective of the project is to provide a recreational multi-purpose athletic
tield for the City residents by enhancing the existing space and extending opportunities for use. The No
Lighting Alternative would only allow day usage to occur on the WMS campus. Therefore, the objective to
provide lighting to allow night use of the sports field would not be met. While this alternative would enhance
opportunities for after-school athletic and extracurricular activities on the WMS campus, the opportunities
would only be for daytime. Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed
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consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (i) infeasibility, or (iii)
inability to avoid significant environmental impacts” (Guidelines Sec. 15126.6[c]). Because this alternative
would not meet the most basic project objectives to allow nighttime practices and games to occur on the W
MS multi-purpose field, this alternative is not a preferred alternative to the proposed project.
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8. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant

California Public Resources Code Section 21003 (f) states: “...it is the policy of the state that...[a]ll persons
and public agencies involved in the environmental review process be responsible for carrying out the process
in the most efficient, expeditious manner in order to conserve the available financial, governmental, physical,
and social resources with the objective that those resources may be better applied toward the mitigation of
actual significant effects on the environment.” This policy is reflected in the State California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (Guidelines) Section 15126.2(a), which states that “[ajn EIR [Environmental
Impact Report] shall identify and focus on the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project”
and Section 15143, which states that “[tlhe EIR shall focus on the significant effects on the environment.”
The Guidelines allow use of an Initial Study to document project effects that are less than significant
(Guidelines Section 15063[a]). Guidelines Section 15128 requires that an EIR contain a statement briefly
indicating the reasons that various possible significant effects of a project were determined not to be
significant, and were therefore not discussed in detail in the Draft EIR.

8.1 ASSESSMENT IN THE INITIAL STUDY

The Initial Study prepared for the proposed Project in August 2017 determined that impacts listed below
would be less than significant. Consequently, they have not been further analyzed in this Draft EIR (DEIR).
Please refer to Appendix Al for explanation of the basis of these conclusions. Impact categories and
questions below are summarized directly from the CEQA Environmental Checklist, as contained in the Initial
Study.

Table 8-1 Impacts Found Not to Be Significant

Environmental Issues | Initial Study Determination
I. AESTHETICS. Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? Less Than Significant Impact

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?
IIl. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES. In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are
significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

No Impact

Less Than Significant Impact
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8. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant

Table 8-1 Impacts Found Not to Be Significant

Environmental Issues

Initial Study Determination

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

No Impact

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

No Impact

Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?

No Impact

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

No Impact

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

e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

| Less Than Significant Impact

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

a)

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

No Impact

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

No Impact

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?

No Impact

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

No Impact

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

No Impact

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

No Impact

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
as defined in §15064.5?

No Impact

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

Less Than Significant Impact

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature?

Less Than Significant Impact

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries?

Less Than Significant Impact

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:

a)

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
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8. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant

Table 8-1 Impacts Found Not to Be Significant

Environmental Issues

Initial Study Determination

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map, issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

No Impact

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact

i) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Less Than Significant Impact

iv) Landslides?

No Impact

b)  Resultin substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Less Than Significant Impact

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

Less Than Significant Impact

d) Belocated on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

Less Than Significant Impact

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of waste water?

No Impact

Vill. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Less Than Significant Impact

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonable
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Less Than Significant Impact

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Less Than Significant Impact

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result,
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?

No Impact

e) Fora project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport,
would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?

No Impact

f)  Fora project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project resultin a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

No Impact

g) Impairimplementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

No Impact

h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

No Impact

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Less Than Significant Impact

b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?

Less Than Significant Impact

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which
would result in a substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site

Less Than Significant Impact
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8. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant

Table 8-1 Impacts Found Not to Be Significant
Environmental Issues Initial Study Determination
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site?
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or

Less Than Significant Impact

planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional Less Than Significant Impact
sources of polluted runoff?
f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? Less Than Significant Impact
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard No Impact

delineation map?
h)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or

redirect flood flows? No Impact
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving No Impact
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? No Impact
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? No Impact
b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, No Impact
specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
c)  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community No Impact
conservation plan?
XI. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
a) Resultin the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be a No Impact
value to the region and the residents of the state?
b)  Resultin the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery No Impact
site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
XII. NOISE. Would the project result in:
e) Fora project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, No Impact
would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
f)  Fora project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose No Impact

people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

Xlil. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through No Impact
extension of roads or other infrastructure)?

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the

provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental

facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

a) Fire protection? Less Than Significant Impact

b)  Police protection? Less Than Significant Impact

No Impact

No Impact
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8. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant

Table 8-1 Impacts Found Not to Be Significant
Environmental Issues Initial Study Determination
c) Schools? No Impact
d) Parks? No Impact
e)  Other public facilities? No Impact

XV. RECREATION.

a)  Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the | No Impact
facility would occur or be accelerated?

b)  Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect | No Impact
on the environment?

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of

a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural

landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object

with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is:

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or
in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Less Than Significant Impact
section 5020.1(k), or

b)  Aresource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code section 5024.1. In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the
lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California
Native American tribe.

XVIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:

a) Exceed waste water treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board?

b)  Require or result in the construction of new water or waste water treatment
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could Less Than Significant Impact
cause significant environmental effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant | Less Than Significant Impact
environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources or are new or expanded entitiements needed?

e) Resultin a determination by the waste water treatment provider, which serves
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's Less Than Significant Impact
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?

f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

XIX. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

No Impact

No Impact

Less Than Significant Impact

Less Than Significant Impact

Less Than Significant Impact

Less Than Significant Impact

Less Than Significant Impact
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8. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant

Table 8-1 Impacts Found Not to Be Significant
Environmental Issues Initial Study Determination

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

Less Than Significant Impact
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9. Significant Irreversible Changes Due to the
Proposed Project

Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant irreversible

environmental changes that would be caused by implementation of the proposed Project. Specifically, the
CEQA Guidelines state:

Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of the project may
be irreversible since a large commitment of such resources makes removal or nonuse
thereafter unlikely. Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary impacts (such as highways
improvement which provides access to a previously inaccessible area) generally commit
future generations to similar uses. Also, irreversible damage can result from environmental
accidents associated with the project. Irretrievable commitments of resources should be
evaluated to assure that such current consumption is justified.

The proposed Project would entail the commitment of nonrenewable and/or slowly renewable energy
sources such as gasoline, diesel fuel, and electricity; human resources; and natural resources such as lumber
and other forest products; sand and gravel; asphalt; steel, copper, lead, other metals; and water. A very minor
increased commitment of social services and public maintenance services (e.g., police, fire, sewer, water, solid
waste, natural gas, and electricity services) would also be required. Such commitments are currently required
for the operation of the existing 6th-8th grade school, but would be slightly increased due to the proposed
Project.

However, given the low likelihood that the Project site would revert to a less intense land use requiring less
services, energy, or physical resources in the future, implementation of the proposed Project would generally
commit future generations to the same environmental changes associated with the current school use.
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10. Growth-Inducing Impacts of the Proposed
Project

Pursuant to Sections 15126(d) and 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, this section is provided to examine
ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of
additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Also required is an
assessment of other projects that would foster other activities which could affect the environment,
individually or cumulatively. To address this issue, potential growth-inducing effects will be examined through
analysis of the following questions:

m  Would this project remove obstacles to growth, e.g., through the construction or extension of major
infrastructure facilities that do not presently exist in the project area, or through changes in existing
regulations pertaining to land development?

®  Would this project result in the need to expand one or more public services to maintain desired levels of
service?

®  Would this project encourage or facilitate economic effects that could result in other activities that could
significantly affect the environment?

®m  Would approval of this project involve some precedent-setting action that could encourage and facilitate
other activities that could significantly affect the environment?

Please note that growth-inducing effects are not to be construed as necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of
little significance to the environment. This issue is presented to provide additional information on ways in
which this project could contribute to significant changes in the environment, beyond the direct
consequences of developing the land use concept examined in the preceding sections of this EIR.

Would this project remove obstacles to growth, e.g., through the construction or extension of major
infrastructure facilities that do not presently exist in the project area, or through changes in existing
regulations pertaining to land development?

Implementation of the proposed Project would not require extension of major infrastructure to places
currently unserved by such facilities. The Project site is already developed as a grass field and paved basketball
courts on a middle school campus, located within a residential neighborhood, served by infrastructure such as
water and sewer mains and electricity and natural gas services. The proposed Project would not change the
underlying land use of the Project site and would not change the existing regulations pertaining to land
development.
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Would this project result in the need to expand one or more public services to maintain desired
levels of service?

The proposed Project would serve the existing WMS campus athletic programs and would not increase total
campus enrollment or capacity in the District. The proposed Project would not require expansion of facilities
and personnel for fire protection or police services to maintain desired levels of service. Additionally, the City
would have a Community Services & Parks Department employee on site during permitted field times when
the school is not in use. Expanded police services would not be required to maintain desired levels of service.
The proposed Project would not result in growth-inducing impacts related to public services.

Would this project encourage or facilitate economic effects that could result in other activities that
could significantly affect the environment?

Construction would generate short-term employment. However, considering the size and scale of the
proposed Project, it would not encourage or facilitate economic effects that could result in other activities
that could affect the environment. It is anticipated that construction employment could be absorbed from the
regional labor force and would not attract new workers into the city permanently. Operation of the proposed
Project would not increase total employment at the Wilson MS campus since it would accommodate the
existing school programs, and would not introduce new uses to the Project site. A City employee would be
on-site during evening field use. The proposed Project would not result in growth inducing impacts in this
regard.

Would approval of this project involve some precedent-setting action that could encourage and
facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment?

The proposed Project involves the redevelopment of the existing grass field and paved basketball courts at an
existing school campus. There is no precedent-setting action that could encourage and/or facilitate other
activities that could significantly affect the environment. No growth-inducing impact would occur in this
regard.
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11. Organizations and Persons Consulted

Glendale Unified School District

Tony Barrios, Executive Director of Planning, Development and Facilities

Glendale Fire Department

Jeff Halpert

Glendale Police Department

Lieutenant John Gilkerson
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12. Qualifications of Persons Preparing EIR

PLACEWORKS

Dwayne Mears, AICP
Principal, Envitonmental ~ Services and

School Facilities Planning

Julian Capata
Senior Associate, School Facilities Planning

Nicole Vermilion
Associate Principal

Tracy Chu
Project Planner

Alex Reyes
Project Designer

Cary Nakama
Graphic Designer

BS California Polytechnic State University, San Luis
Obispo, City and Regional Planning, 1978

MRP, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill,
City and Regional Planning, 1980

BA  Environmental Science and Geography,
California State University, Northridge

BA Environmental Studies and BS Ecology and
Evolutionary Biology, University of California,
Santa Cruz, 2002

MURP, University of California, Irvine, 2005.

BA, Economics, University of California, Los
Angeles

Master of Utrban Planning, California State
University, Northridge

BS Landscape Architecture, California State

Polytechnic University, Pomona

AA Computer Graphic Design, Platt College of
Computer Graphic Design

BA Business Administration: Data Processing and
Marketing, California State University, Long Beach

June 2020

Page 12-1



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

12. Qualifications of Persons Preparing EIR

This page intentionally left blank.

Page 12-2 PlaceWorfks



13. Bibliography

American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGIH). 2017. 2077 TL1's ® and BELs ®.
ACHIH Signature Publications.

American National Standards institute (ANSI). 2007. A10.46-2007 Hearing Loss Prevention in Construction
and Demolition Workers. American Society of Safety Engineers.

American Society of Safety Engineers (ASSE). 2013, February. ASSE Tech Brief.
http://www.asse.org/assets/1/7/A10-46_Tech_Brief_(3-2013)[1]_copy.pdf

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). 2017, May. California Environmental Quality Act
Air Quality Guidelines. http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-
research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdfrla=en.

CalEEMod. 2013, July. Appendix A Calculation Details for CAlEEMod.
http:/ /www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ caleemod/ caleemod-appendixa.pdf

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA). 2016. California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod). Version 2016.3.1. Prepared by: Trinity Consultants and the California Air
Districts.

. 2016. California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod). Version 2016.3.2.2. Prepared by:
BREEZE Software, A Division of Trinity Consultants in collaboration with South Coast Air Quality
Management District and the California Air Districts.

California Air Resources Board (CARB). 1998, April 22. The Report on Diesel Exhaust.
http://www.atb.ca.gov/toxics/dieseltac/de-fnds.htm.

. 1999. Final Staff Report: Update to the Toxic Air Contaminant List.

. 2008, October. Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan: A Framework for Change.
https:/ /www.atb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/document/psp.pdf.

. 2010, August. Proposed Regional Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets for Automobiles
and Light Trucks Pursuant to Senate Bill 375. Staff Report.
https://atb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/staffreport_sb375080910.pdf.

. 2014, May. California Greenhouse Gas Emission Inventory: 2000-2012.
https://www.atb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/pubs/reports/ghg_inventory_00-12_report.pdf.

June 2020 Page 13-1



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

13. Bibliography

. 2014, May 15. Proposed First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan: Building on the
Framework.

https:/ /www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2013_update/first_update_climate_change_scoping_plan.
pdf.

. 2016, May 4. Ambient Air Quality Standards. http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf.

. 2016, June. 2016 Edition California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2014: By Category as
Defined in the 2008 Scoping Plan. http://www.atb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm.

. 2017, March 14. Final Proposed Short-Lived Climate Pollutant Reduction Strategy.
https:/ /www.atb.ca.gov/cc/shortlived/shortlived.htm.

. 2017, May 5. Area Designations Maps/State and National. http://www.atrb.ca.gov/desig/desig.htm.

. 2017, June. Proposed Update to the SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets.
https:/ /www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/sb375_workshop%20presentation_los_angeles.pdf?_ga=2.49137
638.1526521477.1552945798-676771023.1538760173.

. 2017. Air Pollution Data Monitoring Cards (2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016). Accessed November
3,2017. https:/ /www.atb.ca.gov/adam/ topfout/ topfourl.php.

. 2017, November. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan.
https:/ /www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf

. 2018, February. Proposed Update to the SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets.
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/sb375_target_update_final_staff_report_feb2018.pdf.

. 2019, August 26. 2019 Edition California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2017: By Category as
Defined in the 2008 Scoping Plan. https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm.

. 2019, August 206. California Greenhouse Emissions for 2000 to 2017: Trends of Emissions and
Other Indicators. https:/ /www.atb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm.

. 2019, September 5 (accessed). California and major automakers reach groundbreaking framework
agreement on clean emission standards. Accessed September 5, 2019.
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/ california-and-major-automakers-reach-groundbreaking-framework-

agreement-clean-emission.

. 2020. Low Carbon Fuel Standard. https:/ /ww2.atb.ca.gov/out-work/programs/low-carbon-fuel-
standard/about.

California Climate Action Team (CAT). 2006, March. Climate Action Team Report to Governor
Schwarzenegger and the Legislature.

Page 13-2 PlaceWorfks



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

13. Bibliography

California Climate Change Center (CCCC). 2012, July. Our Changing Climate 2012: Vulnerability &
Adaptation to the Increasing Risks from Climate Change in California. https://uc-
ciee.org/downloads/Our%20Changing%20Climate%202012.pdf.

California Department of Industrial Relations (DIR). California Code of Regulations, Title 8: General
Industry Safety Orders- Section 5098 (a)(1): Hearing Protectors. The Division of Occupational Safety and
Health (Cal/OSHA). https://www.dit.ca.gov/title8 /5098 .html

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 1997, December. Transportation Project-Level Carbon
Monoxide Protocol. UCD-ITS-RR-97-21. Prepared by Institute of Transportation Studies, University
of California, Davis. http://www.dot.ca.gov/env/air/docs/ co-protocol-searchable.pdf.

. 2002, February. Transportation Related Earthborne Vibration (Caltrans Experiences). Technical
Advisory, Vibration. TAV-02-01-R9601. Prepared by Rudy Hendricks.

http:/ /www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/TRANSPORTATION_RELATED_EARTHBORNE,_
VIBRATIONS.pdf

——2015. Standard Specifications: 74-8 Noise and Vibration (P. 215).
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/esc/oe/construction_contract_standards/std_specs/2015_StdSpecs/20
15_StdSpecs.pdf

California Energy Commission (CEC). 2006. Our Changing Climate: Assessing the Risks to California. 2006
Biennial Report. California Climate Change Center. CEC-500-2006-077.
http://meteora.ucsd.edu/cap/pdffiles/ CA_climate_Scenatios.pdf.

. 2007. Alternative and Renewable Fuel and Vehicle Technology Program Proceedings.
http:/ /www.energy.ca.gov/altfuels/.

. 2008. 2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards.
http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2008standards/ .

. 2009. The Future Is Now: An Update on Climate Change Science, Impacts, and Response Options
for California. CEC-500-2008-0077. https:/ /www.energy.ca.gov/2008publications/ CEC-500-2008-
071/CEC-500-2008-071.PDF.

. 2015, June 10. 2016 Building Energy Efficiency Standards: Adoption Hearing Presentation.
https://www.energy.ca.gov/title24 /201 6standards/rulemaking/documents/2015-06-
10_heating/2015-06-10_Adoption_Hearing Presentation.pdf.

. 2017, November. Statewide Energy Demand. Renewable Energy Programs: Tracking Progress.
http://www.energy.ca.gov/renewables/tracking progress/documents/statewide_energy_demand.pd
f.

. 2018. 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards.
https://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2019standards/ .

une 2020 Page 13-3
g



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

13. Bibliography

. 2018. 2019 Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings. Table
10-114 A Lighting Zone Characteristics and Rules for Amendments by Local Jurisdictions.
https:/ /ww2.energy.ca.gov/2018publications/ CEC-400-2018-020/ CEC-400-2018-020-CMF .pdf

.2018. 2019 Building Energy and Efficiency Standards Frequently Asked Questions.
http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2019standards/documents/2018_Title_24_2019_Building Stand
ards_FAQ.pdf.

.2018. News Release: Energy Commission Adopts Standards Requiring Solar Systems for New
Homes, First in Nation. http:/ /www.energy.ca.gov/releases/2018_releases/2018-05-
09_building_standards_adopted_nr.html.

. 2019. Mid Case Final Baseline Demand Forecast: 2016 California Energy Demand Electricity
Forecast Update. https://www.energy.ca.gov/2016_energypolicy/documents/2016-12-
08_workshop/mid_demand_case.php.

California Natural Resources Agency. (CNRA) 2014, July. Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate Risk,
An Update to the 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy.
http://tesources.ca.gov/docs/ climate/Final_Safeguarding CA_Plan_July_31_2014.pdf.

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). 2020. Zero-Emission Vehicles.
https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/zev2/.

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 1978, December. Federal Highway Traffic Noise Prediction
Model. United States Department of Transportation Report No. FHWA-RD77-108.

. 2006. Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM), Version 1.0.

Federal Transit Administration (FT'A). 2006, September. Compliance Manual for Occupational Noise
Exposure for Railroad Operating Employees: 49 CFR Part 227 (P. 17). Washington, DC: The
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). https://www.fra.dot.gov/eLib/Details/1.04470.

——2018, September. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment.
https:/ /www.transit.dot.gov/research-innovation/ transit-noise-and-vibration-impact-assessment-
manual-report-0123.

Glendale, City of. 1986. City of Glendale General Plan Land Use Element. Accessed January 27, 2018.
https:/ /www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocumentrid=27328.

. 1993. Glendale General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element.
https:/ /www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocument?id=4565.

. 1998. City of Glendale General Plan Circulation Element.
http:/ /www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocument?’id=4497

Page 13-4 PlaceWorks



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

13. Bibliography

. 2012, March. Greener Glendale Plan: The City of Glendale’s Sustainability Plan.
https:/ /www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocument?id=6934.

. 2017. Glendale Water and Power (GWP) Annual Report: Electric Utility Operating Statistics.
https:/ /www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocumentrid=44831.

. 2018. Beeline Timetables & Route Maps.
http:/ /www.glendaleca.gov/government/departments/community-development/public-

transportation/system-map/additional-resources.

. 2019. Current Projects Map online tool. Glendale, CA Planning Division.
http://glendalegeo.maps.arcgis.com/apps/OnePane/basicviewer/index.html?appid=2b58677{8b224
9fbadc0d2f8e6d3eec9.

. 2019. Power Content Label. https://www.glendaleca.gov/government/ city-departments/glendale-

watet-and-power/ the-environment/powet-content-label.

Glendale Water and Power (GWP). 2019. Annual Report FY2018-2019.
https:/ /www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocument?id=55237.

. 2019. 2019 Integrated Resoutce Plan. https://www.glendaleca.gov/home/showdocument?id=51814.

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). 2008, June. CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing
Climate Change through CEQA Review. Technical Advisoty. http://opt.ca.gov/docs/june08-
ceqa.pdf.

. 2017, Octobet. State of California General Plan Guidelines.
http://opt.ca.gov/docs/ OPR_COMPLETE_7.31.17.pdf.

Harris, Cyril M. 1998. Handbook of Acoustical Measurements and Noise Control. 3rd edition. Woodbury,
NY: Acoustical Society of America.
https://planning lacity.org/eir/CrosstoadsHwd/deir/ files/ references/I11.pdf.

Illuminating Engineering Society (IES). 2011. Model Lighting Ordinance: User’s Guide.
http://www.ies.org/PDF/MLO/MLO_FINAL_June2011.pdf.

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). 1995. Second Assessment Report: Climate Change
1995. New York: Cambridge University Press.
https://digital libraty.unt.edu/ark: /67531 /metadc11834/m2/1/high_res_d/2nd-assessment-en.pdf.

. 2001. Third Assessment Report: Climate Change 2001. New York: Cambridge University Press.

. 2007. Fourth Assessment Report: Climate Change 2007. New York: Cambridge University Press.

. 2013. Fifth Assessment Report: Climate Change 2013. New York: Cambridge University Press.

une 2020 Page 13-5
g



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

13. Bibliography

International Code Council (ICC). 2017, January. Guide to the 2016 California Green Building Standards
Code. https://www.documents.dgs.ca.gov/bsc/ CALGreen/ CALGreen-Guide-2016-FINAL.pdf.

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro). 2010. 2010 Congestion Management
Program. http://media.metro.net/docs/cmp_final _2010.pdf.

. 2018. Bus and Rail System. https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/media.thesource.metro.net/wp-
content/uploads/2018/03/22053637/SystemMap.jpg.

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). 2015, February. Air Toxics Hot Spots
Program Risk Assessment Guidelines. Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments.
http://oehha.ca.gov/air/hot_spots/2015/2015GuidanceManual.pdf.

. 2018, May. Indicators of Climate Change in California.
https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/ climate-
change/report/2018caindicatorsreportmay2018.pdf.

PlaceWorks. December 2019. Wilson Middle School Multipurpose Field Traffic Impact Analysis.

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 1992. Federal Attainment Plan for Carbon
Monoxide.

. 1993. California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Handbook.

. 2005, May. Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local
Planning. http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/planning/air-quality-guidance /complete-
guidance-document.pdf.

. 2008, September. Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study in the South Coast Air Basin (MATES III).
https:/ /www.agmd.gov/home/air-quality/air-quality-studies/health-studies / mates-iii/ mates-iii-final-

report.

. 2010, September 28. Greenhouse Gases (GHG) CEQA Significance Thresholds Working Group:
Meeting 15. http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-
ceqa-significance-thresholds/year-2008-2009 /ghg-meeting-15/ghg-meeting-15-main-
presentation.pdf.

. 2012, May 4. Final 2012 Lead State Implementation Plan: Los Angeles County.
http://www3.agmd.gov/hb/attachments/2011-2015/2012May/2012-May4-030.pdf.

. 2013, February. 2012 Final Air Quality Management Plan. http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ clean-air-plans/air-quality-management-plans /2012-air-quality-management-plan/ final-2012-
aqmp-(february-2013)/main-document-final-2012.pdf.

Page 13-6 PlaceWorfks



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

13. Bibliography

. 2015, October 3. Final Report Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study in the South Coast Air Basin
(MATES 1V). http:/ /www.aqgmd.gov/docs/default-source/ air-quality / ait-toxic-studies/ mates-
iv/mates-iv-final-draft-report-4-1-15.pdf.

. 2015, March (revised). SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds.
http:/ /www.agmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/scagmd-air-quality-significance-
thresholds.pdfrstvrsn=2.

. 2015. Health Effects of Air Pollution. http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-soutce/ clean-ait-
plans/air-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/ final-2016-aqmp/appendix-
i.pdf.

. 2015, October. “Blueprint for Clean Air: 2016 AQMP White Paper.” 2016 AQMP White Papers
Web Page. https:/ /www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ Agendas/aqmp/white-paper-working-
groups/wp-blueprint-final. pdf?sfvrsn=2.

. 2017, Match 4. Final 2016 Air Quality Management Plan. http://www.agmd.gov/docs/default-
source/ clean-ait-plans/ait-quality-management-plans/2016-air-quality-management-plan/ final-2016-
aqmp/ final2016agqmp.pdf.

. 2017. Air Quality Analysis Handbook. Updates to CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Accessed August
30, 2017. http:/ /www.agmd.gov/home/rules-compliance/ ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook.

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 2016, April. Final 2016-2040 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS): A Plan for Mobility,
Accessibility, Sustainability, and a High Quality of Life.
http://scagrtpscs.net/ Documents/2016/ final /201 6RTPSCS.pdf.

. 2019. Draft SolCal PEIR.
https:/ /www.connectsocal.otg/Documents/PEIR/draft/dPEIR_ConnectSoCal_3_6_Energy.pdf

. 2019, November. Draft Connect SoCal Plan: The 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan/
Sustainable Communities Strategy of The Southern California Association of Governments.
https:/ /www.connectsocal.org/Documents/Draft/dConnectSoCal_Draft-Plan.pdf

United States Energy Information Administration (EIA). 2016, December. Commercial Buildings Energy
Consumption Survey (CBECS).
https:/ /www.eia.gov/consumption/commercial /data/2012/ c&e/ cfm/pba4.php.

. 2016, December. Natural Consumption Totals and Intensities by Building Activity Subcategories.
https:/ /www.eia.gov/consumption/commercial /data/2012/c&e/cfm/pba5.php.

US Energy Information Administration (EIA). 2018, January. Energy-Related Carbon Dioxide Emissions at
the State Level, 2000-2015.
https:/ /www.eia.gov/environment/emissions/state/analysis /archive/ pdf/ stateanalysis_2018.pdf.

June 2020 Page 13-7



WILSON MIDDLE SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE FIELD PROJECT DRAFT EIR
CITY OF GLENDALE COMMUNITY SERVICES AND PARKS

13. Bibliography

US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 2009, December. EPA: Greenhouse Gases Threaten Public
Health and the Environment.
https:/ /atchive.epa.gov/epapages/newsroom_archive/newsreleases/08d11a451131bca58525768500
5bf252.html.

. 2017. Criteria Air Pollutants. https://www.epa.gov/ ctiteria-air-pollutants.

. 2017. Overview of Greenhouse Gases.

http://www3.epa.gov/climatechange/ghgemissions/gases.html.

Western Regional Climate Center (WRCC). 2017. Western U.S. Historical Summaries — Pasadena Monitoring
Station (Station ID No. 046719). https://wrce.dti.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?ca6719 (Accessed
December 6, 2017).

Page 13-8 PlaceWorfks



	Ch_01.pdf
	1. Executive Summary
	1.1 INTRODUCTION
	1.2 Environmental Procedures
	1.2.1 EIR Format
	1.2.2 Type and Purpose of This DEIR

	1.3 Project Location
	1.4 Project Summary
	1.5 Summary of Project Objectives
	1.6 Summary of Project Alternatives
	1.7 alterntives selected for further analysis
	1.7.1 No Project Alternative
	1.7.2 Field With No Lights

	1.8 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED
	1.9 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY
	1.10 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES, AND LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION


	Ch_02.pdf
	2. Introduction
	2.1 PURPOSE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
	2.2 NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND INITIAL STUDY
	2.3 SCOPE OF THIS DEIR
	2.3.1 Impacts Considered Less Than Significant
	2.3.2 Potentially Significant Adverse Impacts
	2.3.3 Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts

	2.4 INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE
	2.5 FINAL EIR CERTIFICATION
	2.6 MIIGATION MONITORING


	Ch_03.pdf
	3. Project Description
	3.1 PROJECT LOCATION
	3.2 STATEMENT OF OBJECTIVES
	3.3 Project Characteristics
	3.3.1 Proposed Land Use
	Lighting System
	Use and Scheduling

	3.3.2 Project Phasing

	3.4 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR


	Ch_04.pdf
	4. Environmental Setting
	4.1 Introduction
	4.2 Regional Environmental Setting
	4.2.1 Regional Location
	4.2.2 Regional Planning Considerations
	SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
	South Coast Air Basin Air Quality Management Plan
	Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Legislation
	Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority
	Congestion Management Program



	4.3 Local Environmental Setting
	4.3.1 Location and Land Use
	Parking and Access

	4.3.2 Scenic Features
	4.3.3 Climate and Air Quality
	4.3.4 Noise
	4.3.5 General Plan and Zoning

	4.4 Assumptions Regarding Cumulative Impacts
	4.5 References


	Ch_05-00.pdf
	5. Environmental Analysis
	Organization of Environmental Analysis
	Terminology Used in This Draft SEIR


	Ch_05-01_AE.pdf
	5.1 Aesthetics
	5.1.1 Environmental Setting
	5.1.1.1 Regulatory Setting
	State
	California Building Code: Building Energy Efficiency Standards
	Nighttime Sky, CCR Title 24, Outdoor Lighting Standards

	Local
	City of Glendale Zoning Code
	Glendale General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element


	5.1.1.2 Visual Setting
	Visual Character and Resources
	Landform
	Scenic Views and Vistas
	Light and Glare


	5.1.2 Thresholds of Significance
	5.1.3 Environmental Impacts
	5.1.3.1 Methodology
	Proposed Lighting System

	5.1.3.2 Impact Analysis
	Light Trespass Impact
	View 1
	View 2
	View 3
	View 4
	View 5

	Generation of Glare
	Conclusion


	5.1.4 Cumulative Impacts
	5.1.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions
	5.1.6 Level of Significance Before Mitigation
	5.1.7 Mitigation Measures
	5.1.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation
	5.1.9 References


	Ch_05-02_AQ.pdf
	5.2 air quality
	5.2.1 Environmental Setting
	5.2.1.1 Regulatory Setting
	Federal and State Laws
	Ambient Air Quality Standards
	Tanner Air Toxics Act and Air Toxics “Hot Spot” Information and Assessment Act

	Air Pollutants of Concern
	Criteria Air Pollutants
	Toxic Air Contaminants
	Diesel Particulate Matter


	Air Quality Management Planning
	2016 AQMP
	Lead Implementation Plan
	SCAQMD Rules and Regulations


	5.2.1.2 Existing Conditions
	South Coast Air Basin
	Temperature and Precipitation
	Humidity
	Wind
	Inversions

	SoCAB Nonattainment Designations
	SoCAB Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study IV
	Existing Ambient Air Quality
	Existing Emissions
	Sensitive Receptors


	5.2.2 Thresholds of Significance
	5.2.2.1 South Coast Air Quality Management District Thresholds
	Regional Significance Thresholds
	Localized Significance Thresholds

	5.2.2.2 CO Hotspots
	5.2.2.3 Health Risk Analysis

	5.2.3 Environmental Impacts
	5.2.3.1 Methodology
	5.2.3.2 Impact Analysis
	Construction LSTs
	Construction Health Risk
	Operation LSTs
	Carbon Monoxide Hotspots


	5.2.4 Cumulative Impacts
	Construction
	Operation

	5.2.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions
	State
	SCAQMD

	5.2.6 Level of Significance Before Mitigation
	5.2.7 Mitigation Measures
	Impact 5.2-3

	5.2.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation
	Impact 5.2-3

	5.2.9 References


	Ch_05-03_GHG.pdf
	5.3 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
	Terminology
	5.3.1 Environmental Setting
	5.3.1.1 Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change
	California’s GHG Sources and Relative Contribution
	Human Influence on Climate Change
	Potential Climate Change Impacts for California

	5.3.1.2 Regulatory Setting
	Federal Laws
	US Mandatory Reporting Rule for GHGs (2009)
	Update to Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards (2010/2012)
	EPA Regulation of Stationary Sources under the Clean Air Act (Ongoing)

	State Laws
	Executive Order S-03-05
	Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act (2006)
	CARB 2008 Scoping Plan
	First Update to the Scoping Plan

	Executive Order B-30-15
	Senate Bill 32 and Assembly Bill 197
	2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update

	Senate Bill 1383
	Senate Bill 375
	2017 Update to the SB 375 Targets

	SCAG’s RTP/SCS
	Assembly Bill 1493
	Executive Order S-01-07
	Senate Bills 1078, 107, X1-2, and Executive Order S-14-08
	Senate Bill 350
	Senate Bill 100
	Executive Order B-55-18
	Executive Order B-16-2012
	California Building Code: Building Energy Efficiency Standards
	California Building Code: CALGreen
	2006 Appliance Efficiency Regulations
	Solid Waste Regulations
	Water Efficiency Regulations

	Local Laws and Programs
	City of Glendale Greener Glendale Plan



	5.3.2 Thresholds of Significance
	5.3.2.1 South Coast Air Quality Management District

	5.3.3 Environmental Impacts
	Methodology
	Impact Analysis
	CARB Scoping Plan
	SCAG’s 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
	Greener Glendale Plan

	5.3.4 Cumulative Impacts
	5.3.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions
	State

	5.3.6 Level of Significance Before Mitigation
	5.3.7 Mitigation Measures
	5.3.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation
	5.3.9 References


	Ch_05-04_N.pdf
	5.4 NOISE
	5.4.1 Environmental Setting
	5.4.1.1 Sound Fundamentals
	Sound Measurement
	Psychological and Physiological Effects of Noise

	5.4.1.2 Vibration Fundamentals
	5.4.1.3 Regulatory Framework
	Federal Regulations
	US Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
	Vibration-Related Human Annoyance
	Vibration-Related Architectural Damage


	State Regulations
	California Building Code

	City of Glendale Noise Standards
	Noise Element
	Municipal Code
	Exterior/Interior Noise Limits
	Construction Noise
	Exemptions
	Vibration



	5.4.1.4 Existing Noise Environment
	Ambient Noise Measurements


	5.4.2 Thresholds of Significance
	Noise Threshold Metrics
	Construction
	Transportation
	Stationary

	Vibration Thresholds
	Vibration Annoyance
	Architectural Damage


	5.4.3 Environmental Impacts
	5.4.3.1 Impact Analysis
	Construction Vehicles
	Construction Equipment
	Vibration Annoyance
	Vibration Damage

	Vibration during Operations
	Vibration during Construction
	Vibration-Induced Structural/Architectural Damage
	Vibration Annoyance

	Roadway Noise
	Mechanical Equipment Noise
	Multi-Purpose Field Noise
	Applicable Noise Standards / Sensitive Receptors
	Project Sports Field Modeling Results



	5.4.4 Cumulative Impacts
	Construction Noise and Vibration
	Mobile-Source Noise
	Stationary-Source Noise

	5.4.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions
	General Plan Noise Element
	Municipal Code

	5.4.6 Level of Significance Before Mitigation
	5.4.7 Mitigation Measures
	Impact 5.4-1

	5.4.8 Level of Significant After Mitigation
	5.4.9 References


	Ch_05-05_T.pdf
	5.5 TRANSPORTATION
	5.5.1 Environmental Setting
	5.5.1.1 Regulatory Background
	State
	Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act
	Senate Bill 743

	Regional
	SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS


	5.5.1.2 Existing Roadway Network
	Study Area
	Traffic Study Intersections
	Neighborhood Street Segments
	Existing Public Transportation
	Existing Parking

	5.5.1.3 methodology
	Intersection LOS
	Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis
	Parking Analysis

	5.5.1.4 Exiting Traffic Conditions
	Existing Intersection LOS
	Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis
	Existing Parking Options Serving the Project Site

	5.5.1.5 future traffic conditions
	Intersection Level of Service
	Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis


	5.5.2 Thresholds of Significance
	5.5.2.1 Standard of Significance
	City of Glendale Intersections
	Caltrans Intersections
	Neighborhood Street Segments
	SB 743 Vehicle Miles Travels Impact


	5.5.3 Environmental Impacts
	Project Trip Generation
	Existing Traffic Conditions With Project
	Intersection Analysis
	Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis

	Future Traffic Conditions
	Opening Year With Project Traffic Conditions
	Intersection Analysis
	Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis


	Construction Phase
	Operation Phase

	5.5.4 Cumulative Impacts
	5.5.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions
	5.5.6 Level of Significance Before Mitigation
	5.5.7 Mitigation Measures
	Impact 5.6-2

	5.5.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation
	5.5.9 References


	Ch_05-06_E.pdf
	5.6 Energy
	5.6.1 Environmental Setting
	5.6.1.1 Regulatory Background
	Federal
	Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007

	State
	Renewables Portfolio Standard
	State Alternative Fuels Plan
	The State of California has adopted a number of laws designed to support the deployment of zero-emission vehicles (ZEVs). For example, SB 350, the Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act of 2015, establishes a state policy of encouraging transportati...
	Appliance Efficiency Regulations
	Building Energy Efficiency Standards
	Green Building Standards


	Local
	City of Glendale Greener Glendale Plan
	Glendale Water & Power Integrated Resource Plan


	5.6.1.2 Existing Conditions
	Electricity
	Natural Gas


	5.6.2 Thresholds of Significance
	5.6.3 Environmental Impacts
	5.6.3.1 METHODOLOGY
	5.6.3.2 Impact Analysis
	Transportation
	Short-term Construction Impacts

	Electricity
	Renewable Energy
	Transportation
	Vehicle Miles Traveled and Fuel Consumption



	5.6.4 Cumulative Impacts
	5.6.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions
	Federal
	State
	Local

	5.6.6 Mitigation Measures
	5.6.7 Level of Significance After Mitigation
	5.6.8 References


	Ch_06.pdf
	6. Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
	6.1 Aesthetics
	Impact 5.1-1

	6.2 Noise
	Impact 5.4-1



	Ch_07.pdf
	7. Alternatives to the Proposed Project
	7.1 INTRODUCTION
	7.1.1 Purpose and Scope
	7.1.2 Project Objectives

	7.2 Significant and unavoidable impacts
	7.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND REJECTED DURING THE SCOPING/PROJECT PLANNING PROCESS
	7.3.1 Alternative Development Areas
	7.3.1.1 Existing City / Community Parks & Fields
	7.3.1.2 open space
	7.3.1.3 Site “A”.


	7.4 ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS
	7.5 NO PROJECT/EXISTING GENERAL PLAN ALTERNATIVE
	7.5.1 Aesthetics
	7.5.2 Air Quality
	7.5.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	7.5.4 Noise
	7.5.5 Transportation and Traffic
	7.5.6 Conclusion

	7.6 Multi-purpose field with no lighting
	7.6.1 Aesthetics
	7.6.2 Air Quality
	7.6.3 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	7.6.4 Noise
	7.6.5 Transportation and Traffic
	7.6.6 Energy
	7.6.7 Conclusion

	7.7 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE


	Ch_08.pdf
	8. Impacts Found Not to Be Significant
	8.1 ASSESSMENT IN THE INITIAL STUDY


	Ch_09.pdf
	9. Significant Irreversible Changes Due to the  Proposed Project

	Ch_10.pdf
	10. Growth–Inducing Impacts of the Proposed Project

	Ch_11.pdf
	11. Organizations and Persons Consulted
	Glendale Unified School District
	Glendale Fire Department
	Glendale Police Department


	Ch_12.pdf
	12. Qualifications of Persons Preparing EIR
	PLACEWORKS


	Ch_13.pdf
	13. Bibliography

	Ch_05-05_T.pdf
	5.5 TRANSPORTATION
	5.5.1 Environmental Setting
	5.5.1.1 Regulatory Background
	State
	Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act
	Senate Bill 743

	Regional
	SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS


	5.5.1.2 Existing Roadway Network
	Study Area
	Traffic Study Intersections
	Neighborhood Street Segments
	Existing Public Transportation
	Existing Parking

	5.5.1.3 methodology
	Intersection LOS
	Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis
	Parking Analysis

	5.5.1.4 Exiting Traffic Conditions
	Existing Intersection LOS
	Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis
	Existing Parking Options Serving the Project Site

	5.5.1.5 future traffic conditions
	Intersection Level of Service
	Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis


	5.5.2 Thresholds of Significance
	5.5.2.1 Standard of Significance
	City of Glendale Intersections
	Caltrans Intersections
	Neighborhood Street Segments
	SB 743 Vehicle Miles Travels Impact


	5.5.3 Environmental Impacts
	Project Trip Generation
	Existing Traffic Conditions With Project
	Intersection Analysis
	Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis

	Future Traffic Conditions
	Opening Year With Project Traffic Conditions
	Intersection Analysis
	Neighborhood Street Segment Analysis


	Construction Phase
	Operation Phase

	5.5.4 Cumulative Impacts
	5.5.5 Existing Regulations and Standard Conditions
	5.5.6 Level of Significance Before Mitigation
	5.5.7 Mitigation Measures
	Impact 5.6-2

	5.5.8 Level of Significance After Mitigation
	5.5.9 References





