
3.15 Utilities <ind Service Syst&ms 

3.15 Utilities and Service Systems 
This section describes and evaluates potential impacts related to ;.vater supply, vvastewater 

conveyance and treatment, stonmvater drainage, and solid '.vaste collection and disposal utilities 

and service systems that could resu!t from hnplementation of the Proposed Project. The section 

contains: ( l) a description of the existing and baseline conditions fbr each utility; (2) a description 

of the regulatory settling related to the relevant utilities and service systems; {3) an ana.lysis of 

potential impacts as a result of increased demands that would be placed on these utilities 

associated \vith the implementation of the Proposed Project and/or cumulative deveklpment, and 

(4) any associated mitigation measures that \VOt!ld be required to avoid or ksscn significant 

impacts of the Proposed Project or cumulative development 

Comments rccei ved in response to the NOP for the EIR regarding utilities and service syste1ns 

can be found in Appendix B. Any applicable issues and concerns regarding potential. impacts 

related to utilities and service syskms as a result of implementation of the Project are analyzed 
within this section. 

The analysis included in this section \Vas developed based on project-specific construction and 

operational foaturcs1 and data provided in the City of 1 nglewood General Plan, a pmjecl-specific 

Sevver Arca Study Plan (Appendix XX), Golden State Water District's Urban \Vater lVhmagenwnt 

Plan (UWT\4P), Ca!Recyck's Solid Waste lnfonm1tion System, and a project-specific Water 

Supply Assessment for the City by Todd Groundwater (Appendix J). 

Water Supply 

3.15.1 Environmental Setting 
[Note io Team: Discussion is pending information from Golden State Water and the developing 
\Nater Supply /\ssessment] 

3.15.2 Adjusted Baseline Environmental Setting 
[Note io Tearn; Discnssion is pending infinmation from Golden State Water and the developing 
Water Supply Assessment.] 

3.15.3 Regulatory Setting 
[Note to Team; Discussion is pending infonnation from Golden State \Vatcr and tlw developing 
\Vater Supply Assessment.] 

3.15.4 Analysis! Impacts and Mitigation 
[Note to Team; Discussion is pending in.formation from Golden State Water and the developing 
VVatcr Supply Assessment.] 
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3.15 UWities and Service Systems 

Wastewater Generation and Treatment 

3.15.5 Environmental Setting 
Regional and Local Setting 

Municipal \Vaste\vater is generated in the City of Ingle\vood from resideutial, commercial, 

industrial, and public/institutional land uses. The Los Angeles County Sanitation District 

(LACSD) District Number 5 manages the wastei,;vatcr collection and treatment system within the 

City) Wastc\vatcr is collected by gravity sewers and liit stations mvncd by the City and LACSD.2 

There are two separate sewer systems in the vicinity of the project area: hvo L/\CSD trunk sewers 

(Prairie Avenue Trunk Se\:vcr and South lnglmvood Orange Trunk Sewer}, and the City of 

Ingk\vood local collector sei;ver lines. \:VastcYvater is transported through these wastewater lines 

to the LACS D's Joint \Vater Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP\ in Carson, California. The J\VPCP 

provides both primary and secondary vvastewater treaiment for an average dry \Veather flow of 

280 million gallons per day (MGD), The J\VPCP has a design capacity of 400 I\1GD. In 2015, 

6, 179 AF of waste\:vater was collected from within the City of Inglewood, 

The J\VPCP only provides primary and secondary treat111cnt, and efi1uent produced at the plant 

does not meet recycled water quality standards, The treated wastewater is disinfected \vith 

hypochlorite and discharged to the Pacific Ocean through LACSD's network of outfalls. 

In 2015, Metropolitan and LACSD announced a joint proposal to add Advanced \Vastewater 

Treatment facilities to JWPCP that would meet recycled water quality standards, and could result 

in the reuse of up to 168,000 AFY of \Vastewatcr. llnckr this program, water would be purified at 

the plant and then injected or spread into local grnund',\'ater basins. 

Existing Wastewater Generation and Infrastructure at the Project Site 

Over 85 percent of!he Project Site is cun-ently vacant and nol cum:ntly served by the City's 

sewer system, Approximately 4 acres located within the Arena Site me developed with a fast­

food restaurant and catering service, a hotel, and warehouse and light manufacturing facilities. 

These existing uses generate wastewater that is conveyed by City and LACSD se\ver lines and 

treated at the JWPCP. The existing se\vage demand is estimated based on LACSD se•vage 

generation factors. Table 3.15-l details the existing land uses, the estimated daily average flows, 

and estimated peak flows. Based on the land used, estimated the existing peak flow generated at 

the Project Site is approxinmtdy 0.032 tvfGD . 

. , AECO!\.{, 20H( Sewer Area Study Pro/ea Condor. September 19, 20.l 8. p .. 2. 
Golden Stale Water Co.mpany. 20 l 6. 2015 Urban ~Vat er Aimwgemem Plan ~ Sou1hwes1 
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3.15 Utilities <ind Service Syst&ms 

TABLE 3.15~1 
ESTIMATED EXISTING WASTEWATER GENERATION AT THE PROJECT Sm~ 

Daily Average Sewage Daily Peak Flow Peak 
Generation Factor Unit Average (2.5 x Average) Flow 

Existing Land Use (GPO) Contribution flow (GPO) (MGD) (CFS) 

Commercial (Restaurant 1,000 Ga!kms/1 ,000 SF 2,252 SF 2,252 0.006 0.009 
and Catering) 

Comrnercial (Holel) 125 GallonslRoorn 38 Rooms 4,750 0.012 0.019 

Manufacturing/Warehouse 200 Gallons/1.000 SF 28,809 SF 5,762 (L014 0.022 
(Food Warehouse} 

Total 12.764 0.032 0.050 

SOURCE: AECOM, 2018. SewerAma Study Prtl}6•c/ C<lmior. Septeml:mt "19. 2G13. 

The following discussion details existing wastewater infrastructure at the Pn:~cct Site. 

Arena Site 

The /\rena Site is served by the City's 8-inch diameter wastewater lines located \vithin South 

Prairie Avenue, \Vest 102"<l Street, and West Century Boulevard. In addition, LACSD's 15-inch 

Orange Trunk Sewer Linc is located within South Doty Avenue, cast of the Arena Site. 

West Parking and Transportation Hub Site 

The \Vest Parking and Trnnspo1iation Hub Site is s~Tved by the City's existing 8-inch wastewater 

lines located within \Vest Century Boulevard, West 10 ! " Street West 102".J. Street, and South 

Prairie AvemK~. The LACSD's 30-inch Prairie Avenue Trunk Sewer is located nortll\vest of the 

West Parking and Transportation Hub She, at the intersection of West Century Boulevard and 

South Flower Street. The Prairie Avenue Trunk Sewer follows west along \Vest Century 

Boulevard before turning south along Freeman Avenue, west of the Project Site. 

East Parking and Hotel Site 

The East Parking and Hotel Site is served by LACSD's 15-inch Orange Trunk Sewer line located 

notth and west of the East Parking and Hotel Site within \Vest Century Boulevard and South Doty 

Avenue. Additionally, there is an 8-inch diameter waste\vater line located \Vithin \Vest l02nd 
Street. 

Well Relocation Site 

The \Vell Relocation Site is served by an 8-inch waste\vater line within \Vest I 0211 t1 Street 

3.15.6 Adjusted Baseline Environmental Setting 
As discussed in Section J,O, Environmental Impacts, Settings, and Mitigation M.easures, the 

Proposed Project is not anticipated to be constructed and begin operntions until mid-2023 for the 

2023-24 NBA basketball season. Also as discussed in Section 3.0, Environmental Impacts, 

Settings. and Mitigation Measures, the City has issued building permits for, and construction has 
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.3. Etwirorm1enlal lrnpacts, Sel!ings. and Miligallon Me<1sums 

3.15 UWities and Service Systems 

commenced on, significant portions of the FloHyv..'ood Park Specific Plan, including the 

constmction of the 70,000-seat NFL Stadium, a 6,000 seat perfonnance venue, 5 l 8,077 sf of 

retail and restaurant uses, 466,000 sf ofoffice space, 314 residential units, and approximately 

9,900 parking spaces. Due to the certainty of these projects being constructed and in operation 

prim to opening of the Pmposed Project, the City of lngle\vood determined that it is appropriate 

to include these projects in an adjusted environmental setting for the Propost:·d Project 

Accordingly, the wastei;vater generated associated '>Vith these developments within the Holly.,~,rood 

Park Specific Plan area are considered as part of the adjusted environmental baseline. 

Table 3J5-2 details the land uses, daily average, and peak flows for the J-IPSP, \Vhich shows that 

the HPSP would generate an estimated 2.38 MGD of \Vastevvater. To be conservative, this 

estimate assumes that no wastevv·ater is currently being generated at the existing HPSP site, The 

J\:VPCP currently provides treatment for an average 280 1'v1GD, \vi th a capacity of 400 MGD. 

\Vith the HPS.P as part of the adjusted environmental baseline, this analysis assumes that the 

J\:VPCP provides trcaiment for an average of 282 MGD of wastewater. 

TABLE 3.15~2 

ESTIMATED HOLLYWOOD PARK SPE.C!F!C PLAN WASTEWATER GENERATION 

Hollywood Park 
Daily Average Sewage Unit Daily Average 

Peak Flow 
Peak Flow Specific Phm land 

Generation Factor (GPO) Contribution Flow(GPD) 
(2.5 x Average) 

(CFS) 
Use (MGO) 

Arena <Jnd 10 G<Jllonsl.Seat/Day 76JJOO Seats 760,000 19 2.94 
Perforrnance Center* 

Retail 100 Gallons/1,000 SF 518,077 SF 51.808 0.13 0.20 

Office 200 Gallons/1,000 SF 466,000 SF 93,200 0.23 0.35 

Residential 156 Gallons/DU 314 DU 48,984 0.12 0.19 

Total 953.992 2.38 3.68 

NOTE 
The Sewer Area Study differtmliates genemtian rates between the arena use and the im1iormence ,~enter use. However. the square 
footarw of the HPSP performance i;enler is unknowfl at the time of !his analysi£. Trmrefore, s1n('e the uses of an arena and a 
performance Gent1;H" are 1SO s~milar .. the arena ~F~n-eration ratf: was used as ~he number of seat;g; w~thin ~he perform.ani:::e (:enter~~~ kno1.i1/n at 
this time. 

SOURCE: Generation rales are based off of: AECOM, 2018. Sewer Area Study PrnjN;t Condm: Saptember 19, 2018. 

The environmental baseline is also adjusted with regard lo specific to pipeline sewage flows and 

capacities ofpipelincs that would connect to the Project Site, The Project-specific Sm.ver Arca 

Study Plan considers the HPSP Ingkv.'ood NFL Stadium at Hollywood Park Sewer Arca Study 

findings. The cupacities of existing City and LACSD smvcr lines were anul:yzed using the HPSP 

flows, City and LACSD as-built record plans, and existing peak Hows and sewer monitoring data. 
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3.15. 7 Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

Clean Water Act 

3.15 Utilities <ind Service Syst&ms 

\Vatcr quality objectives for all waters of the United States are established under applicable 

provisions of Section 303 of the fodcral Clean Water Axt (CV./A), The C\VA, prohibits !he 

discharge of pollutants to navigable waters from a point source unless authorized by a National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit Point sources arc defined as any 

discernible, confined. and discrete conveyance including but not limited to any pipe, ditch. 

channel, tunnel, 'vveH, or vessel from \Vhich pollutants are discharged. Nonpoint sources come 

from many diffuse sources including land nmofl~ precipitation, drainage, seepage, or hydrologic 

modification. Because implen1entation ofthese regulations has been delegated to the State, 

additional information regarding this permit is discussed under the "State" subheading, below. 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permits 

The NPDES permit system \Vas established in the CvVA to regulate municipal and industrial point 

discharges to surface \vaters of the lJS Each NPDES permit for point discharges contains limits 

on allowable concentrations of pollutants contained in discharges, Sections 401 and 402 of the 

CWA contain general requirements regarding NPDES pcnnits. Section 307 of the CWA 

describes the factors that the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) must consider in 

selling effluent limits for priority pollutants, 

The C\VA was amended in 1987 to require NPDES permits for non-point source (i.e., 

stomn.vater) poHutants in discharges. Storrnwater sources are diffuse and originate over a \Vidc 

area rather than from a definable point The goal of NPDES stonmvater regulations is to improve 

the quality of storrnwater discharged to receiving waters to the ·•maximum extent practicable" 

through the use of structural and non-structural Best i\fanagemcnt Practices (BI'v1Ps ), B!\.·1Ps can 

include the development and implementation of various practices including educational measures 

(workshops infonning public of what impacts results when household chemicals are dumped into 

storm drains}, regulatory measun·s Hocal authority of drainage facility design), public policy 

measures, and structural measures (filter strips, grass svvales and detention ponds). The NPDES 

permits that apply to activities in the City oflnglewood are described under local regulations 

below, 

US Environmental Protection Agency's National Combined Sewer Overflow 
Control .Polley 

The US EPA initiated its Combined Sewer Overflow· (CSO) Control Policy (40 CFR 122) in 

April. l994. The CSO Policy provides a national level frarncwork for the control and 

management of CSOs. The CSO Policy provides guidance regarding how to achieve Clean \Vater 

Act goals and requirements \Vhcn faced with management of a CSO. 
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3.15 UWities and Service Systems 

State 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The S1atc \Nater Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Los Angeles Regional Waler 

Quality Control Board (R\VQCB) are delegated authority from the US EPA to implement 

portions of the CWA, and also implement the State's water quality law, the Porter-Cologne Water 

Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act). These agencies h<:rve established \Vater quality 

standards that are required by Section 303 of the C\VA and the Porter-Cologne Act. The Pmter­

Colognc Act states that a Water Quality Control Plan, or Basin Plan, \Vill consist of beneficial 

uses, water quality objectives, and a program of implementation for achieving \Yater quality 

objectives. A Basin Plan, prepared by the Los Angeles R\VQCB, establishes water quality 

numerical and narrative standards and objectives for rivers and their tributaries \Vithin the area 

subject to the Basin Plan. In cases i,vhere the Basin Plan does not contain a standard for a 

particular pollutant, other criteria apply such as EPA water quality criteria developed under 

Section 304(a) of the C\VA. The Basin Plan that applies io the Project Siit~ is described undt:r 

local regulations below. 

Local 

City of Inglewood General Plan 

The City of Inglewood General Plan Conservation Element, adopted on October 21, 1997, 

addresses the plan for conservation, development and utilization of natural resources found within 

the jurisdiction of the City. Chapter IV of the Conservation Element addresses the City's 

wastewater system. While the Conservation Element details the City's concerns related to 

eft1uent contaminating the ocean, no specific goals or policies arc stated that arc relevant to the 

Proposed Project 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit 

Los Angeles County and 84 incorporated cities, including the City oflnglev,.,ood, have a joint 

JV1unicipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES permit (J\»1S4 Permit) {Permit Order No. R4-

20l2-0 l 75, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001) that was granted on November 8, 2012, The MS4 

Permit is intended to implement BfvfPs to reduce pollutants in stonmvater discharges to the 

maximum extent practicable. The permiHces listed under 1he joint pennit have the authority to 

develop. administer, i111plement, and enforce storm water managt~1nent pi·ogrnms within their own 

jurisdiction. On June 27, 2013, the cities of El Segundo, Hawthorne, Ingk:'lvood, and Los Angeles 

(including the Port of Los Angeles), the County of Los Angeles, and the Los Angeles County 

Flood Control District fom1ed the Dominguez Channel \:Vatershed Management Area Group to 

develop u collaborative approach to meet the requirements of the J\1S4 Permit. [Note to Team: 

City to provide revised infrnmation, per edits in the Hydrology Chapter.] 

Urban storm •vater runoff is defined in the !V1S4 Pe1111it as including stonmvater and dry \veather 

fimvs from a drainage area that n:aches a receiving wuter body or suhsurfa.ce. The permit 

regulates the discharge of all wet and dry vveather urban storm water runoff within the County of 
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3.15 Utilities <ind Service Syst&ms 

Los Angeles (\\'ith exception to the City of Long Beach), Part VLC of the Los A.ngeies County 

.MS4 permit allo\vs permittees the flexibility to develop Watershed Management Programs 

(\Vfvf P) or Enhanced \Vatershcd Management Programs (EWMP) to implement the requirements 

of the permit on a watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, and BIV1Ps. 
The Dominguez Channel \\'alershcd 1'v1anagement Arca Group developed a EWtvfP that was 

approved by the Los Angeles \Vater Board on February 26, 2016.3 The EWMP includes water 

quality priorities for the Dominguez Channel \Vatershed l'vfanagcmcnt Area, ivatershcd control 

measures consisting of both structural and non-structural B.MPs, financial strategies, and legal 

authority (permittees have the necessary legal authority to implement the BMPs identified in the 

EWJvIP or the legal authority exists to compel implementation of the BMPs). 

Water Quality Control Plan: Los Angeles Region Basin Plan 

The Los Angeles Region Basin Plan is designed to preserve and enhance ·water quality and 

protect beneficial uses of all regional waters. Specifically, the Basin Plan designates beneficial 

uses frH" surface and ground 1vaters, sets narrative and numerical objectives that must be attained 

or maintained to protect designated. beneficial uses, and describes implementation programs to 

protect all \Vaters in the region. The Basin Plan incorporates all applicable state and regional board 

plans and policies and other pertinent water quality policies and regulations. The Basin Plan is a 

resource fi.ir the regional board and others who use water and discharge vvastewater in the Los 

Angeles Region, and provides valuable information to the public about local water quality issues. 

3.15.8 Analysis, Impacts and Mitigation 

Significance Criteria 

A significant impact to \vastewater generation and treatment would occur if the Proposed Project 

\vould: 

l. Exceed \vaste1vater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board; or 

2. Result in a deiem1ination by the Los Angeles County Sanitation District, ·which \vould serve 
the project, that il does not have adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in 
addition to the LACSD's existing commitments. 

Methodology and Assumptions 

The following impact analysis evaluates the potential for the Proposed Project to result in changes 

to existing infrastructure and supply and demand relating to wastnvater resources. A project­

specifi.c Sewer Area Study Plan was prepared fr)r the Proposed Project (Appendix XX), and its 

analysis and findings arc integrated into the analysis below, It is assumed that all aspects of the 

Proposed Project would comply with all applicable laws, regulations, design standards, and plans, 

Dominguez Channel Watershed Management An~a Group, 2015 . . Enhanced fVaterslwd Managemenl Program, 
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A.s detailed in the Se\.ver Area Study Plan, the capacities of existing City and LACSD sewer lines 

were analyzed using City and LAC SD as-built record plans, existing peak flows and sewer 

monitoring data, and the HPSP lnglcwood NFL Stadium at Hollywood Park Sewer Arca Study 

findings. The Proposed Project's se\vage demand is estimated based on LACSD sewage 

generation factors. Sewage demands were calculated based on the full day seating capacity fiJr the 

arena and by square footage for all other proposed structures within the Project Site. The Project 

Site is subdivided in three tributary areas based on contribution to proposed points of connection. 

Note that parking structures arc not part of calculations, because they do not have any sewer 

demand. Table 3.15-3 details the main points of connection to the existing sewer system, the 

daily avernge and peak flows to each point of connection, and \vhether there is sufficient capacity 

to serve the Proposed Project [Nole to Team: Note that the Sewer Arca Study docs not include 

the proposed hotel use. Table .3. 15-.3 assumes that it will be part of Point of Connection 2, This 

needs to be confirmed,] 

TABLE 3.15~3 

ESTIMATED PROPOSED PROJECT WASTEWATER GENERATION ANO SEWER CAPACITY SUMMARY 

Point of Proposed 
Connection Land Use 

1 (City's sewer Food and 
line at South Drink Building 
Prairie Avenue 
and West 102"" Mixed Use 

Street) Building 

.SubtotM 

2 (City's sewer 20% Arena 
line at West 102rv.1 
Street west of 
South Doty Hotel 

Avenue) 

Subtotal 

3 (LACSD Prairie 80%Arena 
Trunk Sewer at 
Freeman Avenue 
and 103" Slreet) Practice 

Facility 

Office Space 

Parking 
Structure 

Sports 
Medicine 

Clinic 

Community 
Space 

$.Obtotal 

Total 
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Dally Average 
Sewage 

Generation 
Factor (GPO) 

1,000 Gallons/ 
1,000 SF 

100 Gallonsi 
i,000 SF 

10 Gallons/ 
Seat/Day 

125 Gallons/ 
Room 

10 Gallons/ 
Seal/Day 

300 Gallonsi 
1,000 SF 

200 Gallcmsi 
1,000 SF 

25 Gallons/ 
'l,000 SF 

300 Gallons/ 
1,000 SF 

200 Gallons/ 
1,000 SF 

Daily 
Average 

Unit Flow 
Contribution (GPO) 

24,000 SF 24,000 

24.000 SF 2,400 

48;000 26.AOO 

3,608 Seats 36J)80 

up tc) 150 iB,750 
Rooms 

54,830 

14,432 Seats 144,320 

85,000 SF 25,500 

71.000 SF 14,200 

447,924 SF 11,198 

25,000 SF 7,500 

15,000 SF 3.000 

518;{124 1!15;Z18 

257,698 

3, 15-8 

Peak 
Flow 
(2.5 JI Peak 

Average) Flow 
{MGD} (CFS) 

0.06 0.09 

0.006 0.01 

0;07 (J,10 

03:)9 0 14 

0.05 0 08 

0.14 0,22 

0.36 0.56 

0.06 0.10 

0.04 0.05 

0.03 0.04 

0.02 0.03 

0.01 001 

0,51 0.80 

0.72 1.1 

Pipe 
Capacity* 

(CFS) 

0380 

0;.380 

0.380 

Q,.380 

1)}~70 

0Jl'70 

Capacity?' 

Yes 

Ye.s 

Yes 

Ya1* 

Yes 

Yas 
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3.15 Utilities <ind Service Syst&rns 

i ABLE 3.15~3 

ESTIMATED PROPOSED PROJECT WASTEWATER GENERATION ANO SEWER. CAPACITY SUMMARY 

Peak 
Daily Average Daily Flow 

Sewage Average (2.5 x Peak Pipe 
Point of Proposed Generation Unit Flow Average) Flow Capacity• 
Connec;tion Land Use Factor (GPO) Contribution (GPO) (MGO) (CFS) (CFS) Capacity?' 

"NOTE: Proposed sewef pipe design capacity was calculated as % fwll for pipe diameters of 12-inches or lower, and :r; full for pipe diameters 
of 15-.fri che s or ~i igher 

SOURCE: AECOM. 2018. Sewer Area Study Project Condor. September 19, 2018 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.15-3: Implementation of the Proposed Pro_ject could exceed wastewater treatment 
requin~mcnts of the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

The Proposed Project ·would include an arena, practice facility, sports medicine clink, team 

offices, retail/restaurants, and a hotel, which would result in an increase in wastewater generation 

at the Pn~ect Site. The Proposed Project would include wastewater pipelines to connect to the 

existing -..,vaste;vater lines within surrounding streets. Waste·water generated by the Proposed 
Project would he treated at LACS D's JWPCP. The ·wastewater generated by the Proposed Project 

would be treated at the JWPCP, which has a maximum treatment capacity of 400 MGD. The 

J\VPCP currently provides treatment for an average flow of 2801'v1GD, and with the HPSP as 

being part of the adjusted environmenta! baseline, the JWPCP provides treatment for an average 

of 282 l\KJD ohvastewater. As shown on Table 3J5-3, the Proposed Project ·would generate a 

total of 0.72 MOD, which would be less than a percentage of maximum treatment capacity and 

average flows at the J\VPCP. The JWPCP would have sufficient capacity to treat alt \vastcYvater 

generated from the Proposed Project.4 

The J\VPCP provides primary and secondary treatment by processing wastewater in anaerobic 

digestion tanks,5 The treated \:V'aste-vvater is disinfected with hypochlorite and discharged to the 

Pacific Ocean through LACSD's nehvork of outfalls. Wastewater discharge requirements for the 

facility are based on all applicable state and federal regulations, policies, and guidance, and 

include limitations on effluent discharge and receiving \vateL In general, emuent discharge 

requirements include specifications fi.>r adequate disinfection treatment and limitations on 

pollutant concentrations, sediments, pH, temperature, and toxicity. 

As a largely commercial use, ihe Proposed Project would not discharge ·wastev.•ater that contains 

harmful levels of toxins that are regulated by the R\VQCB (such as large quantities of chemica!s 

that are more typical in agricultural and industrial uses). All effluent would comply with the 

wastmvater treatment standards of the R \VQCB, as \.Vastewnter would he transferred to the 

4 County Sanitation Di~lricts of LQ» Angdes County, 2(Jl 8. \Vi!! Serve Letkr for Prnjrct Condor. January 19. 
5 County Sanitation Dislrids of L(JS Angdes County, 2()18. Joint Water Pollution Control Plant. Available: 

https:iiwww.lacsd.org/wa>tewakx/ww.faci!hies.<iwpcp. Accessed December 3, 20 l 8. 
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JWPCP and treated belore being discharged to the ocean. Therefi:xe, impacts related to the 

wastev·,·ater treatment requirements of the RWQCB would be less than significant. 

Mitigation fvicasures 

None required. 

lmp:.n~t 3.15-4: hnpJementation ofth:e Proposed Project could result in a determination by 
the LACSO, which 'would serve the project, that it does not have adequate capacity to serve 
the project's projected demand in addition to the LACSD's existing commitments. 

Construction 
Construction of the Proposed Project would not result in additional waste\vater discharges to the 

J\:VPCP. During Project construction, use of the existing facilities on site \vould cease. which 

would in tum cease existing wastewater generation. /\H construction '\vorkers would use onsite 

portable restrooms. No other \.vastcwater would be generated onsite requiring treatment during 

construction. Therefore, because no wastewater \.vou!d be generated during construction, no 

impact would occur related to the capacity of the wastewater treatment plant 

Operation 

The Proposed Prnject \:Votlld increase wastewater gent:xation at the Project Site with the addition 

of the arena, practkc facility, sports medicine clinic, team offices, retail/restaurants, and a hotel. 

A project-specific Sewer Area Study Plan \Vas prepared for the Proposed Project (Appendix XX). 
The Proposed Project would have three points of connection to the existing sewer systen1s. These 

points of connection include to the City's se\ver hne at South Prairie Avenue and West 102""1 

Street, the City's sewer line at West 102i1<1 Street -vvest of South Doty Avenue, and to the LAC SD 

Prairie Trunk Sewer at Freeman Avenue and 103•d Street. According to the Sewer Arca Study 

Plan, the existing 8-inch sewer line along \Vest l 02nt1 Street would be removed or abandoned in 

the portion of the street that \Votild he vacated to accommodate project construction. Ne\V 8-inch 

and IO-inch pipelines would be constructed to serve the proposed uses and their laterals. 

The northern portion of the Project Site \vou1d drain to City sewer lines at South Prairie A venue 

and \Vest l02'''d Street The eastern portion \Vciuld drain to the existing sev\ter line along West 

l02'1d Street and ultimately to the Orange A venue Trunk Sewer along South Doty A venue, 

V1/astewater contribution to the eastern portion includes a fraction of the i,vastev.mter generated by 

the proposed arena. The remaining portion of the site would drain to the Prairie Avenue Trunk 

Se1;ver along Freeman Avenue. 

All se\ver mains that wuuld serve the Project Site are sized bet\veen 8-inches and 12-inchcs. 

According to the Se\ver Area Study Plan and as detailed in Table 3, 15~2, the se\ver rnains that 

\vould serve the Proposed Project would .meet the Los Angeles County capacity standards of no 
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more than ~2 full fi..1r mains under 15-inch diameter and no more than ~/4 thll for mains \vith a 

diameter of 15-inches and larger. l\fore specifically: 

• The Project Site would contribute approximately 0 . .51 f'.·1GD to the Prairie A venue Tmnk 
Sewer, \vhich does not exceed the available capacity of l.61 MGD; 

• Existing City 8-inch SC\VCT line along I OJr<l Street that would convey peak flow· would he 
upsized to a 12-inch line and would extend to the Project Site; 

• The Project Site would contribute fto7 MGD to the City collector sewer line at South Prairie 
Avenue and West 102nd Street, which docs not exceed the available capacity of 0.39 MGD; 

• The Project Site \vould contribute 0.15 :tvlGD to West 1 oznc1 Street cast sewer tine and 
ultimately to the Orange Avenue Trunk Sewer, \vhich does not exceed existing peak flO\vs of 
0, 17 MGD; and 

• With prnposed improvements along l 03'0 Street to upsize the existing 8-inch se-.,,ver line to a 
12-inch line extended. to the Project Sik, the existing City collector lines and LAC SD sewer 
system would have adequate capacity to serve the Proposed Project. 

The vlastewater generated by the Proposed Project \vould be treated at the J\VPCP, \.vhich has a 

maximum treatment capacity of 400 fv1GD and cmrently provides treatment fbr an average flow 

of 280 MGD. \Vith the HPSP as being part of the adjusted ~~nvironmental baseline, this analysis 

assumes the J\VPCP provides treatment for an average of 282 MGD ohvastcwater. As shovm on 

Table 3.15-3, the Proposed Project \vould generate a total of0.72 MGD, which would be less than 

a percentage of maxinmm treatment capacity and average flows. According to the LACSD Will 

Serve Leiter for the Proposed Project, the JWPCP \vould have sufficient capacity to treat alJ 

wastewater generated from the Proposed Project. 6 Because the surrounding sewer mains and 

J\:VPCP \vould have adequate capacity to serve the Proposed Project, impacts \vould be less thao 

significant 

J\'1itigation Measures 

None required. 

Cumulative Impacts 
The geographic scope of analysis Jcir cumulative impacts related to the JWPCP is the drainage 

basin of\.vastewater that is received for treatment at the J\VPCP, The geographic scope of 

analysis for City and LACSD sew·er and trunk lines are the net1;vork of those wastewater lines. 

6 County Sanitation Districts of L{JS Angeles Couniy, 20 J 8. Wi!J Serve Letter fr.ir Project Comfor. January ! 9. 
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Impact 3.15-5: Implementation of the Proposed Project, in combination with other 
development, \Voutd not cumulafrvely exceed wastc\yater treatment requirements of the 
Regional \Vatcr Quality Control Board. 

Cumulative projects (listed in Chapter 3.0, Environmental Impacts, Setting, and Mitigation 

Measures) \.vould increase i,vastewater generation throughout the region. Similar to the Proposed 

Project, wastewater frorn cumulative projects would be treated at the JINPC.P. Of the jurisdictions 

listed in Tabk 3.0~ l, Cumulative Projects List, the cities ofrnglewood, Hmvthome and 

El si;~gundo east of Sepulveda Boulevard ate served by the JWPCP. Table 3.15~4 shows the 

estimated wastewater generation that \vnuld be produced by the cumulative projects in these 

cities, based on land use, The table belmv assumes that there are no existing uses or existing 

'Nastewater being generated on these sites, as a conservative estimate of wastewater generated 

from these cumulative projects. 

TABLE 3.15~4 
ESTIMATED CUMULATIVE WASTEWATER GENERATION 

Cumulative Daily Average Sewage Daily Peak Flow 
Project Generation Factor Unit Average (2.5 J< Average} 

List Number Land Usa (GPO) Contribution Flow (GPD) (MGD} 

5 Hotel 125 Gallons/Room 190 Rooms 23)50 0.06 

7 Hotel 125 Gallons/Room 152 Rooms 19,000 0.05 

8 Office 200 Gallons/1,000 SF 3,050 SF 6'10 0.001 

9 Office 200 GaUons/1,000 SF 73,000 SF 14,600 004 

10 omce 200 Gallonsl1,000 SF 52,000 SF 10,400 om 
Athletic Training Facility 300 Gallons/1,000 SF 68,380 SF 20,514 0.05 
(Performance Genter) 

11 SchoOi 200 Gallons/1,000 SF 240,000 SF 48,000 0.12 

12 Office 200 Gallons/1,000 SF 63,550 SF 12,710 0.03 

15 Office 200 Gallonsl1,000 SF 61,545 SF 12,'.309 om 
Retall 100 Gallons/1,000 SF 13,660 SF 1,366 0.003 

16 Office 200 Gallons/i ,000 SF !Kl,569 SF 18.714 0.05 

17 Office 200 Gallons/1 ,ODO SF 106,000 SF 21.200 0.05 

Warehouse 25 Gallons/1,000 SF 117,000 SF 2,925 0.007 

18 Office 200 Gallons/1 ,000 SF 1,740,000 SF 348,000 0.87 

Retail 100 Gallom/1,mlO SF 75,000 SF 7.500 CL02 

Schooi 200 Gallons/1,000 SF 7,000 SF 1.400 0.003 

Medical Buildings/light 300 Gallons/1,000 SF '107,000 SF 32,100 0.08 
lndustrlal 

Hole! 125 Gallons/Room 100 Rooms 12,500 0.03 

Health Club 600 Gallons/1,000 SF 19,000 SF 11,400 0.03 

19 Ho lei 125 Gallons/Room 167 Room 20,875 0.05 

20 Data Center (Office 200 Gallons/1,000 SF '180,422 SF 36,085 0.09 
Building} 

24 Office 200 Gallons/1,000 SF 300,000 SF 60.000 0.15 
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3, Erwironmen~~1! fmpacis. Setting~r £md ~AitlgaHon :MeBs.ures 
3.15 Utilities <ind Service Syst&ms 

i ABLE 3.15~4 
ESTIMATED CUMULATIVE WASTEWATER GENERATION 

Cumulative 
Project 

List Number Land Use 

25 Hote! 

27 Office 

Manufacturing 

29 Office 

30 Ice Rink (Amusement) 

35 Multi-Family 

36 Multi-Family 

Office 

37 Multi-Family 

Restaurant 

38 Multi-Family 

39 Hotel 

40 Hotel 

41 Multi-Family 

42 Multi-Family 

43 Multi-Famtly 

44 Multi-Family 

45 Multi-Family 

46 Multi-Famil')' 

47 Multi-Family 

48 Multi-Family 

49 Living Facility (Hospitals 
Convalescent) 

50 Multi-Family 

51 Multi-Family 

52 Hotel 

53 Multi-Family 

54 Multi-Family 

55 Multi-Family 

56 Retail 

57 Multi-Family 

58 Multi-Family 

60 Retail 

61 Multi-Family 

62 Multi-Family 

63 Self-Storage 
(INarehouse) 
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Daily Average Sewage 
Generation Factor 

(GPD) 

125 Gallons/Room 

200 Gallons/1,000 SF 

200 Gallons/1,000 SF 

200 Gallons/1,000 SF 

350 Gallons/1 ,000 SF 

156 Gallons/DU 

156 Gallons/DU 

200 Gallonsi1 ,000 SF 

156 Gallons/DU 

1,000 Gallons/1,000 SF 

156 Gallons/DU 

125 Gallons/Room 

125 Gallons/Room 

156 Gallons/DU 

156 Gallons/DU 

156 Gallons/DU 

156 Gallons/DU 

156 Gallons/DU 

156 Gallons/DU 

·155 Gallons!DU 

156 Gallons!DU 

85 Gallonsi8eds 

156 Gallons/DU 

156 Gallons!DU 

125 Gallons/Room 

156 Gallons/DU 

156 Gallons/DU 

156 Gallons/DU 

100 Gallons/1,000 SF 

156 Gallons/DU 

156 Gallons/DU 

-100 Gallons/1 ,000 SF 

156 Gallons/DU 

·155 Gallons/DU 

25 GaHons/1,000 SF 

3.15-13 

Unit 
Contribution 

150 Rooms 

67,474 SF 

11A71 SF 

20,955 SF 

17..315 SF 

116 DU 

171 DU 

32,500 SF 

230 DU 

3,700 SF 

6 DU 

350 Rooms 

119 Rooms 

4 DU 

4 DU 

12 DU 

38DU 

10 DU 

3 DU 

12 DU 

5 DU 

18 Beds 

18 DU 

4 DU 

120 Room 

3 DU 

7 DU 

12DU 

2,542 SF 

40DU 

H6DU 

40,000 SF 

20DU 

310 OU 

81,613SF 

Daily 
Average 

Flow (GPO) 

18,750 

13A95 

2294 

4.191 

6.060 

18,096 

26,6'16 

6,500 

35.880 

3,700 

936 

43,750 

14,875 

624 

624 

1.872 

5,928 

1,560 

468 

1,872 

780 

1,530 

2,808 

624 

15,000 

468 

1.092 

1.872 

254 

6,240 

18,096 

4,000 

3:120 

48.360 

2,040 

Peak Flow 
(2.5 x Average} 

(MG.O} 

0.05 

0.03 

0.005 

0.01 

0 02 

0.05 

0.06 

0.01 

0.09 

0.01 

0.002 

D.11 

0_04 

0.001 

0.001 

0.005 

0.01 

0.004 

0,00·1 

0.005 

0.001 

0.004 

0,007 

0.001 

0.04 

0.001 

OJ/0~1 

0.005 

0.000 

002 

0.f)5 

0.01 

0,008 

0.12 

0.005 
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i ABLE 3.15~4 

ESTIMATED CUMULATIVE WASTEWATER GENERATION 

Cumulative Daily Average Sewage Daily Peak Flow 
Project Generation Factor Unit Average (2.5 x Average} 

List Number Land Use (GPD) Contribution Flow (GPO) (MG.O} 

64 Multi-Family 156 Gallons/DU 3 DU 458 0.009 

65 Living Facility (Hospitals 85 Gallons/Beds 18 Beds 1.530 0.004 
Convalescent) 

68 Multi-Family "156 Gallons/DU 5 DU 780 0.002 

69 Self-Storage 25 Gallons/1,000 SF 120,000 SF 3,000 0.008 
(\Narehouse) 

93 Multi-Family 151'.l Gallons/DU 393 DU 6i ,308 0.15 

Retail '100 Gallons/1 ,000 SF 22,000 SF 2.200 0.006 

97 Hotel 125 Gallons/Room 128 Room 16.000 M4 

107 Multi-Family 156 Gallons/DU 36 DU 5,616 0.01 

108 Multi-Family 156 Gallons/DU 32 DU 4,992 0.01 

109 Multi-Family 155 Gallons/DU 9 DU 1.404 0Jl04 

110 Multi.Family 156 Galions!DU 4 DU 624 OJ/02 

·112 Multi.Family 156 Gallons/DU 19 DU 2,964 0.007 

-128 Mt.llti·Family 156 Gallons/DU 127 DU 19,812 0.05 

Total 1, 171,081 2.93 

SOURCE: G£>nm$lion rat<m am bas.00 011 of: AECOM, 2018_ S1iw..r Ama Study Pmj•?c1 Condor September 19, 2018. 

Approximately 3 l'v1GD of wastewater requiring treatnient at the J\VPCP \Vould be ge11erated by 

cumulative projects, As previously detailed, the J\.VPCP has a maximum treatment capacity of 

400 l'vtGD. and currently provides treatment for an average flow of 282 MOD of wastewater (\vith 

the acliustcd environmental baseline). Therefore, the JWPCP would have capacity to treat both the 

Proposed Project and cumulative projects and can accommodate this prnjeckd grovdb of these 

cities. 

The J\>VPCP dis.infects \vastcv.mter and discharges it to the Pacific Ocean. \Vastcwater discharge 

requirements fr1r the facility arc based on all applicable state and federal regulations, policies, and 

guidance, and indude limitations on ef11uent discharge and receiving \Valer. In general. effluent 

discharge requirements include specifications for adequate disinfr~ction treatment and !imitations 

on pollutant concentrations, sediments, pH, temperature, and toxicity. Similar to the Proposed 

Project, all efi1ucnt from cumulative projects would be required comply with the wastc\vater 

treatment standards of the RWQCB, as wastewater \Vou!d be transferred to the J\-VPCP and 

treated before being discharged to the ocean. Therefi:Jrc, implementation of the Proposed Project, 

along with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, would have a less than significant 

cumulative impact related lo wastewater treatment requirements of the Regional \Vater Quality 

Control Board. 
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None required. 

Impact 3.15-6: Implementation of the Proposed Project, in combination with other 
development, ·would not result in a determination by the waste\vater treatment provider 
that it does not have adequate capacity to serve pro;jeets' demand in addition to existing 
commitments. 

The geographic scope for cumulative impacts on City and LACSD \vastewater services is the 

net\vork of City and LACSD wastewater lines running to the J\\'PCP. The JWPCP treats 

wastewater generated throughout the region, including for the cities of Inglewood, Hawthorne, 

and El Segundo east of Sepulveda Boulevard. Table 3.15-4 above shows the wastewater 

generation that vvould be produced by the cumulative projects in cities served by the JWPCP. A 

total of approximately 3 MGD \vould be generated by cumulative projects being served by the 

J\VPCP. The J\\!PCP collects an average daily wastewater intlow of 282 l\'1DG (with the adjusted 

environmental baseline), which is only 70 percent of its 400 '.\4GD capacity. Therefore, the 

J\VPCP would have capacity to treat both the Proposed Project and cumulative pr<zjects. In 
addition, similar to the Proposed Project, other cumulative projects \Vithin the J\VPCP service 

area would be required to verify with the LACSD and City engineers that existing capacity exists 

to convey and treat the wastewater generated by the ne\v develop111e11ts prior to implementation. 

As existing capacity at the J\VPCP exists, a less than significant cumulative impact would occur 

related to wastewater capacity. 

Mitigation i\ieasures 

None required, 

Storm Drainage Capacity and Conveyance 

3.15.9 Environmental Setting 
Existing Soil Drainage 

The Project Site currently consists of both pcrvious and impervious surfaces, including 

commercial buildings, a hotel, u fast-fi>od restaurant, and large portions of vacant land. The 

Project Site is currently made up of approximately 15 percent impervious surfaces and 85 percent 

pcrvious surfaces. Preliminary investigations of the Project Site indicate that the site's native soi! 

characteristics have poor drainage with a Im\' infiltration rate.7-8 According to the Los Angeles 

7 _;:\EC()l\.·1~ 2018, .lngleit'uod .Basketball(..~ Enteruthnnent C\?nter Prl~ject Low ln~pal"·t [)eveh~ptncnt (.LIL9 Report, 
A.ugust 23,. 2018. p. 2. 

8 .AECotvr, 2018. Preliminary Geo1edmical lnvest1galio11. Sqw:mber 14, 2018, p. 34. 
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County Guidelines for Lovv Impact Development (LID) Stormwater Infiltration, minimum 

standard for soi! infiltration is 0.3 inches per hour-9 Preliminary percolation tests \Vere conducted 

at five selected locations at the Project Site. Based on the results, infiltration rates for the soils in 

the upper 10 foct range from 0.32 to 3.52 inches per hour. Hovvever, the subsurface native soils at 

the Project Site consist predominately of clayey soils with estimated infiltration rates lower than 

0.3 inches per hour and •·vith few or no cotmt~ctivity to pe1111eahle soil horizons. l\.foreover, the 

underlying, predominantly clayey soils at the Project Site have never experienced saturation. 

These characteristics indicate that infiltration is largely infeasible at the Project Site, and that the 

Project Site nmently provides very little percolation of soils. Thus,. under existing conditions, 

stormwater reaching the Pn~ect Site does not percolate, and existing drainage from the Project 

Site flows to adjacent off-site storm drain facilities and ultimately in to the City maintained storm 

drain mains located along all streets surrounding the Project Site. 

Existing Drainage Infrastructure at the Project Site 

Arena Site 

\Vest 102''"1 Street crosses through the Arena Site in an east-\vcst direction. Storm drainage 

facilities at this portion of the Project Site includes a 60-inch storm drain pipeline within South 

Prairie Avenue and a stom1 drain pipeline ivithin \Vest 102nd Street.IO In addition, an existing 

catch basin is located at the intersection of \Vest 102"u Street and South Prairie Avenue. 

West Parking and Transportation Hub Site 

The West Parking and Transportation Hub Site is crnTtmtly vacant, with West 10 l "1 Street 

crossing through the site in an east-'west direction. This portion of the Project Site includes a 24-

inch diameter storm drain pipeline that begins in \Vest 101 "1 Street, travels north to \Vest Century 

Boulevard, and turns cast along \Vest Century Boulevard. This portion of the Project Site also 

utilizes the abovementioned 60-inch diameter storm drain pipeline \Yithin South Prairie A venue. 

East Parking and Hotel Site 

The East Parking and Hotel Site is currently vacant. Storm drainage pipelines arc located within 

South Doty Avenue. In addition, a 54-inch diameter storm drainage pipeline crosses under parcels 

to the west of the East Parking and Hotel Site, extending north through West Century Boulevard 

and south through West 102nct Street 

Well Relocation Site 

The \>Vell Relocation Site is located east of the Arena Site and would contain a city-owned and 

operated potable water welL T111:~ \\/ell Relocation Site is currently vaca11t. This portion of the 

9 County of Los Angdes Department of Publk w,)rb\, 2014. Adminixtratiw; Mamml: Guiddinexii1r Design. 
Investigation, and Reporting Low /mpaci De1oe!opmen1 Starmwaier fn(i!tralion. p. 2. 

IO .AECotvr, 2015, E>:istmg Condllim1s Plan Sheet C-10 I. 
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Project Site includes storm drainage pipelines \.Vithin West 102"<! Street and South Doty A venue, 

detailed above. 

3.15.10 Adjusted Baseline Environmental Setting 
As discussed in Section 3.0, Environmental Impacts, Settings, and l'vli.tigation Measures, the 

Proposed Project is not anticipated to be constructed and begin operations until mid-2023 for the 

2023-24 NBA. basketball season. Also as discussed in Section 3.0, Environmental Impacts, 

Settings, and Mitigation Ivfeasurcs, the City has issued building permits for, and construction has 

cmnmenced on, significant portions of the Hollywood Park Specific Plan, including the 

construction of the 70,000-seat NFL Stadium, a 6,000 seat perfr)rmance venue, 518,077 sf of 

retail and restaurant uses, 466,00(l sf of office space, 314 residential units, and approximately 

9,900 parking spaces. Due to the certainty of these projects being constructed and in operation 

prior to opening of the Proposed Project the City off ngle"vood determined that it is appropriate 

to include these projects in an adjusted environmental selling for the Proposed Project. 

Accordingly, the runoff drainage associated with these developments within the Hollywood Park 

Specific Plan area arc considered as part of the adjusted environmental baseline. 

In its current condition, according to the Hollywood Park Specific Plan ElR, the Hollywood Park 

Specific Plan area is largely covered with impervious surfaces with soft landscaped areas 

induding the main hnrserncing track and training track, as wen as the active construction area. 

The Hollywood Park Specific Plan Project \Vould further add impervious surfaces with the 

construction of the NFL stadium, performance venue, retail and restaurant uses, office space, and 

parking spaces. 

Existing drainage infrastructure already exists at the Hollywood Park Specific Plan area, and 

additional drainage infrastructure vrnuld be constructed to accommodate the new development. 

New drainage infrastructure includes various on-site drains, open-channel drainage, an off-site 

bypass north of the Holly1;i,1ood Park Specific Plan area, catch basins, and vegetated bio-retention 

areas. The Hollywood Park Specific Plan Project \vould include BMPs as required by the site­

specific Storm\vatcr Pollution Prevention Plan (S\VPPP) to reduce runoff Hows from leaving the 

site, in accordance -vvith federal, state, and local regulations. Under the adjusted environmental 

baseline, storm1,vater flows surrounding the Project Site would largely remain similar to existing 

conditions due to the use of BMPs and compliance with drainage regulations pertaining to the 

Hollyw«lod Park Speci fie Phm area. 

3.15.11 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permits 

The NPDES pem1it system was established in the CWA to regulate municipal and industrial point 

discharges to surface waters of the US Each NPDES permit for point discharges contains limits 

on aHO\vabk concentrations of pollutants contained in discharges, Sections 401 and 402 of the 
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C\VA contain general requirements regarding NPDES permits. Section 307 of the CWA 

describes the factors that the EPA must ronsider in setting effluent limits for priority pollutants. 

The C\VA "vas arnended in 1987 to require NPDES pcm1its for non-point source (i.e., 

stormwater) pollutants in discharges. Stormwater sources are diffose and originate over a 'i-Vide 

area rather than from a definable point. The goal of NP DES stom1water regulations is to improve 

the quality of stormwater discharged to receiving waters to the "maximum extent practicable" 

through the use of structural and non-structural BMPs. BMPs can include the development and 

implementation of various practices including educational m.casures (workshops informing public 

of\vhat impacts results when household chemicals are dumped into storm drains), regulatory 

measures (local authority of drainage fii.cility design), public policy measure::;, and structural 

measures (filter strips, grass swalcs and detention ponds). The NPDES pennits that apply to 

activities in the City ofTngle\.vood am described under local regulations below. 

State 

General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit 

In accordance \vith NP DES regulations, to minilnize the potential effects of construction rnnoff 

on receiving water quality, the State requires that any construction activity affecting one acre or 

more obtain coverage under a General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit (General 

Construction Permit). The current (knernl Construction Pennit is the NPDES Cknern! Permit for 

Storm \Vater Discharges Associated ·with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order 

No. 2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002, effective July l, 2010. General Construction 

Permit applicants are required to prepare and implement a SWPPP which includes implementing 

BMPs to reduce construction effects on receiving \Valer quality by implementing erosion and 

sediment control measures and reducing or eliminating non-stormwater discharges. Examples of 

typical construction BMPs in SWPPPs include, but arc not limited to: using temporary mulching, 

seeding, or other suitable stabilization measures to protect uncovered soils; storing materials and 

equipment so as to ensure that spills or leaks cannot enter the storm drain system or surface 

\Vatcr: developing and implementing a spill prevention and cleanup plan; and installing sediment 

control devices such as gravel bags, inlet filters, fiber rolls, or silt fonces lo reduce or eliminate 

sediment and other pollutants from discharging to the City drainage system or receiving waters. 

Construction activity that results in soil disturbances of less than one ac:rc is subject to the 

Genernl Construction Permit if there is potential for significant v.'ater quality impainnent resulting 

from the activity as determined by the RWQCB. 

Local 

City of Inglewood General Plan 

The City oflnglev.'ood General Plan Conservation Element, adopted on October 21, 1997, 

addresses the plan for conservation, development and utilization of natural resources found within 

the jurisdiction of the City. Chapter IV of the Conservation Element addresses the City's storm 

drain system. While the Conservation Element details the City's concerns related to pollutants 
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entering the storm drainage system and contaminating the coastal and ocean environment, no 

specific goals or policies are stated that are relevant to the Proposed Project 

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit 

Los Angeles County and 84 incorporated cities, including the City of Inglewood, have a joint 

l\fonkipa1 Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES permit (MS4 Permit) (Permit Order No. H.4-

2012-0175, NPDES Permit No. CAS004001) that \vas granted on November 8, 2012. The MS4 

Permit is intended to implement BlV1Ps to reduce pollutants in stomnvater discharges to the 

maximum extent practicable. The permittces listed under the joint permit have the authority to 

develop. adrninister. irnplernent, and enforce storm water management programs \Vi thin their ovm 

jurisdiction. On June 27, 2013, the cities of El Segundo, Hawthorne, Inglc;,vood, and Los Ange ks 

(including the Port of Los Angeles), the County of Los Angeles, and the Los Angeles County 

Flood Control District formed the Dominguez Channel \~laternhed Management Arca Group to 

develop a collaborative approach to meet the requirements of the MS4 Permit [Note to Team: 

City to provide revised infr.m11atio11, per edits in the Hydrology Chapter.] 

Urban storm water runoff is defined in the I'v1S4 Pl~nnit as induding stomnvatcr and dry weather 

Hows from a drainage area that reaches a receiving water body ot subsurface, The permit 

regulates the discharge of all wet and dry \Vcather urban stonn water runoff within the County of 

Los Angeles (\vith exception to the City of Long Beach). Purt VLC of the Los Angeles County 

J\,1S4 permit allows permhtees the t1exibility to develop WMPs or EWMPs to implement the 

requirements of the permit on a watershed scale through customized strategies, control measures, 

and BMPs, The Dominguez Channel \Vatershed Management Area Group developed a E\VMP 

that was approved by the Los Angeles Water Board on Febrnary 26, 2016. 11 The E\VMP includes 

\vater quality priorities for the Dominguez Channel \Vatershed Managen:ienl Area, watershed 

control measures consisting of both strnctural and non-structural BJ'v1Ps, financial strategies, and 

legal authority (permittees have the necessary kgal authority to implement the BMPs identified in 

the E\V!V1P or the legal authority exists to compel implementation of the BMPs). 

Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan and City of Inglewood Municipal 
Code Low Impact Development Requirements 

ln 2000, the Standard Urban St<mnwater i'v1itigation Plan (SUSMP) was approved by the 

Los Angeles RWQCB as part of the MS4 program to address stornn.vater pollution from new 

construction and redevelopment The SUS~vfP contains a list nf minimum BMPs that must he 

employed to infiltrnte or treat stonrnvater runoff, control peak fa_)\\/ discharge, and reduce post­

pmject discharge of pollutants from sinmrwatcr conveyance sysicms. Based upon land type, the 

SUSJVIP defines tlw types of practices that must be included and issues that must be addressed as 

appropriate to the development type and size. One of the most important requirements of the 

SUSMP is the specific sizing criteria for stomnvakr treatment BfVIPs frJr new development and 

significant redevelopment projects. ln 2015, the City replaced the SUSI'v1P \Vi th Section 10-208 of 

1 ! Dominguez Channel Watershed Management An~a Group. 2015. Enhanced Waterslwd Managemenl Program. 
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the City of lngle'lvood Municipal Code, titled Low Impact Development Requirements tor New 

Development and Redevelopment This portion of the Municipal Code builds on the SUS MP and 

establishes requirements frir construction activities and facility operations of development 

projects to comply with the current J\'.1S4 Permit These include requirements to lessen the 'Nater 

quality impacts of development by using s1.nart growth practices and integrate LID practices and 

standards for storrnwater pollution mitigation 

County of Los Angeles Low Impact Development Standards Manual 

In 2014, the County of Los Angeles prepared the Los Impact Development Standards Manual 

(LID Standards Manual) to comply with the requirements of the NPDES MS4 Permit for 

storm water and non-stonmvater discharges frorn the t-'1S4 within the coastal watersheds of Los 

Angeles County .12 The LID Standards Manual provides guidance for the implementation of 

stormwater quality control measures in new development and redevelopment projects in 

unincorporated areas of the County with the intention of improving water quality and mitigating 

potential water quality impacts from stomnvater and non-stormwater discharges. The City of 

Inglc,vood implements these standards fl:w projects within the city. 

3.15.12Analysis, Impacts and Mitigation 
Significance Criteria 

A significant impact \Vonk! occur to storm drainage capacity and conveyance if the Proposed 

Project vvould: 

l . Require or result in the construction of ne\v stom1 water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of w·hich could cause significant environmental effects, 

Methodology and Assumptions 

The f()llowing impact analysis evaluates the potential f(w the Proposed Pmjt-~ct to result in changes 

to existing infrasiruci:ure and capacity relating to siormwatcr drainage and convey<1nce. It is 

assumed that aH aspects of the Proposed Project would comply \Vi th all applicable laws, 

regulations, design standards, and plans. An analysis of impacts to hydrology, water quality, and 

groumhvatcr is included in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3. 15-7: Imr>le.mentation of the Pror>osed Project \YouJd not require or result in the 
construction of new storm water drainage fa.dUties or e::qrnnsion of existing facilities, the 
constnJ.dion of' which could cause significant environmental effects. 

Construction 

Existing dtainagc from the Project Site fio\vs to adjacent off-site stonn drain facilities and 

ultimately in to the City maintained storm drain mains located along all streets surrounding the 

12 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 2014. l.mP lmpae! Development Swndards Manual. 
February 2018. 
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Project Site. Construction of the Proposed Project would require the use of\.vater on-site for 

various purposes including dust control, concrete mixing, and sanitation. Construction activities 

and materials would alter the drainage pattern of the Project Site, potentialJy increasing water 

flovv into the existing drainage system. 

With implementation ofBMPs as required by the site-specific SWPPP, runoff discharged from 

the Project Site 1vould be reduced. Typical construction B:t\-1Ps in.eluding but not limited to silt 

fonces, fiber rolls, compost blankets, avoiding heavy grading and eartlnvork operations during the 

rainy season, and incorporating landscaping as early as possible would sl01;v flo\vs and reduce the 

rnte of nmoff leaving the Project Site. By controlling and limiting the flow of water, runoff to 

stonnwater drainage systems ·would be reduced. \\Tith implementation of these regulations and 

BMPs, the Proposed Project would not create or contribute runoff \-vatcr that \Vou1d exceed the 

c3pacity of existing or planned stormwatcr drainage syskms or result in subst<Intia1 additional 

sources of polluted runoff Therefore, impacts during construction would he less than 

significant 

Operation 

As detailed above, the Project Site currently provides very little percolation of soil. Under 

existing conditions, stonnwater reaching the Project Site does not percolate, and existing drainage 

from the Project Site flmvs to adjacent off-site storm drain facilities and ultimately in to the City 

maintained stonn drain mains located along all streets smTotmding the Pr~ject Site. \Vhile the 

Project Site would add impervious surfaces, drainage \vould continue to nm into surrounding 

drainage infrastructure, similar to existing conditions, In addition, as detailed in Section 3.9, 

llydrolog:y and Water Quality, the Proposed Project would include the f()Uowing on-site drainage 

foatures and infrastructure improvements at the Arena Site, West Parking and Transportation Hub 

Site, and East Parking and Hotel Site, that would connect to existing storm drains 'Within 

surrounding streets, 

Arena Site 
Under the Proposed Project, \Vest l02"d Street \vould be vacated and the proposed arena vvould be 
built over the street. The Proposed Project 1-vould construct ne\v site access roads along the 

periphery of the arena. The existing catch basin at the intersection of West 102~'1 Street and South 

Prairie Avenue would be removed, along with the existing storm drain line within \Vest l02'":1 

Street. Stornnvater pipelines, storm drains, and storm drain ovcrflmv pipes would be installed 

within and along the proposed site access roads. The ne-.,v stormwater pipelines within the 

proposed site access roads -.,vou1d connect to the existing storm drain lines \Vithin South Prairie 

AvemH.'), Grate opening catch basins, stormwater pipelines, and storm drain overflow pipelines 

\vould also be installed within the northern portion of the Arena Site to accommodate the public 

plaza, outdoor stage, community space, and retail/restaurant uses. Bio-filtration systems \vould be 

installed throughout the Arena Site, including but not limited to, along South Prairie Avenue, 

along the proposed site access roads, and within the public plaza space. 
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West Parking and Transportation Hub Site 

With implementation of the Proposed Project, the proposed parking garage would be constructed 

o\•er \Vest 10 l "1 Street and new site access roads would be constructed along the periphery of the 

parking garage to redirect traffic. An underground precast detention and pretreatment system 

»vould be installed \Vest of the parking garage under the westerly proposed site access road. 

Stonmvater pipelines and a side opening catch basin would be .installed within \Vest l 0 l "1 Street 

to connect the proposed detention and pretreatment system to the existing storm drain line within 

\Vest 101 't Street Stormwater pipelines, storm drain overflm:v pipe, and bio~filtrntion systems 

would be installed within the proposed periphery site access roads. In addition, a trench drain 

would be installed at the southwest corner of the \;\lest Parking and Transporlation l-lub Site. 

East Parking and Hotel Site 

Under the Proposed Project, stormwater pipelines and storm drain overtlov1r pipe 'would be 

installed along the boundary of the East Parking and Hotel Site. An underground precast 

detention and pretreatment system \vou!d be installed at the southwest corn.er of the East Parking 

and Hotel Site, Stonnwater pipelines •vould be insta11ed 'vithin \\lest l 02n<1 Street to connect the 

proposed detention and pretreatment system to existing storm drain line within West l 02"'1 Street 

Well Relocation Site 
No storm drain infrastrm::ture improvements would occur on the W'e11 Relocution Site under the 

Proposed Project. 

Analysis 
As detailed above, portions of'West l02"J Street and \Vest 101" Street that cross the Project Site 

would be vacated and constructed over, which \Vou!d include the removal of drainage foatures 

(including stonmvater pipelines and an existing catch basin) \vi thin these roadways. Nevertheless, 

the Proposed Project vlould include new site access roads around the periphery of the Arena Site 

and \Vest Parking and TransporWtion Hub Site, which vvould indmk ne\V stormwater pipdines, 

storm drains, and storn1 drain overflow pipes .. These features \vnuld also be constructed at the 

East Parking and Hotel Site. ln addition, ihe Proposed Project would include grate opening catch 

bas.ins, side opening catch basins, underground prccast detention and pretreatment syskms. and 

bio-fillrntion systems throughout the Project Site. All proposed onsite drainage features would be 

required to be approved by City engineers and comply \Vith local regulations. 

The Proposed Project would he required to comply with all applicable drainage regulations and 

standards, including the NPDES General Construction Pcnnit, the City's Municipal Code, and the 

County's LID Standards Manual. The Proposed Project would utilize bio-filtration planters and 

bio-filtrntion systems to treat the stormwater runoff Runoff would be directed from drainage 

areas to onsite bio-fi!tration plants and bio-s\vales, slowing the rate of runoff and in turn slowing 

the amount of water entering the stormwater drainage system. The bio-filtration systems are 

designed to capture site mnoff from roof drains, treat the nmoff through biological reactions 

within the planter soil media, and discharge at a rate intended to mimic pre-developed conditions. 
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With construction of on-site drainage features and infrastructure improvements that would 

connect to existing storm drains vvithin surrounding streets, along with implementation of 

regulations and BrvtPs, the Proposed Prc~jcct would not create or contribute mnot'f i;vatcr that 

would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems. Drainage 

infrastructure at the Project Site \voukl he designed to discharge stonmvater at a rate in.tended to 

mimic pre-developed conditions The expansion of stonnwater drainage fa.di ities at the Project 

Site are a component of the Proposed Project itself~ the construction of which and their 

environmental effects is considered throughout the EIR .. Therefixe, as implementation of 

regulations and BMPs would not create or contribute runoff "\Nater that \Voukl exceed capacity of 

existing or planned stom1\vater drainage systems, impacts during operation of the Proposed 

Project ·would be Jess than significant 

Mitigation \foasures 

None required. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The geographic scope of analysis for cumulative impacts related lo surface water mnoff and 

drainage capacity is the City oflngk:wood, as stonnwater runoff flov1is to existing ston11 drain 

facilities 1,.vhich ultimately flow to City maintained storm drain mains. 

Impact 3.15-8: implementation of the Proposed Project, in combination ·with other 
development, would not result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities (ff 

expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 
environmental eff ccts. 

As the city is largely developed \vith impervious surfi-i.ces, cumulative projects (listed in Chapter 

3.0, Environmental hnpacts, Setting, and !Vlitigation .Measures) would involve redevelopment of 

existing paved or developed sites, and would not substantially increase the amount of irnpervious 

surfac.es. Thus, tht~ change of runoff to stomn.vater drainage systems would largely be negl igibk 

after development of cumulative projects. Additionally, as previously discussed, cumulative 

projects would he required to comply 'with applicable stormwater runoff regulations, including 

the NPDES General Construction Pem1it, the City's Municipal Code Section 10-208, and the 

County's UD Standards ManuaL BivlPs associated with these regulatinns would reduce runoff~ 

therefore reducing the amount of stonnwater entering the drainage systems. In addition, 

redeveloped parcels 1;vould likely undergo changes that \Vtmld eliminate outdated \Vatcr drainage 

foatmes that no longer meet current regulations, Older infrastructure would be replaced with 

features that would provide higher quality of stonmvater runoff limn exists under current 

conditions. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project, along with past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable projects, i,vould have a less than significant: cumulative impact related to 

exceeding the capacity of storm drainage facilities. 
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None required. 

Solid Waste Generation and Landfill Capacity 

3.15.13 Environmental Setting 
Regional and local Setting 

The City of Inglewood is served by Consolidated Disposal Services (CDS), a subsidiary of 

Republic Services, Inc., which provides \Vaste and recycling co!Jection services for residential 

and commercial uscs.n Solid waste is taken to the CDS American \Vastc Transfer Station \Vhcrc 

it is sorted. Residu<il garbage is taken to the Consolidated Volume Transport Disposal and 

Recycling Center. Recycling and green waste is taken to CDS· Cmnpton Transfer Station. Solid 

\vaste is then transferred to CDS-owned facilities, including the Sunshine Canyon Landfill in 

Sylmar, California. !4 

The Sunshine Canyon Landfill handles approximately one-third of the daily waste of all of Los 

Angeles County. 15 The landfill is permitted to receive a maximum of J 2, 100 tons of waste per 

day, or 4.4 million tons per year. Jn 2016 the landfill accepted an average of7 .496 tons of\vaste 

per day, and in 2018 accepted an average of 8,300 tons of waste per day (or 3 million tons of 

\vaste per year). lii.!7 The landfi11 has an apprcodmatc cease operation date of 2037, and has 

approximately 96,800,000 cubic yards of remaining capacity. !Ii 

3.15.14 Adjusted Baseline Environmental Setting 
As discussed in Section 3.0, Environmental Impacts, Settings, and Mitigation Measures, the 

Proposed Project is not anticipated to be constructed and begin operations until mid-2023 for the 

2023-24 NBA basketball season. Also as discussed in Section 3,0, Environmental Impacts, 

Settings, and Mitigation Measures, the City has issued building permits for, and construction has 

commenced on, significant portions of the Hollywood Park Specific Plan, including the 

construction ofthe 70,000-seat NFL Stadium, a 6,000 seat perfrmrnmce venue, 518,077 sf of 

retail and restaurant uses, 466,000 sf of office space, 314 residential units, and approximately 

11 City oHngkwood., 2018 Ciiy ofinglcwood \Vnstc Col!cction FAQs. Availabk: 
http~://ww\v.cityofinglcwomLorgiFA().aspx'ITID=0.3(L Accc%ed November 28, 2018. 

14 City of tnglewomL 2012. Sol.id. Waste Proposal Summary. A.vailab!.e: hHps:/1\vw\v.ci1yofinglewomLorg/Dncumenl 
Cemer!View/2716/a2pdf?bidld"'· 

15 Republic Services,, lnc .. 201 t'L Sm.1shine Canyon Landfill: About Availab!.e: 
https:/!sunshinecanyonlandfiltcom/aboul/. 1\cccssed Novernher 28, 2018. 

16 County oftos Angeles, 20 l 7. Countywidc fntcgratcd Waste M anagcmcnt Plan 2016 .Ammal Report. Ava.ilabk: 
https://dpw.lacounty.govicpd/sv,,ims/ShowDoc.aspx?id=6530&hp=ycs&trpc=PDf, p. 71. 

17 Republic St·rvices, Int., 20.l8. Stmsh.inc Canyon Landfill: About Availabk: 
https:/isi_mshinccanyonlandtll!.com/about/, Accessed November 28, 20'!8-

18 CalRccyclc, 2018. S\VIS Facility Ddai!: Sunshine Canyon LandfilL Available: hHps:iiwwv,·2.calrecydc.ca.gov/ 
swfacilities.if)irecforyrl9-Ai\"2000. Acccs,cd Nol/cm.bcr 28, 201 i( 
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9,900 parking; spaces. Due to the certainty of these projects being constructed and in operation 

prior to opening of the Proposed Project, the City of Inglewood determined that it is appropriate 

to include these projects in a:n adjusted environmental setting for the Proposed Project 

Accordingly, the estimated solid waste generation associated with these developments \Vithin the 

Hollywood Park Specific Plan area arc considered as part of the adjusted environmental baseline. 

Table 3.15-5 details the estimated solid \Vaste that \.vould be generated by the HPSP, by land use. 

The HPSP is anticipated to generate approximately 6,625 tons per year of waste. The Sunshine 

Canyon Landfill currently accepts an average of 8,300 tons of waste per day, or 3 mill ion tons of 

waste per year, with a maximum allo\'lable throughput of 4A million tons ofv,iaste per year. The 

HPSP's solid waste contribution would be less than a percent of the current waste yearly accepted 

at the landfiH. \Vith the HPSP as part of the adjusted environmental baseline, the Sunshine 

Ca.nyon Landfill would continue to accept an average of <1pproximately 3 million tons of \vask 

per year. 

Proposed Use 

Arena 

Performance Venue 

Office 

Relail!Restaurant 

Residential 

Total 

NOTE: 

TABLE 3.15-5 
HPSP Souo WASTE GENERATION ESTIMATES 

Unit Contribution 

70, 000 Seats 

6.000 Seats 

466,000 square feet 

518,077 SF 

314DU 

Solid Waste Generation 
Factor 

0.042 Ions/seal/year 

0.042 Ions/seat/year 

1 lb/100 ~Alday 

2.5 lb/100 sf/day 

0. 7 tons/unit-year 

Solid Waste Generation 
{tons/yr) 

2,940 

252 

850 

2,364 

219 

6.625 

The siw<irn footi{le oJ the HPSP arena and performance c:enter is l10t ~.nown as !hi~ time. Therefo.re. these uses use tlie solid waste 
>ieot:aratioo from !he t.::w:o1i.1xm1m Stadium Re1xmstrw;tion EIR, wh•ch 1,1ses <i generatkm rate !nised on number <)f "eats. 

SOURCE: Calculated by ESc\ 2018 using generation factors Imm Sacmmento Enteriaimnent and Sports Center EIR, 20·14 and !he 
Cllrnlcomm Stadium Reconstruction Project EIR 2015. 

3.15.15 Regulatory Setting 

Federal 

There arc no fodernl regulations, plans, or policies applicable to solid waste that relate to the 

Proposed Project 

State 

California Integrated Waste Management Act 

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) v11as enacted to reduce, 

recycle, and reuse solid \vaste generated in the state to the maximum extent feasible. Specifically, 

the Act requires city and county jurisdictions to identity an implementation schedule to divert 

50 percent of the total waste stream from landfill disposal by the year 2000. The Act a1so requires 
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each city and county to promote source reduction, recycling, and safe disposal or trnnsfrmmition. 

Cities and counties are required to maintain the 50 percent diversion specified by AB 939 past the 

year 2000. The Act also requires each city and county to promote source reduction, recycling, and 

safe disposal or transformatimL The City oflngie\vood's City-wide diversion rate per AB 939 

was 62 percent in 2010. 19 

In 2007, SB 1016 ·was passed, changing the way the State measured \Vaste diversion. SB HH 6 

builds on AB 939 compliance requirements by implementing a simplified measure of 

jurisdictions' perfrmmrnce. SB 1016 accomplishes this by changing to a disposal-based indicator 

(a per capita disposa.l rate). The AB 939 50 percent solid waste disposal reduction requirement is 

novv measured in tcnm; ofpeN::apita disposal expressed as pounds ofwaste generated per person 

per day, or pounds per employe~~ per day. The focus is on progrn1n implementation, actual 

recycling, and other diversion programs instead of estimated numbers. 

The State of California took another step to increase diversion in 201 J, viil1en the governor signed 

AB 341, increasing the current Strite goal from 50 percent diversion to 75 percent recycling by 

2020. AB 341 created the tviandatory Commercial Recycling la'1>v, \Vhich requires that all 

businesses that generate four or more cubic yards of \vaste each 'week and all multi-family 

communities with five or more units must an«mgc for recycling service. 

In 2014, Governor Brmvn signed AB 1826 into hnv, requiring businesses to recycle their organic 

waste, effective April I, 2016, depending on the amount of waste generated per \vcek. This law 

also requires that 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. This Jaw phases in the mandatory recycling of commercial organics 

over time. 

April l, 2016 Businesses that generate 8-Cubi,i;~ yards of organic \Vastc per week shall 

~mange for organic \:vaste recycling services. 

Januarv l, 20 i 7 Businesses that generate 4-Cubit' vards of ormmic \V.asle DtT week shall 

YGir ~ 2:020 .Assessrnent: If Ca!Recvck ddermines lhat th('. ,;;tatewide di~posal nf organic 

};V~lsl.c in 2020 bas not been reduced bv 50 percent of the !eve\ of .;,fo;posa! during 20 J 4, the 

(m~anic recvclirrn: rcquin~'.ments on businesses 'Nill c;qxmd to cover busim:sscs that gnK:rnte 2 .. 

19 City of!ngkwood, 2012. Speda! lvh:ding ofSpedal Council Evaluation ol'So!id Waste and Recycling Services 
f'rnposa!s . .I\ vailab!c: hllp://v ! .cityofing kwood.orgipdfs/wa;;ternanagcrnent/h Hqxff Acces$ed December 4, 20 l 8. 
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(:.uhi; __ y11nti .. ~IJ.JJ1Qf.Q.S•.Lt::.mmIEiJ:i;.:.i.<1J.x~!U~t...w1rn.r.i;.~ . .PS-'LW'f.Q~,, ... J\~!'.~HHQlJA1.!Y, .. i,:sC'.r.t.t1.tn .. .::~si;.Tnntiqmi.JIFJY 
no kJrnter be available if this tar<>ct b not met . .............................................. , ........................................................ .t;:::-1., ..................................... ,. 

**Nole: \tluhiforni!v thvcllimzs arc not n.::quircd tG lwvc a fl1od '>Vastc diversion pros:rnm. 

California Green Building Standards Code 

The Califomia Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code), California Code of 

Regulations (CCR) Title 24 is the first-in-the-nation mandatory green building standards code. 

The California Building Standards Connnission (CBSC) was directed to develop green buildings 

standards in 2007 in an effort to rncetthe goals ofCald(m1ia's landmark AB 32 initiative, \vhich 

established a co.mprehe11sive program of cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases to l 990 

levels by 2020. The purpose of the CALGn..~cn Code is to itT1provc public health, safety, and 

general welfare by enhancing the design and construction of buildings, Material conservation and 

resource efficiency is one of the categories of sustainable construction. I'vfoasures include means 

of achieving material conservation and resource efficiency through reuse of existing building 

stock and materials; use ofrecycled, regional, rapidly rcne,vable and certified wood materials; 

and employment techniques to reduce pollution through recycling of materials. 

local 
City of Inglewood General Plan 

The City ofinglmvood General Plan Conservation Element, adopted on October 21, 1997, 

addresses the plan frir conservation, development and utilization of natural resources hmnd within 

the jurisdiction of the City. Chapter IV of the Conservation Element addresses the City's solid 

waste management The Conservation Element notes that the City's goal of a 25 percent 

reduction of solid waste between 1990 and 1995 was met by th!.': City. Vllhilc the Conservation 

Element details the City's concerns related to landfiH capacities and the City's progrnn1s to 

minimize solid '>Vastc generation, no specific goals or policies arc stated that are relevant to the 

Proposed Project 

3.15.16 Analysis, Impacts and Mitigation 
Significance Criteria 

A significant impact related to solid waste generated and landfill capacity \Vould occur if the 

Proposed Project would: 

l. Be served by a landfill with insufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's 
solid \Vaste disposal needs; or 

2. Conflict \Vith federal, state. and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 
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Methodology and Assumptions 

The following impact analysis also evaluates the potential for the Proposed Project to result in 

changes to existing infrastructure and supply related to solid waste. Potential changes in solid 

waste generation are evaluated using \.Vaster generation factors shown in Table 3. l 5~6 below. It is 

assumed that all aspects of the Proposed Project would comply with all applicable lavvs, 

regulations, design standards, and plans. 

TABLE 3. 15~6 
EXISTING AND PROPOSED Souo WASTE GENERATION ESTIMATES 

Proposed Use Unit Contribution 

Existing 

RetailiCommercial 54,098 sqLlMS feel 

Proposed 

Retail/Commercial* 63,000 square feet 

Office 71,000 square feel 

Hotel up to 150 guest roorns 

Arena" 1,045,000 square feet 

Total 

r·~OTES' 

Solid Waste Generation 
Factor 

2.5 lb/100 sf-day 

2.5 lb/1 oo sf·day 

1 lb/100 sf-day 

3.2 lbs/unit-day 

129 tons/'1000 sf yr 

' lnchJde~ the Community Uses and Commercial Uses at the Arena Sile, 

Solid Waste 
Generation (tons/yr) 

247 

287 

130 

88 

1.348 

1,853 

••includes the LA Clippers \earn pmclice and \mining facili(y and spoiis medi,;;ne clin'c al trie Arena Site. 

Net Increase 
(tons/yr) 

40 

"130 

88 

1,348 

1.606 

SOURCE: Calcubted by ESA, 2018 using generation factors from S~cramento Entertai!lment and Spor!s Center EIR, 2014. 

Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 3.15-9: hnplementation of the Proposed Project \YOuld be sen'ed by a landfill ·with 
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the pro,iect's solid waste disposal needs. 

Construction 

As previously detailed. the City of Inglewood is served by CDS, \vhich transfers solid waste to 

the Sunshine Canyon Landfill in Sylmar. Califomia, The Sunshine Canyon Landfill currently 

receives an average of 3 million tons of i.vastc per year, and is permitted to receive a nrnxinmm of 

4,4 million tons of\vaste per year.20,21 The landfill has approximately 96,800,000 cubic yards of 

remaining capacity. Based on the landfill' s throughput and a vailabi ti ty of land, the landfill has a 

cease operation date of 2037, Construction of the Proposed Project would include demolition of 

existing buildings on the Project Site, and \1vou!d result in the generation of various construction 

waste including scrap lumber, scrap finishing materials, \'arious scrap metals, and other 

20 Republic St·rvices, Int,. 20.18. Stmsh.inc Canyon Landfill: About Availabk: 
https:/isi_mshinecanyonlandtll!.com/about/, Accessed November 28, 20'!8-

21 (;aJRecyc!~~ 2018. S\VIS Facihty· I)etalt: Sunshine C'.anyon LandfilL i\vallable: hups://v1·~\\·'\V2.calrecy.cic.ta.go~// 
swfacilitie~.iffaceforyrl9-Ai\·2000, Acccs,ed Nol/cm.ber 2[( 20 J 8, 
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recyclable and non-recyclable construction related wastes. Recyclable construction mater:iaLs, 

including concrete, metals, wood, and various other recyclable materials would be dive1ted to 

recycling facilities. 

Table 3.15-7 shmvs the solid \.Vaste that \vould he generated hy the demolition ofexisting uses at 

the Project Site, \:vhich \VOtt1d total approximately 4,273 tons. This construction debris would be 

approximately one tenth of one percent of the average waste that enters the landfill per year. The 

landfill has approximately 96,800,000 cubic yards of remaining capacity. According to 

CalRecycle, construction debris (loose asphalt or concrete) produces approximately one cubit 

yard per 400 pounds.22 Using this conversion (which is conservative since demolition would 

consist of materials smaller than asphalt and concrete), denwlition of the existing uses would 
produce approximately 3,560 cubic yards of debris. After demolition of existing uses, the hmdfill 

would still have approximately 96,796,440 cubic yards of remaining capacity. 

TABLE 3.15~7 
SOLID WASTE GENERATION DURING DEMOLITION OF EXISTING Uses 

Land Use to be Demolished 

Restaurant (Non-residential) 

Motel (NorHesidential) 

Food Warehouse (Non-residential) 

Commercial Vacant (Non·residential} 

Catering (Non"residen!ial) 

Total 

Unit Contribution 

1, 118 SF 

16,806 SF 

28,809 SF 

6,231 SF 

1,134 SF 

54,098 SF 

Solid Waste 
Generation Factor* 

158 lbs!SF 

158 lbs/SF 

158 lbs/SF 

158 lbs/SF 

158 lbs/SF 

Solid Waste 
Generation (tons) 

88 

1,328 

2,276 

492 

89 

4,273 

SOURCE: US Etwimm11ontal Protection Agency, 2003. Estimating 2003 Building·R<ilal.od Construction and Demolition Materials 
Amounts. 

The above estirnates arc conservative as the Proposed Project would be required to comply 'iivith 

State requirements to divert a minimum of 50 percent of construction wastes to a certified 

recycling processor, In addition, the Project would meet or exceud current unifonn codes 

designed to achieve a LEED Gold rating. The Project would apply f(n· LEED certification of the 

proposed buildings and accompanying development in the Building Design + Construction 

fBD+C) category, and would adopt a LEED approach in order to capture site~\·vidc strategies such 

as those related to solid waste managernent. The Proposed Project would commit to recycling 

construction wastes in excess of the minimum requirements of the State. A.dhcring to LEED Gold 

standards would minimize the total volume of demolition and construction waste that would be 

landfilled, hut would not avoid landfilling entirely. In consideration of the large volume of 

landfill capacity at Sunshine Canyon Landfill avaHable, sufficient landfill capacity >vou!d be 

available to serve the Proposed Project during construction. Thercfrire, the Proposed Project 

~2 (;aJRecyc !~~ 2019. Solid \Vast~ Cleanup Progratn \Vejgh1s and \?" ohnnes fiJr Project ·Estirnat.es. /\ vaUablc: 
https:iiwww.caln:cyclc,ca,gov/s\vfo.cilities/cdi/too!s/calcu!alions. Acces$ed January 13, 2019. 
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would not require new or expanded solid waste management or disposal facilities. Tims, as there 

is sufflcient landfill capacity to serve the Proposed Project's sol.id waste disposal needs during 

construction, impacts \vould be less than sign.ifkant. 

Operation 

Operation of the Proposed Project would result in the generation of waste in accordance v•.rith the 

proposed increase in use of intensity at the Project Sile. Proposed operational \vastes \Vould 

include retail/commercial. office, hotel, and entertainment and sports center-related wastes. As 

show·n in Table 3, 15-6 above, the ex isling uses at the Project Site generate 247 tons of waste per 

year. The Proposed Ptoject would generate approximately 1,853 tons of solid waste per year, for 

a net increase of 1,606 tons per year over existing conditions. 

\:Vaste generated by the Proposed Project would be removed from the site by CDS and recycled in 

accordance \Vith City requirements, with the remaining waste 1andfi1Icd at Sunshine Canyon 

Landfill. As noted previously, this landfill currently accepts an average of 3 million tons of waste 

per year, and is permitted to receive a maximum of 4.4 million tons per year. The net increase in 

Project rdated wastes would represent less Hmn one tenth of one percent of the average 

throughput for this landfill, with l A million additional tons still available before the landfill 

reaches its maximum allowable throughput per year. The lifespan of a landfill is detennined by 

land availability and its tnpogrnphy, refuse-to-cover ratios, settlement rates, and its planned 

throughput23 Even '\.vith the Project, there \Vould still be an additional L4 million tons of 

throughput allowable before the landfill reaches its maximum allO'\.vable throughput Thus, the 

Proposed Project is within planned '\.Vaste acceptance growth for the landfHI, and would not 

change tl:K~ lifespan of the landfill, which would continue to have availability until 2037, Because 

sufficient landfi!I capacity would be available to serve the Proposed Project, the Proposed Project 

would not require new or expanded solid waste management or disposal facilities. Additionally, 

implementation of typical recycling rates and State diversion requirements would result in a 

portion of the total \Vaste strearn being diverted to recycling. This \vould fi.irther minimize 

impacts to landfill capacity, Therefore, as there is sufficient landfill capacity to serve the 

Proposed Project's solid waste disposal needs during operation, impacts would be foss than 

significant 

None required. 

23 (;aJRecyc!~~ 2018. JVit:lhodt)'togy· for f)~tennin~ng Ren1aining Landfill Capacity. /\.vat·lable: 
https:iiwwvo;;aln:cyclc,ca,gov/k<tiadvism·Ies/45, Accessed Jarmary 14, 2019, 
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Impact 3.15-10: Implementation of the Proposed Project would not conflict ·with federal, 
state, and local statutes and regu.lations related to solid waste. 

The Proposed Project ·would comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations nJakd 
to solid ·waste. The City would be required to maintain the 50 pen::ent diversion rate required by 

the State through the California Solid Waste Management AcL In addition, the Project \vould 

meet or exceed current unifonn codes designed to achieve a LEED Gold rating. The Project 

would apply for LEED certification of the proposed buildings and accompanying development in 

the BD+C category, and would adopt a LEED approach in order to capture site-wide strategies 

such as those related to solid waste management. The Proposed Project would commit to 

recycling construction wastes in excess of the minimum requirements of the State .. A.dhering to 

LEED Gold standards w«mld minimize the total volume of demolition and construction •waste that 

would be landfilled. In addition, the Proposed Project would contract with CDS fcir all bin 

removal activities. Compliance with construction and operational. debris removal and recycling 

requirements \vould occur with the City's Environmental Services Departrn~~nt and CDS' 

Sunshine Canyon Landfill. Therefore, as the Proposed Project would not conflict with federal, 

state, and local statues related to solid waste, and ·would meet LEED Gold requirements, impacts 

would be less than significant. 

Mitigation :\foasures 

None required. 

Cumulative Impacts 
The geographic scope of analysis for cumulative impacts related to solid \Vaste and landfill 

capacity is the Sunshine Canyon Landfill service area. 

Impact 3.15-ll: Implementation of the Proposed Project~ in combination with other 
development, ·would. be scn'ed by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity. 

As detailed above, the geographic scope for cumulative impacts on solid waste services is the 

Sunshine Canyon Landfill service area. Cumulative projects (listed in Chapter 3.0, Environmental 

Impacts, Setting, and Mitigation Measures) would increase solid waste generation. Of the 

cumulative projects listed in Table 3JJ-l, Cunmlath'e Projects List, the jurisdictions of 

Jngk'>vood, E1 Segundo, Ha\\.thorne, Culver City, Gardena, and the City of Los Angeles deliver 

waste to the Sunshine Canyon LandfiIL24 Table 3.15~8 shows the solid waste generation that is 

estinwted to be produced by the cumulative projects in these cities, based on land use. As a 

conservative estimate, the table below· assumes that there is no existing solid 1-vaste generation at 

24 Sunshine Canyon Landfill, 2019. Communication with Chris Coyle RE: Sunshine Canyon Srrvicc P...rca. January 4, 
20.!9. 
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i ABLE 3.15~8 

ESTIMATED CUMULATIVE Souo WASTE GENERATION 

Cumulative 
Project 

Ust Number 

22 

24 

25 

27 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

Land Use 

Resir.len!ial 

Office 

Hotel 

omce 

Manufacturing 

(Commercial) 

Office 

Ice Rink (Recreational 
Facility) 

Residential 

Industrial (Commercial) 

Residential 

Multi-Family 

Multi-Family 

Of!ke 

Multi-Family 

Retail 

Multi-Family 

Hole I 

Hole I 

Multi-Family 

Multi-Family 

Multi-Family 

Multi-Family 

Multi-Famil·y 

Multi-Family 

Multi-Family 

Multi-Family 

living Facility (Hospitals 

Convalescent) 

Multi-Family 

Multi-Family 

Ho lei 

Multi-Family 
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Solid Waste 
Generation Factor 

O .7 !onslDU/year 

1 lb/100 SF/day 

3.2 lbs/mom/day 

1 lbli 00 SF/day 

2.5 lb/100 SF/day 

1 lb/i 00 SF/day 

5 lb/1 ,000 SF/day 

0.7 tons/DU/year 

2.5 lb/100 SF/day 

0.7 tcms/DU/year 

0.7 tons/DU/year 

0.7 !ons/DU/year 

1 lb/100 SF/day 

0.7 tons/unit-year 

25 lb/100 SF/day 

0.7 tons/unit-year 

3.2 lbslroom-day 

.3,2 lbs/room-day 

0.7 tons/unit-year 

0.7 tons/unit-year 

0.7 tons/unit-year 

0. 7 tons/unit-year 

0,7 tons/unit-year 

0.7 tons/unit-year 

0.7 tons/unit-year 

0.7 tons/unit-year 

0.7 tons/unit-year 

0.7 tons/unit-year 

0. 7 tons/unit-year 

:'l.2 lbsiroorri-day 

0. 7 ions/unit-year 

3.15-33 

Unit Contribution 

sou 

300.000 SF 

150 Rooms 

67,474 SF 

1 '1.471 SF 

20,955 SF 

17,315 SF 

40DU 

100,438 SF 

1 DU 

·116DU 

171 DU 

32,500 SF 

230DU 

3,700 SF 

6DU 

350 Rooms 

119 Rooms 

4DU 

4 DU 

12 DU 

38 DU 

10 DU 

3 DU 

12 DU 

5DU 

18 Beds 

18DU 

4 DU 

"120 Room 

3DU 

Solid Waste Generalion 
(tons/year) 

5.6 

548 

88 

123 

52 

38 

rn 

28 

458 

81 

119 

59 

161 

17 

4 

204 

69 

3 

3 

8 

27 

7 

2 

8 

4 

13 

1,3 

3 

70 

2 
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i ABLE 3.15~8 

ESTIMATED CUMULATIVE Souo WASTE GENERATION 

Cumulative 
Project Solid Waste Solid Waste Generalion 

Ust Number Land Use Generation Factor Unit Contribution (tons/year) 

54 Multi-Family 0.7 tons/unit-year 7DU 5 

55 Multi-Family 0.7 !onsiunit-year 12 DU 8 

56 Retail 2.5 lb/100 SF/day 2.542 SF 12 

57 Multi-Family 0.7 tons/unit-year 40DU 28 

58 Multi-Family OJ tons/unit-year 116 DU 81 

59 Commercial 2.5 lb/100 SF/day 1,3·12 SF 6 

60 Retail 2.5 lb/100 SF/day 40,000 SF 182 

61 Multi-Family ()_7 tons/unit-year 20DU 14 

62 Multi-Family 0.7 tons/unit-year 310DU 217 

63 Self-Storage (Warehouse) 0.005 lb! SF/day 81,6'13 SF 75 

64 Mul!J-Famil'y 0.7 tons/unit-year 3DU 2 

65 Living Facility (Hospitals O.l tons/unit-year 18 Beds 13 
Convalescent) 

67 Youth Orchestra (Schoo.I) 05 lbistudent-day 500 Students 46 

68 Multi-Family 0.7 lonslunit·year 5DU 4 

69 Self -Stornge {V\larehouse) 0.005 lb/ SF/day 120,000 SF no 
71 Sd1ool 0.5 lb/student-day 50 students 5 

72 Hotel 3.2 lbs/room-day 178 Room 104 

74 Multi-Family 0. 7 tons/unit-year 140 DU 98 

Retail 2.5 lb/100 SF/day 2,600 SF ·12 

75 Multi·Family 0.7 tons/unit-year ·J37DU 96 

76 Restaurant (Commercial) 2.5 lb/100 SF/day 3,999 SF 18 

77 Multi-Family 0.7 tons/unit-year 600DU 420 

79 Multi-Family 0. 7 ions/unit-year 108DU 76 

Office 1 lb/100 -SF/day 4,000 SF 7 

80 Retail (Commercial) 2.5 lb/100 SF/day 225,000 SF 1,027 

81 Offke 1 lh/100 SF/day 68,.250 SF 125 

82 School 0.5 lb/student-day 525 Students 48 

83 School 0.5 lb/student-day 616 Students 56 

84 Commercial 2.5 lb/100 SF/day 740,000 SF 3,376 

85 Living Facility 0.7 tons/unit-year 49DU 34.3 

87 Commercial 2.5 lb/100 SF/day 1,835 SF 8 

89 Multi-Family 0.7 tons/unit-year 176 Units 123 

90 Restaurant (Commercial) 2,5 lb/10() SF/day 4.642 SF 21 
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i ABLE 3.15~8 

ESTIMATED CUMULATIVE Souo WASTE GENERATION 

Cumulative 
Project 

Ust Number Land Use 

91 Multi-Family 

92 Grocery Siore 

(Commercial) 

93 Mlilti-Family 

Retail 

94 Multi-Family 

96 Multi-Family 

97 Hotel 

98 Commercial 

99 Multi-Family 

100 Holei 

101 Multi-Family 

102 Commercial 

103 Multi-Family 

104 Mum-Family 

105 Multi-Family 

107 Multi·Family 

108 Multi-Family 

109 Multi-Family 

110 Multi-Family 

111 Multi-Family 

112 Mu!ti·Fam!l·y 

114 Autorned1a11ic 

(Comrnercial) 

115 Commercial 

118 Mulli·Family 

120 Multi-Family 

121 Gas station(Commercial) 

122 ChlJrch (Commercial) 

123 Commercial 

Residential 

124 Multi-Family 

126 Multi-Family 

128 Multi-Family 
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Solid Waste 
Generation Factor Unit Contribution 

0.7 tons/unit-year 180 Units 

2.5 lb/i 00 SFiday 22,590 SF 

0.7 tons/unit-year 393 DU 

2.5 lb/100 SF/day 22,000 SF 

0.7 ionsiunit-year 74 DU 

0.7 tons/unit-year 74DU 

3.2 lbslroom-da·y 128 Room 

2.5 lb/100 SF/day 4,983 SF 

0.7 tons/unit-year 32 DU 

3.2 lbs/room-day 44 Rooms 

0.7 tonsiunit-year 39DU 

2.5 lb/100 SFiday 4.500 SF 

0.7 tonsiunit-year 57 DU 

It 7 lonslunit-yaar 12. DU 

0.7 tonslunit-yaar 10 DU 

0.7 tons/unit-year 36 DU 

0.7 tons/unit-year 32 DU 

0. 7 tons/unit-year 9DU 

0.7 tons/unit-year 4DU 

0.7 tonsiunit-year 60U 

0.7 tons/unit-year 19DU 

2.5 lb/100 SF/day 2,858 SF 

2.5 lbl100 SF/day 1.640 SF 

0.7 lonslunit-yaar 4.2 DU 

0.7 tonslunit-year 9DU 

2.5 lb/100 SF/day 2,900 SF 

2 .5 lb/100 SF/day 13.31ti SF 

2.5 lb/100 SF/day 250SF 

0.7 tonstunit-year 1 DU 

0.7 tonslunit·year 113 DU 

0.7 tons/!Jnit-year 126 DU 

0.7 tons/unit-year 127 DU 

3.15-35 

Solid Waste Generalion 
(tons/year) 

126 

103 

275 

100 

52 

52 

75 

23 

22 

26 

27 

21 

40 

8 

7 

25 

22 

6 

3 

4 

13 

·13 

7 

29 

6 

13 

61 

11 

88 

89 
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i ABLE 3.15~8 

ESTIMATED CUMULATIVE Souo WASTE GENERATION 

Cumulative 
Project 

Ust Number 

Tot.ril 

Land Use 
Solid Waste 

Generation Factor 
Solid Waste Generalion 

Unit Contribution (tons/year) 

25,414 

SOURCE: Calculated by ESA, 2018 using generation factors from Sacramento Entertainrneni and Sports Center EIR, 2014. Any land 
uses not included in the Sacramento Entertair•ment and Spo.1is Center EIR (induding school uses. warehouses) used genemtio•n rates 
from the City of Los Angele~ Bureau ol Sanitation. twerage Sol\d Waste Generation Rates. ·193·1 

As noted previously, i:hc Sunshine Can:yon Landfill currently accepts an average nf 3 million tons 

of waste per year, is permitted to receive a maximum of 4.4 million tons per year. The cumulative 

projects V.'ould represent less than one percent of the average throughput for this landfill. \Vith 

both the Proposed Project and cumulative projects, there would still be an additional l A million 

additional tons of throughput allowable before the landfill reaches its maximum allowable 

throughput Thus, the Proposed Project and cumulative projects are \Vithin planned 'waste 

acceptance gnnvth for the landfill, and would not change the 1ifospan of the landfill, which would 

continue to have availability until 2037. Similar to the Proposed Project, cumulative projects 

would be required to comply \Vi th State requirements to divert a minimum of 50 percent of waste 

to a certified recycling processor to ensure solid waste generation is minimal. As existing 

capacity at the Sunshine Canyon Landfill exists to serve both the Proposed Project and 

cumulative projects, a Jess than significant cumulative impact \vould occur related to landfill 

capacity. 

)'v1 itigation l\foasures 

None required. 

Impact 3.l5-l2: Implementation of the Proposed Project~ in combination with other 
development, ·would not conflict with fed.end, state, and local statues and regulations related 
to solid ·waste. 

As detailed above, the City would be required to nmintain !he 50 percent divendon rate required 

by the State through the California Solid Waste Management Act. Similar lo the Proposed 

Project, cumulative projects would contract \vith CDS for bin removal activities. Compliance 

with constmction and operational debris removal and recycling requirements \Vould occur with 

the City's Envi.rnnmental Services Department and CDS' Sunshine Canyon Landfill. As 

previously detailed, the Proposed Project would also adhere to the LEED Gold standards, 

committing to recycling construction waste in excess of the minimum requirements of the State. 

Therefore, as both the Proposed Project and cumulative projects would be required to not conflict 

with federal, state, and local statues related to solid \vaste, a less than significant cumulative 

impact would occur related to solid waste regulations. 
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None required. 
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