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Notice of Preparatiq.q P Appendix J
(W (¥
Kendra Morries

To: birector of Planning
e/fo City Hall

{Agency)
350 Main Street
m_ El Segundo, CA 90245 -
Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
Lead Agency: Consulting Firm (If applicable):
Agency Name _El Sequndo Planning Department — FimName __EIP Associates .
Street Address __350 Main Street Street Address 80 S. Lake Avenue, Suite 600
City/Stae/Zip __E1 Segundo, CA 90245 City/State/Zip Pasadena, CA 91101
Kendra Morries , ;

Contact Director of Planning Contact Jay Zjiff

The E1 Segundo Planning Departmentuwill be the Lead Agency and will prepare an environmental impact report for the
project identified below. We need 1o know the views of your agency asto the scope and contentof the environmental information which
is germane to your agency's statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency will need to use the EIR
prepared by our agency when considering your permit or other approval for the projecL

The project description, location, and the potential environmental effects are contained in the atached materials. A copy of the Initia]
Study ([Jis [Jisnot) atached.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date but not later than 30 days after
receipt of this notice.

Please send your response to Ms. Kendra Morries at the address shown above. We will need
the name for a contact person in your agency.

Project Title: Environmental Impact Report - General Plan Revision .
Project Location: El Segundo Los Angeles
City (nearest) County

Project Description: (brief)

The proposed project consists of the preparation of a program Environmental Impact Report
that will evaluate potential impacts associated with an update of the City of El Segundo
General Plan.

Dae ____ April 19, 1991 Signature U&\WA&W&;

Title Director of Planning

Telephone _~(213) 322-4670

Reference: California Adminismrative Code, Title 14, (CEQA Guidelines) Sections 15082(a), 15103, 15375. Revised Ociober 1989



INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST FOR THE
EL SEGUNDO GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

April 10, 1991

Lead Agency: City of El Segundo
Planning Department
350 Main Street
El Segundo, California 90245
(213) 3224670
Contact: Kendra Morries
Director of Planning

Prepared for: The Lightfoot Planning Group
1315 Union Plaza Court, Suite 100
Oceanside, California 92054
Contact:  Darrell W. Gentry
Vice President

Prepared by: EIFP Associates, Inc.
80 South Lake Avenue, Suite 600
Pasadena, California 91101
Contact:  Jay Ziff
Environmental Planner



CITY OF EL SEGUNDO

INITIAL STUDY
April 1991

PROJECT BACKGROUND

Project Title:

Project Location:

Project Description:

Impacts of the Project:

Mitigation Measures:

Environmental Impact Report for the City of El Segundo General Plan
Update.

The City of El Segundo, Los Angeles County, California

The City of El Segundo encompasses 545 acres in the urbanized South
Bay area of Los Angeles County (see Figure 1). The City is bordered by
the Los Angeles Intemational Airport (LAX) to the north, the San Diego
Freeway (I-405) to the east, the City of Manhattan Beach to the south
(the Chevron refinery is within the El Segundo city limits and covers the
majority of the southern portion the City), and the Pacific Ocean and City
of the Los Angeles to the west. A portion of the City of Hawthome is
also adjacent (see Figure 2).

The project involves an update of the existing General Plan for the City
of El Segundo. The plan will address the mandatory Elements of Land
Use, Housing, Circulation, Open Space, Conservation, Noise, and Seismic
Safety. Additional studies and elements will include: a Parks and
Recreation Element, Public Infrastructure and Facilities Plan, Economic
Development/Fiscal Impact Plan, Air Quality Management Plan, and
potentially a Community Design Element.

A program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be prepared in
conjunction with the General Plan Update. The program EIR will involve
a comprehensive overview of the City's existing environmental conditions
and provide a forecast of those conditions at general plan build out. The
EIR will identify significant impacts and provide mitigation measures,
including a mitigation monitoring program.

Environmental impacts may occur in the following areas: earth; water;
air; plant and animal life; noise; light and glare; land use; population;
housing; transportation/circulation; public services; utilities; health and
safety; natural resources; risk of upset; parks, recreation, and open space;
cultural resources; and aesthetics.

No mitigation measures are proposed at this time. The program
Environmental Impact Report will study the impacts of the General Plan
Update and, after analysis, assess where mitigation measures may be
necessary to reduce identified impacts. A Mitigation Monitoring Program
will be prepared and adopted following certification of the Final EIR.



2. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

I. Background

1. Nameofproponent: City of El Sequndo

2. Address and Phone Number of Proponent: Kendra Morries
Director of Planning
City of El Segundo
350 Main Street
El Segundo, CA 90245
Tel: 213/322-4670

3. Date and Checklist Submitted :

4. Agency Requiring Checklist :  City of E] Sequndo

5.

Name of Proposal, if applicable: General Plan Revision

O. Environmental Impacts

(Explanations of all answers are provided in Section III.)

Earth. Will the proposal result in:

d.

B-

Unstable earth conditions or in changes in
g=ologic substructures ?

Disruptions, displacements, compaction or
overcovering of the soil ? X

Change in topography or groﬁnd surface

. relief features ? X

The destruction, covering or modification
of any unique geologic or physical features ?

Any increase in wind or water erosion of
soils, either on or off the site ?

Changes in deposition or erosion of beach
sands, or changes in siltation, deposition or

erosion which may modify the channel of 3
river or streamn or the bed of the ocean or
any bay, inlet or lake ?

Exposure of people or property to geologic
hazards such as earthquakes, landslides,

mudslides, ground failure, or similiar hazards ?



I

2. Air. Will the proposal result in:

a. Substantial air emissions or deterioration

of ambient air quality ?

b. The creation of objectionable odors ?

¢. Alteration of air movement, moisture or

temperature, or any change in climate,
either locally or regionally ?

3. Water. Will the proposal resultin:

a. Changes in currents, or the course of di-

rection of water movements, in either marine
or fresh waters ?

b. Changes in absorption rates, drainage pat- X

terns, or the rate and amount of surface
runoff 7

c. Alterations to the course or flow of flood

waters ?

d. Change in the amount of surface water in

any water body ?

e.  Discharge into surface waters, or in any

alteration of surface water quality, including
but not limited to temperature,
dissolved oxygen or turbidity ?

f. Alteration of the direction or rate of flow

of ground waters ?

g. Change in the quantity of ground waters,

either through direct additions or withdrawals,
or through interception of an
aquifer by cuts or excavations ?

h. Substantial reduction in the amount of

water otherwise available for public
water supplies ?

i.  Exposure of people or property to water re-

lated hazards such as flooding or tidal waves ?
4. Plant Life. Will the proposal resultin :

a. Change in the diversity of species, or num- X

ber of any species of plants (including trees,
shrubs, grass, crops, and aquatic plants) ?




b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare
or endangered species of plants ?

¢. Introduction of new species of plants into an
area, or in a barrier to the normal replenish-
ment of existing species ?

d. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop ?
5. Animal Life. Will the proposal result in :

a. Change in the diversity of species, or num-
bers of any species of animals ( birds, land
animals including reptiles, fish and shell-
fish, benthic organisms or insects) ?

b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare
or endangered species of animals ?

¢.  Introduction of new species of animals into
an area, or in a barrier to the migration or
movement of animals?

d. Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife
habitat ?

6. Noise. Will the proposal result in :
a. Increases in existing noise levels ?
b.  Exposure of people to severe noise levels ?

7. Light and Glare. Will the proposal produce new
light and glare ?

8. Land Use. Will the proposal result in a sub-
stantial alteration of the present or planned
land use of an area ?

9. Natural Resources. Will the proposal resultin:

a. Increase in the rate of use of any natural
resources 7

10. Risk of Upset. Will the proposal resultin :

a.  Ariskof an explosion or the release of
hazardous substances (including, but not
limited to oil, pesticides, chemicals or
radiation) in the event of an accident or
upsat conditions ?




A

b. Possible interference with an emergency
response plan or an emergency evacuation

plan?

11. Population. .Will the proposal alter the location,

distribution, density, or growth rate of the human
population of an area ?

12. Housing. Will the proposal affect existing hous- X

ing, or create a demand for additional housing ?

13. Transportation/Circulation. Will the proposal
resultin :

*

a. Generation of substantial additional X

vehicular movement ?

b. Effects on existing parking facilities, or

demand for new parking ?

c.  Substantial impact upon existing transpor-

tation systemns ?

d. Alterations to present patterns of circul-

ation or movement of people and/or goods ?

e. Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic 7

f. Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, X

bicyclists or pedestrians ?

14. Public Services. Will the proposal have an effect
upon or result in a need for new or altered gov-
ernmental services in any of the following areas:

a. Fire protection ?

b. Police protection ?

-

¢. Schools?
b

d. Parks or other recreational facilities 7

e. Maintenance of public facilities, inlcuding X

roads ?

f.  Other governmental services ?

15. Energy. Will the proposal resultin:

a.  Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy ?




b. Substantial increase in demand upon existing
sources of energy, or require the development
of new sources of energy ?

16. UtiliHes. Will the proposal result in a need for
new systems, or substantal alterations to the
following utilities :

a. Power or natural gas ?
b. Communication systems ?
c. Water?
d. Sewer or septic tanks ?
e. Storm water drainage ?
f. Solid waste and disposal ?
17. Human Health. Will the proposal resultin :

a. Creation of health hazard or potential
health hazard (excluding mental health) ?

b. Exposure of people to potential health
hazards ?

18. Aesthetics. Will the proposal result in the
obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to
the public, or will the proposal result in the
creation of an aesthetically offensive site open
to public view ?

19. Recreation. Will the proposal result inan
impact upon the quality or quantity of exisiting
recreational oportunities ?

20. Caultural Resources.

a.  Will the proposal result in the alteration
of or the destruction of a prehistoric or
historic archaeological site ?

b.  Will the proposal result in adverse physical
or aestheic effects to a prehistoric or
historic building, structure or object ?

¢.  Does the proposal have the potential to
cause a physical change which would affect
unique ethnic cultural values ?

d.  Will the proposal restrict existing religious
or sacred uses within the potential impact
area?

8-




21. Mandatory Findings of Significance.

Does the project have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population

to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten
to eliminate a plant or animal community, re-
duce the number or restrict the range of a rare
or endangered plant or animnal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory ?

Does the project have the potential to achieve
short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals ? (A short-term impact on
the environment is one which occurs in a rela-
tively brief, definitive period of time while
long-term impacts will endure well into the
future.)

Does. the project have impacts which are
individually limited, but cumulatively con-
siderable ? (A project may impact on two or
more separate resources where the impact on
each resources is relatively small, but where
the effect of the total of these impacts on

the environment is signficant.

Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly ?




IIL.

Discussion of Environmental Evaluation

An EIR will be prepared to assess the environmental impacts resulting from proposed
revisions to the City of El Segundo General Plan. Following is a list of potential areas of
impacts that will be examined. The EIR analysis may result in a change in emphasis in
one or more of the items listed below, and additional items may be identified. Mitigation
measures will be developed and described in the Draft EIR.

1. Earth.

a.

b&ec

e &t

Maybe. Changes in land use that may result from revisions to the General Plan
could result in unstable earth conditions due to grading and excavations for
formation of building pads and roadbases for new projects in the City. The Master
EIR for the General Plan revision will assess the adequacy of both the Building
Code and the City’s Seismic Safety Element and provide mitigation measures as
needed to eliminate avoidable environmental impacts.

Yes. Project construction that may occur under the updated General Plan involving
site preparation and excavation could result in changes to existing topography, and
the displacement and over-covering of existing soils. Any geologic impacts that
may result from grading and building on expansive soils of new project
construction will be fully addressed under the Master EIR.

Maybe. Projects that may be built under the revised General Plan may
significantly alter or modify areas of natural topography. However, there are no
unique geologic or physical features that would be destroyed. The Master EIR will
assess any changes in land use resulting from General Plan revisions that would
cause the destruction or modification of any identified unique geologic or physical
features.

Maybe. Site preparation activities may cause temporary soil erosion from wind
and rain. Construction within the immediate coastal areas of the City could result
in erosion of beach sand. The geology section of the Master EIR will evaluate any
changes to the General Plan that would potentially cause erosion of beach sand
within the City and along the adjacent coastline.

Yes. The City of El Segundo is in a region of historic seismicity. While no major
identified faults are located within the City, both the south branch of the Newport-
Inglewood Fault (active), and the Palos Verdes Fault (potentially active) are located
in close proximity to the City. Depth to ground water and the character of the soils
within areas of the City create the potential for liquefaction occurring during an
earthquake. An evaluation of the revised General Plan Seismic Safety Element will
be conducted, and a full analysis of seismic hazard will be provided within the
Master EIR.

-10 -



2.

C.

Air.

Water,

Yes. Construction of new projects may create the potential for high dust levels and
particulate matter in the air. Construction related impacts on air quality would
cease upon completion of individual projects. New developments within the City
that would occur as a result of revisions to the General Plan would result in
increased traffic in the vicinity that would, in turn, result in air emissions and the
deterioration of ambient air quality. The City’s Air Quality Management Plan will
be addressed in the revised in General Plan, The EIR will evaluate changes in the
General Plan as well as local and cumulative impacts on air quality. Any
necessary mitigation measures will be included in the Master EIR to ensure
attainment of federal and State standards.

Maybe. Potential changes in land use patterns may expose people to objectionable
odors generated from the Hyperion Treatment Plant located to the northwest of the
City, and from the Chevron Oil Refinery, located in the southern portion of the
City. The EIR will analyze any proposed changes in land use that could increase
the exposure of people to objectionable odors.

No. Proposed revisions to the General Plan would not result in the alteration of
air movements or climatic conditions.

No. Land use changes that may occur as a result of revisions to the General Plan
would not affect directions of water movement in either marine or fresh waters.

Yes. The placement of structures, driveways, parking areas, and other impervious
surfaces may decrease soil absorption rates and increase drainage. Development
may also result in an increase in dry season base flow resulting from landscape
irrigation runoff. The Master EIR hydrological analyses will focus on any
proposed changes to the General Plan that would result in adverse effects on
absorption rates, drainage patterns, and or the rate and amount of surface runoff.

Maybe. Flood hazard maps for the region are prepared by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA). As of 1978, the City has been cleared of all 100-
year flood hazard zones, and is not at risk from flooding due to dam failure or
stream overflow. The beach front area in El Segundo has been identified by the
State of California as a tsunami hazard area which should be observed with special
caution in the event of a tsunami alert. The City’s storm drainage system
occasionally results in localized flooding which could cause property damage and
present a nuisance. Potential changes in land use patterns with revisions to the
General Plan may put areas of the City at risk from flood hazards. The hydrology
analysis in the Master EIR will determine any flood hazard constraints on areas
within the City.

= 1T =
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No. As there are no natural bodies of water located within the City it is assumed
that there will be no resultant increase in the quantity of water of any water body
as a result of any General Plan Revisions.

Maybe. Concentrations of pollutants (heavy metals such as lead and zinc), due to
potential changes in land use, may alter the quality of surface waters within the
City. Potentially significant effects on surface water quality resulting from any
proposed changes in land use will be assessed in the EIR.

Maybe. Dewatering is not expected to be required for grading or construction
within the City. Landscape irrigation, however, may cause a rise in the water table
and may affect direction of ground water flow. The magnitude of this impact will
be addressed in the EIR.

Maybe. Development within the City that may occur under revisions to the
General Plan could impact the quantity of ground waters within the West Coast
Groundwater Basin. The West Coast Basin Groundwater Barrier project is located
along Lincoln Boulevard and runs southerly towards the Palos Verdes Peninsula.
Overextraction of groundwater and or oil related activides may impact the quality
and operation of the barrier project. The Master EIR will analyze any potential
impacts on the quantity and quality of groundwater resources.

No. Development related to changes that may occur in the General Plan are not
expected to impact public water reservoirs, either ground or surface. As such it is
not andcipated that development would result in a substantial reduction in the
amount of water available for public water supplies.

Maybe. Portions of the City are located adjacent to and in close proximity to the
Pacific Ocean, and as a result may be susceptible to coastal dangers of flooding
and tidal waves. Public safety related to water hazards will be assessed in the
Master EIR.

Plant Life.

Yes. Changes in land use within the City could result in changes in the diversity
and number of species of plants. While these changes would primarily effect non-
native or ornamental plants, a full assessment of potential impacts on plant life will
be included in the EIR.

Maybe. Information from the California Natural Diversity Data Base and the
California Native Plants Society indicates that remnants of the Coastal Strand plant
community occur in the area. Results of further surveys will be incorporated in the
EIR.

Maybe. New projects incorporating ornamental landscaped areas may include new
species which were not present in the City prior to project development.

-12 -



No. There is no agricultural acreage within the City.

5. Animal Life,

All,

=

Noise,

Maybe. In general, portions of the City serve as habitat for a number of birds,
reptiles, and small rodents. Two endangered bird species, the California least tern
and the brown pelican potentially fly over or rest along the coastal portions of the
City. The El Segundo Blue Butterfly, also an endangered species occurs on two
acres of protected coastal dune habitat adjacent to the Chevron refinery. A full
assessment of existing studies and data bases will be used in determining any
potential impacts on endangered species and animal life.

Yes. Any increase in air or automotive traffic or changes in traffic patterns over
Los Angeles International Airport would have the potential to increase ambient
noise levels. Analysis of any anticipated increases, and the adequacy of the revised
Noise Element of the General Plan will be included in the EIR with necessary
mitigation measures incorporated.

Maybe. During construction of new projects sources of noise would be from
heavy earth-moving equipment and other construction related activides. These
noise levels would cease at project completion. The EIR will evaluate the City’s
Noise Element and provide any needed mitigation measures to insure that residents
of the City are not exposed to severe noise levels as a result of project
construction.

Light and Glare.

Yes. Changes in land use may result in increases in light and glare from new
sources of interior and exterior lighting. Exterior lighting for security, visibility,
and signage uses may cause increases in nighttime illuminaton that could
potentially affect light sensitive receptors (i.e. residential uses). The EIR will
evaluate changes in land use to insure that adequate provisions are made to prevent
undue impacts from light and glare.

8. Land Use.

Yes. Changes in land use that may result in revisions to the General Plan would
alter present and planned land uses in the City. While the degree and specifics of
these changes are not known at this time, the EIR will thoroughly evaluate the
impacts of changes to the General Plan for physical and functional land use
compatibility.

-13 -



9. Natural Resources.

da.

Maybe. Changes to the General Plan may result in an increase in the rate of use
of narural resources, that is water, mineral resources, wildlife or vegetation. The
natural resources section of the EIR will evaluate any identified impacts on such
resources as may result from the General Plan revisions.

10. Risk of Upset.

a.

Maybe. Changes in the General Plan may increase the risk of human upset from
industries using flammable and toxic materials within the City. The significance
of these risks will be assessed in the EIR.

Maybe. Revisions to the General Plan could interfere with emergency response
plans or emergency evacuation plans. An assessment of potential impacts on
emergency evacuation plans for development handling hazardous materials will be
assessed in the EIR.

11. Population

Maybe. Both daytime and nighttime populations of the area may change
substantially with revisions to the General Plan. This increase in population and
local traffic may create an increased demand for County fire services, police
services, and the utilities that would serve the City.

12. Housing

Yes. Changes in land use designations with the General Plan update may alter the
demand for housing within the City and in surrounding cities. The EIR will assess
Jjobs and housing relative to the jobs/housing balance strategy outlined in the 1989
Air Quality Management Plan.

13. Transportation/Circulation

a&b.

c & d.

Yes. Development within the City has the potential to effect traffic flow and
circulation both locally and regionally. Development could impact existing traffic
volumes, turning movements, travel speeds, and levels of service of roadways and
intersections. Impacts on traffic, parking, and circulation resuling from the
General Plan revision will be addressed in the EIR.

Yes. Generation of traffic flow from the City has the potential to impact regional
road networks and freeways, such as the Interstate 405 and State Route 1
(Sepulveda Boulevard). Residents traveling from the City may also place demands
on regional public transit. The impact on these existing transportation systems and
the resultant alteration of present patterns of circulation will be assessed.

2 e



14.

a-e,

Maybe. The Century Freeway light rail corridor and station will be located within
the City. While it is anticipated that there will be no impacts on rail transport, land
use changes in the City could alter existing or future plans for rail transit. These
issues will be addressed in the EIR. Parts of the City are within height restricted
areas, though they are not located within the direct alignment for runways at Los
Angeles International Airport. Changes in the General Plan would not exceed this
height limit and would not have the potental to interfere with or alter air traffic.

Yes. Any alteration of traffic flow or increase in traffic generation has the
potential to increase traffic hazard for motor vehicles, bicyclists and pedestrians.
The EIR will assess the need for turn-lanes, crosswalks, bicycle lanes and other
measures which can reduce waffic hazard.

Public Services

Yes. The proposed project could generate an increase in demand on public
services.  Public services including fire, police protection, schools and
parks/recreation, and maintenance would be impacted. These and other related
impacts on government services will be addressed and evaluated.

Maybe. The proposed project may have an impact on other public facilities, such
as libraries, which have not been identified in 14(a) to (e). Any impacts on these
services will be identified and described within the EIR.

15. Energy.

All

Maybe. Changes in land use could result in the use of substantial amounts of
energy, Or cause substantial increases in energy consumption, or require
development of new sources of energy.

16. Utilities

All

Maybe. Changes in the General Plan could result in increased demand on existing
electrical and natural gas supplies, communication services, water distribution,
sanitary sewer, and stormwater drainage systems within the City. Alteration of
land use patterns may require the construction of nmew service lines and
modification to existing lines. The impacts of these increased demands will be
documented and evaluated.

17. Human Health

a.

Maybe. Changes in land use may result in the exposure of people to potential
health hazards from flight operations at Los Angeles International Airport. The
magnitude of health hazards potentially resulting from existing and proposed land
use designations will be addressed in the EIR.

=15«



Maybe. Residents may be exposed to potential health hazards if appropriate
safeguards are not taken. The EIR will address the adequacy of the General Plan
to prevent potential hazards to human health, and will provide any needed
mitigation measures.

18. Aesthetics

Maybe. Alteration of existing land use plans and policies of the General Plan
could alter existing views and scenic resources, which would affect the aesthetic
character of the area. The potential for, and degree of, these impacts will be
reviewed in the EIR along with any required mitigation measures.

19. Recreation

Maybe. Recreational opportunities within the City could be altered with changes
in land use. The EIR will assess the quantity and quality of recreational
opportunities within the City, the impact of changes to the General Plan, and will
provide any required mitigation measures.

20. Cultural Resources

a-C.

Maybe. Development within the City has the potential to impact unidendfied
archaeological and paleontological sites through compaction or filling from rough
grading, increased erosion and vibration during heavy grading. Known cultural
resources in the City will be identified, and the degree of potential impacts from
ground disturbing activities will be assessed in the EIR document.

No. Archeological sites found within the City have no known unique cultural,
religious, or sacred values for past or existing peoples. Therefore, no major impact
is anticipated.

21. Mandatory Findings of Significance

d.

Yes. The project has the potential to degrade the quality of the environment,
through wind and water erosion from construction activities, and through possible
increases in air pollution and noise from traffic related impacts. Development may
have the potential to impact rare plant species identified by the California Natural
Diversity Data Base and could possibly impact habitat of the El Segundo Blue
Butterfly, a threatened, endangered species.

Maybe. Changes to the General Plan have the potential to achieve the short-term
goals of the City but could also impact the long-term viability of the City. Possible
short-term impacts which may be to the disadvantage of long-term environmental
goals in the region will be evaluated within the EIR.



Yes. The project may have significant impacts in areas of geology, soils, air,
water, plant and animal life, noise, light and glare, land use, housing,
transportation, and public services, on existing conditions. These individual
impacts may have cumulative considerable impacts on development within the Los

Angeles County region in the long-term. The significance of cumulative impacts
will be determined in the EIR.

Maybe. The potential for the General Plan revisions to have direct and indirect
adverse effects on human beings will be identified and discussed within the EIR.
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STATE OF GALIFORNIA PETE WILSON, Govamor

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH

1400 TENTH STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DATE: Apr 30, 1991
TO: Reviewing Agency

RE: EL SEGUNDO PLANNING DEPARTMENT's NOP for
EIR-GENERAL PLAN REVISION, CITY OF EL SEGUNDOQ
SCH # 91041092

Attached for your counwent is the EL SEGUNDO PLANNING DEPARTMENT s
Notice of Preparxation of a draft Environmental Impacl Report (EIR) for the
EIR-GENERAL PLAN REVISION, CITY OF EL SEGUNDO,

Responsible agencies must transmit their concerns and comments on the
scopeé and content of the EIR, focusing on specific information related
to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of this
notice. We encourage commenting agencies to respond to this notice and
express their concerns early in the envirommental review process.

Please direct your comments to:
KENDRA MORRIES
EL SEGUNDO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
350 MAIN STREET
EL. SEGUNDO, CA 90245

with a copy to the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer tec the
SCH number noted above in all correspondence concerning this project,

If you have any questions about the review process, call

Tom Loftus at (916) 445-0613.

Sincerely,

= DB -

David C., Nunenkamp
Deputy Director, Permit Assistance

Attachments

cc: Lead Agency

[
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

Lhong Deach, California 90802
(213) 590-5113

May 9, 1991

Ms. Kendra Morries

El Segnndo Planning Department
350 Main Street

Ll Segunde, California 90245

Dear Ms. Morrico:

hapve reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a Draflt FIR for
Lhe Geoeneral Plan Revision, City of El Segundo (SCH 91041092).
o enable our slalf tw adequately review and comment on this
projevt, we recommend Lhe following information be included in
the Drafl EIR:

1. A vomplete assessment of [loea and fauna within and
ad juuenl Lo the project area, with particular emphasis upon
identl iflying endanygsred, threatened and lecally unigque
specicn and sensitive and critical habitatuo.

2, A discussion of dircect, indireckt, and cumulative impacts
vapecled to adverscely offeet biological resources, with
speciflic meosures to offset such 1mpacta.

Joo A disvessieon of putential adverse impacts from any
increased runwflf, sedimentation, soil orosion, and/or urban
Ppallulants on sbresms and walwercouracss on or nocar the
prrojeet o site, with mitigation measures proposcd Lo

PN O SR IPTY I NS O T irprant &, At ream buffer gress and
raintenance tn Ltheir natural conditjon throough
non-sLrucbural flood control melhods should also be
considered in order te continue their high value as
wildlife coreridoon.

More gencrally, Lhere should be discussion of alternatives
Lo not. only minimize adverse impacts to wildlife, bhut Lo inelude
direcct benefit to wildlife and wildlife habitat. Those
discussions should vonsider the Department of Fish and Game's
frelicy Lhal Lhere should be no net loss of wet land acrcage or
bt vilues.  We oppose projects which do not providce
adegquale miligation for sueh loaaes.,
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Ms. Kendra Morrices 2= May 9, 1991

Diversion, obstruction of the natural flow, or changes in
the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake will
require notification to the Department of Fish and Game as
called for in the Fish and Game Code. Nolification should be
mode after the project is approved by Lhe lead agency.

Thank you for the opporbunity to review and comment on this
project. 1f you have any questions, p’lease contact Krishan Lal
of our Fnviruvonwcental Services staff at (213) 390=5137.

Sincerely,

K E el

Fred worthlely
Regional Manager
Region 5

e Oflice of Planning & Rcsearch
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May 29, 1991

Mg. Kendra Morries
Planning Department
city of E1 Segundo
350 Mailn Street

El Segundo, CA 90245

Dear Ms. Morries:

Subject: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the El Segundo General
Plan Update, BCH# 91041092

Thank you for ferwarding the NOP for the above-mentioned project.
The Department of Conservation's Division of Mines and Geology
(DMG) has special expertise in evaluating geologic and seismic
hazards. We will review the relevant information and analysis in
the Draft EIR when it ls recelved from the State Clearinghouse.

The Draft EIR should include a complete description of the
geologic and seismic environment. DMG Note 43, "Recommended
Guldellnes for Determining the Maximum Credlble and the Maximun
Probable Earthguakes®, and DMG Note 46, "Guldelines for
Geologic/Seismic Considerations in Environmental Impact Reports",
are enclosed. These documents may aid in the determination of
potential impacts te the City from earthquakes on nearby active
or potentially active faults, and other geologic hazards that
should be addressed in the Draft EIR and Safety Element. In
1990, the State Office of Planning and Research publlished an
updated version of the General Plan Guidelines that should be
used by the City to develop its General Plan.

There are a number of seismic and geoclogic hazards that should be
addressed in the Draft EIR. The main hazards recognized by DMG

at the present time include seismic ground shaking, liquefaction,
and tsunami inundation. We offer the following comments on these

hazards.

Selsplc Ground shaking:

Although there are apparently no active faults within the-eity - -
limits, seismic ground shaking from earthquakes on n ?#py active

-




Ms. Kendra Morries
May 29, 1991
Page 2

faults could cause damage to parts of the City. The Newport-
Inglewood fault zone, because of its proximity, has the potential
to cause the most damage to the City of El Segundo. Based on a
DMG earthquake planning scenario, parts of the City can expect
seiemic shaking of intensity

VIII (Modified Mercalli scale) from a major seismic¢ event on the
Newport-Inglewood fault (Toppozada, et al, 1988). Earthquakes on
a number of other active surface faults and buried fold/thrust
belts, such as the Elysian Park (responsible for the 1987
Whittier Narrows Earthquake) and the Torrance-Wilmington
structures, could also cause strong ground shaking in the City
(Davis and Namson, 1989; Hauksson and Jones, 1989%; Hauksson,

1990) .

DMG has found that the value of a Draft EIR and Safety Element
can be enhanced if the following infermation is included: 1) a
map showing the location of the major faults and earthquake
epicenters relative to the Clty, 2) a table l1isting the faults
most likely to cause damage to the City, and 3) maximum credible
earthguake magnitudes for those faults. Information regarding
active faults in southern California can be cobtained from
Jennings (1975), Ziony (1985), Wesnousky (1986), the Los Angeles
Counly Safety Element (1950), and wWallace (1990). Information
for earthgquakes in southern California and their associated
ground shaking effects can be obtained from Toppozada and others
(1981), Toppuzada and Parke (1982), Ziony (1985), the Working
Group on California Earthgquake Probabilities (1990), and Wallace

(1990) .

DMG's earthquake planning scenarios have evaluated the
approximate damage caused to transportation, utilities, and other
critical facilities by ground shaking from large earthquakes for
both the Newport-Inglewoud fault (Toppezada, et al, 1988) and the
San Andreas fault (Davis, et al, 1982). This information may be
useful as a guide in formulating earthyuake preparedness plans.

Liquefaction and Teunami Inupdation:

According to several studies, parts of the City will likely be
susceptible to liguefaction (Tinsley, et al, 1985; Toppozada, et
al, 1988; Los Angeles County Sarfety Element, 1990). In addition,
the Los Angeles County Safety Element (1990) has identified areas
aleong the coastline as tsunami inundation areas. DMG recommends
construction of a map showing the extent of these hazards for the
City's new Safety Element. These hazards should be addressed in
the Draft EIR and the Safety Element and, if appropriate, City-
wide planning measures should be developed.

In compliance with Section 65302(g) of the Government Coda, DMG
will review the draft Safety Element for the City's General Plan



Ms. Kendra Morries
May 29, 1991
Page 3

during its preparation. If you have any questions regarding
these comments, please contact Roger Martin, Division of Mines
and Geology Envirconmental Review Project Manager, at (916) 322-

2562.
Sincerely,

Oy g™

Dennis J. O'Bryant
Environmental Preogram Coordinater

Enclosures

cci Roger Martin, Division of Mines and Geology
Rick wWilseon, Division of Mines and Geclogy
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CALIFORNIA DIVISION OF
MINES AND GEOLOGY

COMG
NOTE 4 3

RECOMMENDED GUIDELINES
FOR DETERMINING THE MAXIMUM CREDIBLE
AND THE MAXIMUM PROBABLE EARTHQUAKES

The following puidelines were suggesied by the
Geolechnical Subcommiitee of the Si1a1c Building Safetly
Board on 3 Fecbruary 1975 10 asslsi those involved in the

preparation of geolugic/sclsmic repors ay required by
regulationt of the Callfornia Adminisirative Code, Title
17, Chapier 8, Safcly of Consiructiun ol Hospitals.
CDMO s currently using these guidclines when revicwing
geologic/seismic reports,

Maxlmum credible earihquake

The maximum credible earthquake is the mazimum
carthquake (hat appears capable of uccurring under the
presently known teelonie framewark [t is a ratinnal and
Believable event that i3 In aggord with all known geologic
and seismaologic Tfecia, In deermining the mazimum
credible carthquake. litile regard is gisen 10 s prabability
ol veeurrenee, excepl Lhal HE Hkelimonl o1 ueeurring Is
great enaugh 10 be of concern. It is vonceivable that the
maximum crediblec carthguake might be approached mare
frequently in one geuvlogle environment than in another,

The following should be considercd when deriving
the masimum credible eanhquake:

(a) The scismic history of the vicinity and the geologle
provings;

{b) the length of the signiNeant fault or laulis which can
atfect the site within a radius of 100 kilometers (See
CDMQ Preliminary Report 13);

{e) the t1ypeis) of Taulis Involved;

(d) the 1cctonie sndfor strueiural history:-

(¢) the tectanie andfor struciural patiern or reglonal sel-
ting (peolagic framework):

(N the time fmcior shall nol bes & peramcier.

Maximum probable earthquake
(fluncltional-basis eanthguake]

The masimum probable earthquake iz the mazimum
carthquake that is likely 10 oeeur during & 100.yenr in-
terval. It 15 1o be regarded as a probable occurrence, not
mz an assurcd event that will uceur a1 a specific time,

The fnllowing should be considercd when deriving
the "funitional-basis earthquake'™

(m) The reviomal selsmicity, considering the known past
ACINIL Iy m:l.vity;

(L) the joult or faults within 8 100 kilbmerer radius that
may bhe active within the neat 100 years;

{e) the types of faults conaldered:

(d) the seismic recurrence facior for the arce and faults
{when knuwn) within the 100 kilometer radius:

{e) the mathematic probabilily or statistical analysls ol
seiamic activity associated with the fauhis within the
100 kiliincter radius (the recurrence information
should be ploited graphically):

() the postulnied magnitude shall nut e lower than the
mazimum that has vecurfed within hisiorie time,

PYA. JES. RWS 2/75

STATE OF CALIFORMA 1rig AEBOUAGLSE AQENCY DEPARTMENT OF CONBERYA TION

For & hut of genlogic map and feoons SvaileDie 11om the Cahlorms Divison ol Mines snd Geulugy. wiite 10 the Catiloria Division vl Mings amd Geology,
P.O. Box 7ea), Sacremerio, CA FS812. o visn our Dimnet offices in BACRAMENTO, 1818 "0 Stewl (918) #a8-5710 SAN FRANCISCO, Acom 2031 Ferry
Building, (818] 567-003), LOS ANGELES, Ruum 1085, 107 Souih Brosdwey, (113} 870-500
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» FOR GEC:: " GIC/SEISMIC CONSIDERATIONS

‘N ENVIRONMUNTAL IMPACT REPORTS

Tha following .
Board 16 assist -

Thage guidehng, .
recogrition of .-
{in¢cluding spec

+ « vwer@ prepored by the Divear o,
wrr prepare and review ecvirs: < retal impact repora.

v dite the envireAmental 1«
<= 1=¢l lor design analysis ang i+
+ and char numbers) availae

Mings and Geology with the cooperation of the $tate Water Resources Control

geviogic problems and by providing a
be documsnted by reference 10 material
he considered as opinions and 20 stated.

- wiutess by idaniilying the poteniiai
©* ng measures. All slatements should
“~¢ public. Othar statermants should

1. CHECKLIST tF i L OGIC PROBLEMS FOR ENy HUNMENTAL IMPACT REPORTS

[ GGic PRADBLEME

Teuld the promel Of gedlogic event i U conchupr
‘s brviranmantal probleme?

PROBLEM

ACTIVITY CAUSING PROB.( " 4. | YES ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEME

EARTHL,
DAMS

r-mw

Lguplegwon B

Lt rofminimy 3

Exterenanl (ompecoon/
Eowre Eattprmagent

Ground Auprure

O g Snaiung ! ' )

Tisruorsi

Batiey

Fooding Due 0
Fadbors ¢ Doma and Livews

LOSS OF 107 -
RESOL 800l

Lot of Accem

Depomits Coversd by Changse
Langi-Uing Coraditions i

Ltwung Hagtnchong

WASTE DISPUNAL
PROGLEMS

Lf-wmﬁmwwm
Disposs! of Excaversd bgteral

Porooivson of Weems ksl

SLOPE AND/OR FOUNDA T/DHN
BETABLITY

Lo gl Infuciorem

Unstabis Gl el Fll Slopss

Colapaitin and Expangive Soil

Trenchows Sy

EROSION, SEDIMENTATION
RLOCDING

Eronoh of Graged Ao

[ Anorwvon of Bmell | ’

Unprotictd Drainege Wirys

roreastd Imparvious Surlsces

LAND SURSILENLL

Ervecsion of Groundwelnr, Gas,
O, Gaorharmgd Energy

tyarotrmpacion, Fes! Dodation

VOLCANIC HAZARDS

Loy Fieae

Agh Fal

{over)

STATE OF CAlikOAMNA

TmF AESOUACLS AGENCY DEPARTIMENT OF CONSFRVATION

Fer & hat of geviegir maps end reports svelatils frum Caltnirg Divigion of Mings and Uaology, wine 190 the Calilornia Drviaion of M rd .
P.O Box 2980 Sacramenio CA $5812. or wist cur Distnict offices in SACRAMENTO. 2815 "0~ Sreel (018) 445-5718: SAN ﬁmm;cu,lm X2, Ferry
Building. [415] 857 OATY. LOS ANGELES, Room 1088, 107 South Broaaway, (213) B0-3580.
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D. Ahermathves

Artd BRAMG Tvid ASORMIATY 10 Iatursl i Bronasl The sl drvvirdnmemisl impact memoned!?
I sstficiont getioge miormeten provided for the proper consdermbon of ahamalivas
Are all the pmbis shathsthves sdequaialy Saeribas?

E implamenistion of the Promet
s the peologc rapor mgrad by ¢ reetprel gRtlogl?
Dois 0 riport privici The necssssry reguiriany end performences cmiena 0 Imptement tw w o i?

*Reguaiid hiv inierprpine peoltgs wormatian,

PUBLISHED REFERENCES (selected)
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STATE OF CALIFGRMIA PETE WILSON, Govermar
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD—
LOS ANGELES REGI!ON

10V CEWNTRE PLAZA CRIVE
MONTEREY PARK, CA 917342154
1213) 2647500

May 7, 1991 File: 700.333

Kendra S. Morries
Planning Department
city of El Segundo
350 Main Street

El Sequndo, CA 90245

NOTICE OQF PREPARATION = GENBERAL FLAN UPDATE.
CITY OF EL BEGUNDO

We have reviewed the subject document regarding the proposed
project.

We would like to see a discussion in the EIR of the increased
generation of sewage and/or waste water under this new plan, as
compared teo the existing plan, and how the city plans to handle

it,

Thank you for this oppeortunity teo review your document. If you have
any questions, please contact Fugene C. Ramstedt at (213) 266=7553.

A Fpeae—t

JOHN L. LEWIS, Unit Chief
Technical sSupport Unit

cc: Terri lLovelady, State Clearinghouse

(10-23-89)



S5TATE OF CALIFORNIA. BUSIMESS AND TRANSPORTANIUN AG PETE WILsut‘_lr-nwmar

e ——
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
PISTRICT 7, 120 $Q, SPRING 5T

1US ANGFIFS, CA 0012

TDD {213) A20.3250

ENCY

May 17, 1991
IGR/CEQA
City of El Segundo
NOP-EIR-Initial Study;
General Plan Update
SCH # 91041092
Vie LA=405=R19, 21-R21.22
Vic LA=-1-R23.92-R25.9>
Ms. Kendra Morries
El Segundo Planning Department
350 Main Street
El Segundo, CA 90245

Dear Ms. Morries:

Thank you for including the
Transportation (Caltrans) in the
for the abuve-referenced proiect.

California Department of
environmental review process
Items which should be

Govered for the project include, but are not limitad to;

including the method used to
ssignment.

A. Trip generation/distribution

develop the percentages and a
ADT, AM and PM peak-hour volumes for both the existing

and future (Year 2010) conditions. This should include
the San Diego Freeway (I-405), the Sepulveda Boulevard

(SR 1), and, affected ramps and intersections.

An analysis of future (Year 2010) conditions which
include project traffic and the cumulative traffic
generated for all approved developments in the area.

Consideration should be given to providing mitigatien for
congestion relief, Any mitigation proposed should be
fully discussed in the document. These discussions
Should include, but not be limited to, the following:

financing

scheduling consideratlons
implementation responsibilities
monitoring

¥ B %

given to requiring developer
g for transportation

Consideration should be
contributions or fair-share fundin
improvements on State facilities.



—r——y

Kendra Morries
Page Two
May 17, 1991

We look forward to reviewing the DEIR. We expect to
receive a copy from the State Clearinghouse. However, to
expedite the review process, you may send two copies in
advance to the undersigned at the following address:

Wilford Melton

Distriet 7 IGR/CEQA Coordinator
Transportation Planning & Analysis Branch
120 So. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you have
any guestions regarding these comments, please call me at
(213) 620-3163.

Sincerely,

WILFOR&SMELTDN
IGR/CEQA Coordinator

Transportation Planning &
Analysie Branch

ce:  State Clearinghouse



COUNTY OF [0S ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

433 South Vermont Avenue - Los Angeles, California 90020-1975 - (213) 738-2961
Rodney E. Cooper. . . . Director

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Gloria Molina Bpy 10, 2954
First District
Kenneth Hahn .
Second District Kendra Morries, Director of Planning
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
Edrund Edelrman 350 Main Street
Third Disirict El Segundo, CA 90245
Deane Dana
Fourth District
Mike Antonovich Dear Msa. Morris:
Fifth District
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
EL SEGUNDO GENERAL PLAN REVISION
The Los Angeles County Department of Parks and Recreation
has received the above-named document and has no comment at
PARK AND RECREATION this time.
COMMISSION
James Bishop The Department appreciates the opportunity to review this
document. If you have any gquestions or need additional
Arturo Chayra information, please call me at (213) 738-2054.
Gloria Heer
George Ray Sincerely,
Dougles Washington ) I ‘77
Ha/:?::: McDonough

Park Planning Assistant

T esbl:0513mml




COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

w0 SOUTH PREMONT AYEKUE
ALHAMBEA, CALIPORNIA #1632-1231
TulepHons: (B18) 4385163

THOMAR A. TIDEHANBON, Dirsster ADDRESS ALL CORREBPONDENCR TO:

F.O.BOX 1260
May 28, 1891 ALHAMBEA, CALIFORNIA $]453-1440

! P-6
: jW REPLY FLEALE
Ms, Kendra Morries, Director ALPER 10 MLE:
E1 Segundo Planning Dapartmant
350 Main Street
E1 Segunde, CA 80245-0589

pDear HMs. Morries:
RESPONSE TO A KHOTICE OF PREPARATION

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Notice of Praparation
(NOP) of a Draft Eavironmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the City of E1 Segundo
General Plan Revision. We have raviewad the NOP and offer the following
comments:

TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION

We agres with the NOP that development within the City has the potantial to
affect traffic flow and circulation both locally and reqionally. We, therefore,
request that the Report address impacts to adjacent roadways within
unincorporated areas and recommend appropriate mitigation measures. The Report
should also address the cumulative impacts from future development allowed by
this and other general plans for adjacent cities. The impact analysis should
reflect significant changes in traffic patterns such as those dua to the future
construction of the Cantury Freeway, alterations to the 405 Freeway, future
1ight ra1l facilities in the City, and improvements to LAX.

The impact analysis should provide trip gensration and distribution, and include
an analysis of average daily a.m. and p.m. peak-hour traffic yalumas for the
existing and future buildout condifions.

We also recommend the Plan address possible funding mechanisms to alleviate the
cost of roadway improvements in the City and within the unincorporated County
araa.

We will review the Report when it has been prepared. Also, we recommend
Caltrans and adjacent cities review the Report for impact/mitigations in their
jurisdictions.

I you have any questions reqarding these comments, pleasa contact Mr. Jod
ganales of oyr Traffic and Lighting Division at (818) 458-5909.

WASTE MANAGEMENT

General Comments

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939: Sher and
subsequent amendments) requires pach city and county, through source reduction,
recycling, and composting programs, to divart 25 percent of the solid waste

LSt EY AL e Td Woe d - QI (B, 2 AHL
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Ms. Kendra Morries
Kay 28, 1991
Page 2

i
i

straam from landfills and transpartLt1on facilities by 1995, and 50 percent by
the year z000. The preposed General Plan butidedt of the City will adversely
impact land disposal faciiities in Los Angeles County. Therefore, the EIR must
address this concern and discuss pokential mitigating measures including, but
not limited to, recycling, compesting, and source réduction programs.

The existing hazardous waste managu&ant facilities in this County are {nadequate
to handle the hazardous waste currently beiny generated. The General Plan
buildout of E1 Segundo may generate additional hazardous waste, including
household hazardous wastes, which could negatively impact existing factiities.
The study should address the generation of hazardous wastes, disposal, and other
mitigation measures such as collection, recycling, and waste reduction, as
required by the County Hazardous Waste Management Plan (COHWMP).

Specific Comments

Fnvironmental Checklist Form II.16 Utilities (1), page &, indicates solid waste
and disposal as potential environmental impacts, although not specifically
addressed in Chapter 111, Discussion of Environmental Evaluation, page 15.

The Report should recognize the existence of & National Pollutant Discharge
£14mination System Permit for Stormwater/Urban Runoff Discharge for Los Angeles
County. A significant portion of the City of E1 Segundo is within Phase II of
the Parmit. The City 15 currently a co-permittee and subject to the permit
requirements., The dreas impacted by the permit will at least be Earth and Water.

[f you have any quastions regarding these comments, please contact
Mr. Michae] Bchlander of our Waste Management Division at (818) 458-3562.

17 you have any questions regarding the environmental reviewing process of this
Departmant, please contact Ms. Clarice Nash at the previous page address or at
(818) 458-4334.

vary truly yours,

T. A. TIDEMANSON
Director of Public Works

Aot T Ak

CARL L. BLUM
Assistant Deputy Director
Planning Division

MA;aa
1/146



AGOURA HILLS
ARTESIA
AZUSA
BALDWIN PARK
BELL
BELLFLOWER
BELL GARDENS

P MICHAEL FREEMAN
FIRE CHIEF
FORESTEH & FIRE WARDEN

May 17, 1991

Ms. Kendra Morries
El Segundo Planning Department
350 Main Street

El Segundo, CA 90245

Dear Ms. Morries:

BUBJECT:

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

FIRE DEPARTMENT

1320 NORTH EASTERN AVENUE
. LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90063-3254

(213) 267-2481

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT -- (CITY OF EL S8EGUNDO)
GENERAL PLAN REVISION

BERYV RESPONSIEI

The subject property is

4

and does not appear to

Environmental Impact Report.
the completed Environmental

available.

Vary truly yours,
P. MICHAEL FREEMAN
7M

BY

totally within the city of El Segundo

have any impact on this Department.
It is not a part of the Consolidated Fire Protection District
nor Ferester and Fire Warden responsibility areas.

POREETRY DIVISION
We have reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a Draft

We will address ocur comments to
Impact Report when it is made

JOSEPH FERRARA, CHIEF, FORESTRY DIVISION
PREVENTION, PREPAREDNESS & CONSERVATION BUREAU

JF:jmb

2

SERVING THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CITIES OF.

BRADBURY
CARSOM
CEARITOS
CLAREMONT
COMMERCE
CUDAHY
DIAMOQND BAR

DUARTE
GLENDORA
HAWAIIAN GARDENS
HIDOEN HILLS
HUNTINGTON PARK
INDUSTRY
IFPWINDALE

LA CANADA ELINTRIOGE
LAKEWOOD

LA MIAADA

LANCASTER

LA PUENTE

LAWNDALE

LOMITA

MAYWOOD ROLLING HILLS
NORWALK ROLLING HILLS ESTATES
PALMDALE AOSEMEAD

PALOS VERDES ESTATES  5AN DIMAS

PARAMOUNT SANTA CLARITA

PICO RIVERA SIGNAL HILL

RANGHO PALOS VERDES SOUTH EL MONTE

SOUTH GATE
TEMPLE CITY
WALNUT

WEST HOLLYWOS
WESTLAKE ViLLA:
WHITTIER
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES-DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH / HEALTH FAGILITIES
BUREAU OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION m
2625 Corporate Place, Room 150, Momerey Park, €A 91784 (21318814011

June 4, 1991

Ms. Kendra Morries

Director of Planning

El Segundo Planning Department
350 Main Streat

El Segundo, California 90245

Dear Ms. Morries:

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAGT REPORT-GENERAL PLAN REVISION, EL SEGUNDO

This is in response to your Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) dated Aprit 18, 1981, for the above-referenced project:

This Bureau has reviewed tha Initial Study relative to solid waste, sewage disposal and
water supply for the project and submits the following comment:

= The EIR should address the impact of the project on solid waste
collection and disposal facilities, This should include a thorough
discussion of source reduction and recycling measures to mitigate the
impact of the project.

It you have any questions or wish additional information, please contact
John Edmondson of our Solid Waste Management Program at (213)881-4151.

Very truly vours,
Lhtrt

Jack Petralia, Director
Bureau of Environmental Protection

JPikaj\eir's\elsegndo.eir
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SANITATION DISTRICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

CHARLES W CARRY

Chin! Ergineer and General Morager

May 23, 1991
File No: 5-00.04-00

Ms. Kendra Morries
City of El Segundo
Planning Department
350 Main Street

El Segundo, CA 90245

Dear Ms. Morries:

City of El Segundo Gencral Plan Update

The County Sanlation Districls received a Nutive of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the subject project on April 22, 1991, 'We offer the following comments regarding scwerage scrvice:

Portions of the City of El Segundo which are annexed to Sanitation District No. 5 or the South Bay
Cities Sanitation District are provided sewerage service by the County Sanitation Districts, The remainder
of the City is provided service through the Ciry of Lus Angeles® Hyperion Treatment Plant. When last
measured, all Sanitation Districts conveyance [acilities located within the City of El Segundo had avallable
capacities to accommodate additional flows ranging from 0.5 million gallons per day {mgd) to 7.0 mgd. Local
collector sewer lines, although tributary to the Sanilation Districts trunk sewer network, are not maintained

by the Sanitation Districts,

The wastcwater originating from within the City of El Scgundu which Is ireated by the Sanitation
Districts is processed at the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWFCF), located at 24501 8. Figueroa
Street, in the City of Carson. The JTWPCP has a design capaciry of 385 mgd and currently provides advanced
primary treatment 10 an average wastcwaler flow of 368 mgd, with 200 myd reizlving secondary ireatmeat.
The JWPCP has been in operation since 1928 and |s part of the Sanitutivn Districts” Joint Quifall System.
This regional treatment system consists of five upstrcam water reclamation plants und the TWPCP. All sludge,
and any wastewater flows which exceed the capacities of the upstream facilities, are diveried 1o the TWPCP
for processing. The Sanijtation Districts are currently constructing an expansion 10 the Sun Juse Creck WRFP
in Whittier, which will increase the upstream treatment capacity of the JOS by 37.5 mgd by 1992. ‘When this
expansion project is completed, the amount of wastewater diverted from the San Jose Crezk WRP will be
decreased, therefore, additional capacity will become available at the JWPCP. For informativn regarding the
Hyperion Treaiment Plant, please contact the City of Los Angeles.

It is the Sanitation Districts pollcy 1o remain necutral un growth issucs and to expand facilities as
necessary to accommodate the level of development which is appioved by the local jurisdiciions within our
service area. ‘lherefore, all Sanitation Distriets facilities in question either have adequaie capacity 1o handle
the increase in wastewater flow which would result fiom growih and additional development, or will be
cxpanded in the fulure 10 meet the communities needs,

281
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Ms, Kcendra Morries 2 May 23, 1991

The Sanitation Distrlcts are empowered by the California Health and Safery Code to charge a fee for
the privilege of conneeting to the Sanftation Disiricts’ Scwerage System of Increasing the exdsting strength
and/or quentity of wastewater mttributable to a partlculer parcel or operation already copnected. A
connection fee is requircd in order 1hat necessury expansions 1o the Sewerage System can be constructed to
accommodate new development. Payment of a connectiun fee will be required before a permit to connect fo

the sewer i3 {ssued.
If you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at (213) 699-7411, extension 2709.
Very truly yours,
Charles W. Carry
Kim M. Visser-Haga
Engineering Technician

Financial Planning &
Property Management Section

KMVIIms

NS ASSET MY ASSTELSEO UND.LTR



South Coast
AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

9150 FLAIR ORIVE, EL MONTE, CA 21731  (818) 672-6200

May 2, 1991

Ms. Kendra Morries

El Segundo Planning Department
350 Main Street

El Segundo, CA 90245

Dear Ms. Morries:

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for General Plan
Revision

District #LAC910425-01

Thank you for the opportunity {0 comment va the above referenced environmental document.
District staff has reviewed and assessed potential impacts that may result from the above

referenced project.

Preliminary staff assessment indicates that the proposed project may adversely affect air quality.
Appropriate mitigation measures should be incorporated into the proposed project to reduce air
uality impacts to insignificant level. Refer to the District's " i

' " 10 assess and mitigate adverse air quality impacts, Attached is
Exhibit A, 4 list of potential emissions sources and mitigations measures for projects similar to the
above listed project.

Upon completion of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, please forward two copies to:
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Planning Division
9150 Flair Drive
El Monte, CA 91731

Aun:  Connie A. Da
EIR Review l“;ogram Supervisor

If you have any questions, please call me at (818) 307-4507.

Yu}gs truly, ~

Connie A Day
Program Supervisor

CAD:al

Enclosure

(NOPLETTERS Aprilira)



EXHIBIT A
POTENTIAL EMISSION SOURCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES

To Minimize Construction Activity Emissions

0 Waier site and equipment in the mornjﬁsmd evening.

0 Spread soil binders on site, unpaved roads, and arking areas,

0 Re-establish ground cover on construction site rough seeding and watering.

Reduce Construction Equipment Emissions

o Wash off trucks leaving site.

v Properly tune and maintain all equipment.
0 Use low-sulfur fuel for cquipment,

Reduce Construction-Related Traffic Congestion

Provide rideshare incentives.

Provide transit incentives for construction personnel.

Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interferences.
Minimize obstruction of through-traffic lanes.

Provide a flagperson to guide the traffic properly.

Schedule operations affecting roadways for off-peak traffic hours.

[« Mo R o =]Na

imit Emissions From Vehicle Trips and Roadway Construction
Operate a Transportation management Plan per SCAQMD regulation XV,
Provide commuter rideshare incentives,

Provide commuter transit incentives.

Promote Transportation Demand Management Associations.
Establish a program of alternative work schedules.

Establish a telecommuting program.

Schedule goods movements for off-peak traffic hours.

Promote local shuttle and regional transit systems.

Provide dedicated turn lanes as appropriate.

Provide transit shelters,

Provide bicycle lanes, storage ureas and amenitics.

Ensure efficient parking management.

Prioritize Construction of HOV lanes.

Work closely with cities in the region to implement TDM goals.

c

inimize Indirect- Source Emissions
Implement energy conservation measures beyond state and local
requirements.
o Install energy-efficient street lighting.
0 Include energy costs in capital expenditure analyses
0 Landscape with native drought-resistant species to reduce water consumption
and to provide passive solar benefits.

OZ CO0000OOOO00000C0Q
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(213) 236-1800 e FAX (213) 236-1825

May 30, 19981

Ms, Kendra Maorries
Oirector of Planning
City of E1 Segundo
Planning Department
350 Main Straat
E1 Segundo, CA 390245
Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft
Update of the City of E1 Segundo General Plan
5CAG Clearinghouse No. LA-54899-NPR

EIR for tha

Dear Ms. Morries:

Thank you
Preparation
Update of

for the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice of
(NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Lhe C'ty of E1 Segundo General Plan. In review of the NOF
document, it appears that the EIR will provide a thorough assessment of the
project's potentlal impacts upon many of the subjects relevant to regiona!
planning 1ssues,

As you know, the California Environmental Quality Act requires that EIRs
discuss any {nconsistencies between the proposed project or pra?ram with
the applicable general plans and regional plans (Section 15125 (b)).
Accordingly, our major interest would be to ensure that the EIR cleariy
identifies any policies, objectives or programs which are inconsistent witt
the Regional Growth Management Plan, the Regional Mobility Plan, the Air
Quality Management Fian and the Regional Housing Needs Assessment. [f
there are inconsistencies, an explanation and rationalization for suct
Inconsistencies should be provided.

SCAG will not be submitting audiLional comments at this time, but would
Tike & minfmum of 45 days to review and comment on the Draft EIR when this

document 1s available. Please remember to submit three (3) copies of the
Draft EIR.

If SCAG can be of any further assistance, please contact Jim Birckhead at
(213) 236-1915.

Sincerely,

'::J" / — —
W/mﬁ“_“
(PAUL HATANAKA

Clearinghouse Official
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RECEIVED MAY 17 199y

MWDo
METROPOLITAN WATER ODISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

MAY 1 0 199

Ms. Kendra Morries

Director of Planning

El Segundo Planning Department
350 Main Street

El Segundo, California 90245

Dear Ms. Morries:

Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact

Report for the City of El Sequndo General Plan Update

We have received the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of
a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the City of El
Segundo General Plan Update. The project involves an update
of the existing General Plan to address the mandatory elements
of land use, housing, circulation, open space, conservation,
noise and seismic safety. The comments herein represent
Metropolitan's response as a potentially affected public
agency.

Metropolitan's review of the NOP indicates that
Metropolitan has a facility near your project area.
Metropolitan's West Coast Feeder travels along El Segundo
Boulevard to Aviation Boulevard, very near the border of the
City of El Segundo. The attached map shows the West Coast
Feeder in relation to your project area. It may be
appropriate to consider its location in your project planning.

Metropolitan requests that the Draft EIR analyze the
consistency of the proposed General Plan Amendment and any
related development with the population forecasts adopted by
the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).
Metropolitan uses SCAG's population projections to determine
future water demand. Development above these forecast
provisions may increase demand on Metropolitan's resources and
facilities beyond that anticipated.

Metropolitan encourages projects within its service
area to include water conservation measures. While
Metropolitan continues to build new supplies and develop means
for more efficient use of current resocurces, drought and rapid
development have put increasing demands on the current
system. Water conservation, reclaimed water use, and ground
water recharge programs contribute to local supplies.

|5



METROFOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERY CALIFORNIA

Ms. Kendra Morries -2- MAY 1 0 1991

Metropolitan supports mitigation measures such as using water
efficient fixtures, drought tolerant landscaping, and
reclaimed water to off-set any increase in water associated
with your proposed project.

In order to avoid potential conflicts, we request
that prints of plans for any construction or other activity in
the area of Metropolitan's facilities and rights-of-way be
submitted for our review and written approval. You may obtain
detailed prints of drawings of Metropolitan's facilities and
rights-of-way by contacting Mr. James E. Hale, Senior
Engineering Technician, at (213) 250-6564.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to
your planning process. If we can be of further assistance,
please contact me at (213) 250-6272.

Very truly yours,

L

#:Fﬁsi_ci.. A / T <
Kathleen M. Kunys:z ?
Manager, Env1rcnmental irs

AER/gg

Attachment
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Southern GCalifornia Edison Company
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May 31, 1981

Msi. Kendra Morries
Director of Planning
¢city of El Segundo
350 Main Street

El Segundo, CA 90245

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation for
Draft Envirormental Impact Report - City of El Segundo
Ganaral FPlan Update

Dear Ms. Morries:

This is to advise you ‘that the City of [l Sequnde leocated within
the service territory of the Scuthern Califernia Cdison Cempany and
that electric loads resulting from the General Plan update are
within the parameters of the overall projected load growth which
we are planning te accommodate in this area.

Unless the demand for electrisal generating capacity exceeds eur
estimates, and provided that there are no unexpected outages to
major sources of electrical supply, we expect to meat our
electrical requirements for the next several years.

In eddition, the releocation, reconatruction, rearrangament,
extensien, or undergrounding of Edison's existing electrical
distribution system which may be necessitated by activities
resulting from the General Plan update, will be performed by Edison
in accordance with Edison's effective Tariff Schedules approved by
and filed with the california Public Utilities Commission.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment under this
Notice of Preparatien.

Please contact me directly should you hava any gquestions.
Very truly yours,

-

B A | fisve bl T
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Dana A. Woodbury
Direcior of Planning

May 17, 1991

Ms. Kendra Morries
Director of Planning
City of E1 Segundo
350 Main Street

E1 Segundo, CA 90245

Dear Ms. Morris:
Re; Environmental Impact Report-El1 Segundo General Plan Revision

The Southern California Rapid Transit District (SCRTD) has reviewed the Notice
of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
City of E1 Segundo’s General Plan Revision and offers the following comments.

The DEIR should fncorporate as mitigation measures, specific policies and
programs designed ta promote transportation alternatives to the single-
occupant automobile. Promoting allernative modes of transportation such as
transit, walking and biking should also be a major goal of the Tand use,
circulation and air quality elements of the general plan. As a "Program EIR",
the DEIR should clearly demonstrate the relevancy of {ts programs Lo achieving
the goals and objectives of the General Plan as well as the internal
consistency of the General Plan elements.

To foster an environment conducive to alternative transportation modes and
contribute to achieving the region’s air quality objectives, the DEIR should
incorporate the following policies and strategies:

" A development standards review policy which would provide the opportunity
to review individual projects for their traffic impacts and compatibility
with transit and the other modes of transportation mentioned above. [t
would also provide incentives such as density bonuses and reduced parking
requirements, or penalties such as traffic mitigation fees.

= A Public Access Code (PAC) which would govern the provision of parking in
the City. Studies have shown that restricted access to parking 1s a very
effective means of inducing people to use other modes of transportation.
A PAC is broader than a conventional parking code in that it recognizes
that access to a site is not limited to the automobile (see Model Public
Access Code, enclosed). A PAC would incorporate policies such as
charging employees for on-site parking, consolidated and shared parﬁiq?.

Soutnern Califormia Rapid Trenam Diwtrict 425 Souih Mam Siewr. Lus Angeles, Caiforma $0013 (213) 972-0000



Ms. Kendra Morries

May 17, 1991
Page 2
" Encourage higher density and mixed-use development, especially around

transit facilities and corridors. This policy should also encourage the
provision of on-sfte amenities and services whenever possible. On-site
amenities and services such as restaurants, Automated Teller Machines
(ATMs) and postal services offer people who work in an area the
opportunity to run errands or go to lunch on foot rather than using their
automobiles.

m Provide wide and well-1it sidewalks. These tend to encourage pedestrian
activity and promote a sense of security for transit patrons.

- Support employer Transportation Demand Management (TDM) efforts and
encourage the formation of Transportation Management Associations (TMAs)
to coordinate employer TDM activities.

" Provide convenient transit facilities and amenities such as park-n-rides,
and covered bus shelters set back from the street, with benches and
adequate lighting.

n Explore the transit linkage oppaortunities that will be provided by the
proposed Metro Green Line extension between Century Freeway and
Compton Boulevard on Nash Street., The DEIR should clearly articulate how
the land use, circulation and air quality elements intend to take
advantage of these opportunities, This rail corridor and 1ts station
areas will provide excellent opportunities for the coordination of land
use and transit. For additional information on the Metro Green Line
extension, please contact the Los Angeles County Transportation
Commission (LACTC) at (213) 623-1194.

The policies and strategies mentioned above may be combined into a
comprehensive Traffic Reduction Incentives Program (TRIP). A TRIP would
provide a convenient vehicle to coordinate land use, transportation/
¢irculalion and air quality policies and strategies.
The City of E1 Segundo 1s currently served by the following SCRTD Lines:
Line 120: Operates on Imperial Highway.
Line 124: Operates on E1 Segundo Blvd.
Line 125: Operates on Rosecrans Avenue,

Line 220: Operates on Imperial Highway between Sepulveda Boulevard and
Pershing Drive.

Line 225/226: Operates on Aviation Boulevard, Douglas Street, Mariposa
Avenue, Nash Street and Sepulveda Boulevard.

Line 232: Operates on Sepulveda Boulevard.



Ms. Kendra Marries
May 17, 1991
Page 3

Line 439: Limited-stop Express service, operates on Imperial Highway,
California Street, Imperial Avenue, Main Street, Grand Avenue and
Vista Del Mar Boulevard.

The DEIR should repart on all transit facilities and services in the City and
explore how they can be incorporated inte an integrated land use-
transportation-air quality program such as TRIP.

SCRTD is willing to cooperate with the City of E] segundo on any tranpsit
related aspect of the DEIR and General Plan., We look forward to receiving the
DEIR when it becomes available. If you need additional information, please
contact Joel Woodhull, Planning Manager, at (213) 972-4850.

Sincarely,

Lo b zd.ﬁ%
Dana A. Woodbury R‘

Attachment
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May 22, 1991

EKendra Morries. Direcicr

El Bogunde Planning Department
350 Main Street

El Segundo, CA 90245

Dear Ha. Morrien:

EIR FOR RI. SEGUNDD GENFERAI. PLAN REVISION

Thank you for the opportuaity to comment om your Netica of
Preparation; however, we have nc comments at this tima.

Very truly yours,

Albart J. TaAndini
Nivinien Manager, Nedghbarhood Flnnrn'.ns Division
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CITY HALL - 1400 Hlil'.iHLAND AVENUE - MANHATTAN BEACH, CALIFORNIA 90288-4785
TELEPHONE (213) 545-5621 FAX (213) 545-5234
May 7, 1961

El S8egundo Planning Department
150 Main Street
El Segundo, CA 90245

Attention: Kendra Morries, Director of Planning

Dear Ms. Morries,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation
for the Environmental Impacl Report for the General Plan Revision
for the City of El Segundo. We have no specific comments at this
time, but will reserve that option at the time the Draft EIR is
circulated.

As a neighboring city, we are particularly interested in any
impacts on air quality, quantity and quality of ground waters, risk
of human upsel from industries using flammable and toxic materials,
demand for housing in surrounding cities, effects ovn traffic flow
and circulation both locally and regionally, impacts on the
regional road networks and freeways (speclfically Sepulveda
Boulevard), and demands on regional public transit.

We Jlook forward to receiving a copy of the Draft EIR when
available, Inquiries for any information from the City of
Manhattan Beach should be addressed to me.

Sincerely

MJM

Maxine R. Woerner, AICP
Senior Planner

a:\NOPeaeg Jed



April 22,

Allied-Signal Inc.

Engineered Materials Sector

F.O. Box 88
El Segundp, CA 90245
Telephone (213) 615-0100

1991

Ms. Kendra Morries, Director of Planning
City of El1 Segundo

350 Main Street

El Segundo, CA 90245

Re: Environmental Impact Report - General Plan Revision

Dear Ms. Morries,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the General

Plan Revis

1)

2)

3)

ion EIR. We have three comments for your consideration:

With regard to Item 10a. What type of methodologies will
be used to assess the risks of using flammable and toxic
materials?

With regard to Item 10b. Will you be evaluating community
notification plans as part of the emergency response
plan?

Will a Socio-economic analysis be part of the EIR, or
will it be done separately?

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact
Bill Mason of my staff at 615-0100 Ext. 259 or myself.

Yours very truly,

Lotdis H. E
Plant Mana

acft

cc W. T. M

LA Z

ger

ason



El Segundo Unified School District

641 SHELDON STREET = EL SEGUNDO, CALIFORNIA 80245
(213) 322-4500 = FAX (213) 640-8272

SUPERINTENDENT
WILLIAM N. MANAHAN, Ed.D.

BOARD OF EDUCATION
KEITH R. WISE
Prasident

NANCY M. WERNICK

April 22, 1991 Vice Presicent

KENNETH N.SCHOFIELD

Clerk

ALAN D. LEITCH

Membar

Ms. Kendra Morries CHARISTINE M. SHERRILL

Director of Planning

City of El Segundo

350 Main Street

El Segundo, California 90245

Dear Ms. Morries:

The El Segundo Unified School District is in receipt of the "Notice of Preparation of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report" forwarded to this office on April 19, 1991. It is our understanding
that the Project EIR will be conducted to determine the impact of revisions to the El Segundo City
General Plan.

On behalf of the Board of Education, | am requesting that the School District be provided ongoing
notices regarding meetings, mail-outs, and other information associated with this EIR. In addition,
considering the close relationship that exists between the City of El Segundo and the El Segundo
Unified School District and the fact that the EIR states that the environmental impact on public
services such as schools is definite, the District is requesting that a representative of the School
District be made a member of the General Plan Revision Committee.

Also, in reading through the Notice of Preparation of the EIR, the implications are that the City has
specific revisions to the General Plan in mind. Is it possible to make a copy of the proposed
revisions in advance? This information would be instrumental in ultimately developing aresponse
by the El Segundo Unified School District through the EIR process.

Sincerely yours,

7y e

William N. Manahan
Superintendent

WNM:rh

cc: Board of Education

Mamber



Manahan. EIR/KM
May 2, 1991
Page 2

Thanks again for taking the time to become involved. The one year calendar that the City
Council, staff and consultant have committed to is ambitious and will require the continued
support of the community. If you have other questions or need any additional information,
please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

(eopa Mogpue

Kendra Morries
Director of Planning

cc: Ronald E. Cano, City Manager
EIP Associates :
Lightfoot Planning Group
Sara Rostamian, Associate Planner

Manahan EIR






Mailing Address: Archaeological Information Center

. . prsne : UCLA Institute of Archaeology
California 5 AR Regional ; Fowler Museum of Cultural History
Archaeological - - Omnge Information Los Angeles, CA 90024-1510
Inventory it vewun  Center Phone: 213-825-1980 FAX: 213-206-4723

' September 19, 1991

Mr. Jeff E. Fujimoto
EIP Associates m@w
80 South Lake Avenue, Suite 600

pasadena, CA 91101 SEP 231991

RE: Record search for the General Plan Update EIR for the &gﬁ%ﬁf&?&i
City of El1 Segundo.

Dear Mr. Fujimoto,

As per your reqguest of August 13, 1991, we have conducted
an archaeological records search of the above referenced
project. This document search included a review of all
recorded historic and prehistoric archaeological sites in the
vicinity as well as a review of all known cultural resource
survey and excavation reports. In addition, we have checked
our most current listings of California Historic Landmark and
National Register sites as well as our file of historic maps
regarding this region.

Due to the sensitive nature of cultural resources,
archaeclogical site locations are not released. Instead,
sensitive areas are delimired with relevant state trinomials
listed.

These documents revealed:
PREHISTORIC RESOURCES:

One prehistoric site has been identified within the City
of E1 Segundc boundaries (see enclosed map and list). The
sice, described as a shell scatter, is ldcated along the
city's northern boundary.

HISTORIC RESQURCES:

No historic archaeological sites have been identified
within a one mile radius of the subject area (see enclosed
map and list). No State Landmark or National Register
properties have been identified within the City of EI1
Segundo.

Inspection of our historic maps =--Redondo 1896 and 1944
15" series -- indicates no development in the area on the
1896 edition, The 1944 edition indicates a fully urbanized
city of E]l Segundo. Areas in excess of forty-five years of
age should be evaluated against criteria for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places.



PREVIOUS ARCHAEQLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS:

Four surveys and/or excavations have been conducted within
the city boundaries (see enclosed map and bibliography).
Most of these surveys took place along the boundaries of the
city.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Our office recommends that when using these maps for city
planning purposes, the following guidelines should be
cbserved.

The areas within black ovals indicate areas of known
archaeological sensitivity. The unmarked areas, i.e., those
which do not contain ovals or hatching, are areas of unknown
cultural resource sensitivity. It is likely that unrecorded
prehistoric and historic cultural resources are situated in
these areas. CEQA projects which fall within these areas
should be reviewed by the Archaeclogical Information Center
during the Initial Study Phase of the planning process (see
enclosed Quick Check Letter and Form). our office will
evaluate the areas potential for yielding cultural resources
and make recommendations for treatment.

Hatched areas indicate areas that have been assessed for

cul tural resources, These assessments range from an
archaeological records search to a physical walk-over (Phase
I Reconnaissance) of the subject property. Our office

maintains all such reports on file as is constantly updating
our records. It is therefore suggested that the guick check
form be used to clarify the extent of evaluation. CEQA
projects are reqguired to address cultural resources prior to
permitting (CEQA Sec. 21083.2 and 15300.2).

our office is authorized by the State Historic
Preservation 0Office to make recommendations regarding the
degree of evaluation to be regquired. Adequate evaluation
ranges from a Halt-work condition being applied to the permit
to evaluation of resource significance through test
excavations.

If you have any gquestions regarding our results or the
recommendations presented herein, please feel free to contact
our office at (213) 825-1980.



Invoices are mailed approximately two weeks after records
searches. This will allow your firm the opportunity to
reguest further information under the same invoice number.
Please reference the invoice number listed below when making
ingquires. Reguests made after invoicing will necessitate a
separate invoice with a $10.00 handling fee.

Sincerely,

S

Shelley Marie Gomes
Assistant Coordinator

Enclosures:
(X) Map
(X) Bibl iography
(X) Site list

{ ) Site records

() Survey reports

() Invoice #3355

() SOPA list

(X) Quick check letter & form






certilied public accountants 2801 North Ceniral Avenue in principal areas of the world

(z00pers AL
&Lybrand

management consultants telephane (602) 280-1800
lelecopy (602) 280-1998

October 20, 1991

Mr. Lou Lightfoot

The Lightfoot Planning Group
1315 Union Plaza Court

Suite 100

Oceanside, CA 92054

Dear Mr. Lightfoot:

We have completed our preliminary report on the comparative potential fiscal impact of
the two proposed General Plans for the City of El Segundo, as well as our analysis of
the potential fiscal impact of the current General Plan. We understand that this report
will be used by The Lightfoot Planning Group, EIP Associates, the General Plan Review
Committee, and the City of El Segundo in preparing an update of the City’s General
Plan.

During the course of this study, we have relied on data and reports provided by various
public and private sector sources. We believe that the information we used is reasonable;
however, we did not conduct independent reviews to determine accuracy. Our analysis
has been based on projections and hypothetical assumptions determined from the above
reference public and private sources, regarding circumstances and events which have not
yet taken place. To the extent that these do not materialize, the outcome may vary
from the projected potential results, and these differences may be material.

Because of the nature of this report, the fiscal projections are not intended to be used
for fiscal budgeting or planning purposes. Our findings are strictly for comparative
purposes only.

We have no responsibility to update our analysis for events and circumstances occurring
after the date of this letter.

We appreciate this opportunity to have been of service to you. Should you have any
questions, please feel free to contact Coopers & Lybrand at (602) 280-1800.

Very truly yours,
)
%
JAC/DKS

Jyc



COMPARATIVE FISCAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

Proposed for:
GENERAL PLANS
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO

October 20, 1991



Preliminary Draft
Subject to Change

1.0 Executive Summary

The purpose of this report is to analyze the consequences to the City of El
Segundo on the comparative potential fiscal impacts of two proposed General Plans. This
report also analyzes the comparative potential fiscal impacts of not adopting a new
General Plan, but keeping the current one. The projections of potential fiscal impacts
are not intended for fiscal budgeting or planning purposes, and should be used only as
points of comparing one plan to another.

In order to project potential fiscal impacts of the proposed and current General
Plans, we reviewed and analyzed current and projected real estate market conditions,
historic and projected economic and demographic conditions, and historical revenue,
expenditure and operating capacity trends of the City of El Segundo and surrounding
municipalities. We also conducted interviews with City and County officials, as well as
real estate sources in the region. Our findings are based on assumptions and analysis
derived from these data.

The following five points outline our findings. Table 1-1 summarizes the various
net fiscal impacts.

1. There does not appear to be sufficient hypothetical future demand by land
use to fully absorb any of the potential supply of future land uses under the
two proposed General Plans as well as the potential future supply under the
existing General Plan by the year 2010.

2 Because there may not be sufficient hypothetical demand to fully absorb
these uses, it appears likely that the future fiscal implications will not be
different under the proposed or existing General Plans until at least 2030.

3. In order to make an "apples to apples" comparison between potential fiscal
impacts of the proposed and existing General Plans, we have assumed a
complete buildout for all three plans by 2010.

4, Based on these uniform buildout time tables, the Aeroplan appears to have
the most significant beneficial future fiscal impacts on the City of El
Segundo, returning approximately 15 percent more to the City than the
existing General Plan. The Preferred Plan could benefit the City by nearly
10 percent more than the existing General Plan,



PRELIWINARY

SUBJECT

TABLE 1~1
SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE FINDINGS

EXISTING PLAN, PREFERRED PLAN AND AEROPLAN

10

DRAFT
CHANGE

CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
NPV of
Net Fiscal
Impact (1)  *** Increase Over Existing Plan ***
Plan 1891-2010 Amount Percent
Existing $92,225,906 = B
Preferred $99,543,503 $7,317,597 7.9%
Aeroplan $103,483,260 $11,257,354 12.2%

(1) Discounted at 15 percent.



Preliminary Draft
Subject to Change

Compared to the Preferred Plan, the Aeroplan could provide an additional
5 percent net benefits to the City over the next 20 years, providing both
Plans could be fully absorbed by the market over that time. However, given
the numerous assumptions required to perform this comparative analysis, and
given the likelihood that the supply of future land uses will not be absorbed
in the market, the differences between the two plans appears minimal.

The remainder of this report includes background information and analysis that was
used to reach our conclusions. It is organized as follows:

0

Section 2 analyzes supply and demand balance in the El Segundo real estate
market.

Section 3 reviews historic trends in revenue, expenditure and operating
trends for the City of El Segundo and neighboring municipalities.

Section 4 summarizes projections of potential fiscal impacts to the City of
El Segundo by relevant revenue and expenditure line items.



Preliminary Draft
Subject to Change

2.0 Supply/Demand Conditions in El Segundo

This section of the report projects supply and demand conditions in the El
Segundo real estate market. This step is important in order to determine possible land
use mixes that may occur in Urban Mixed Use areas of the Preferred and Aeroplan
General Plans,

Table 2-1 summarizes the potential additional supply of each of the General Plans.
Presently, there is an estimated 27.4 million sguare feet of commercial, office and
industrial space within El Segundo. Approximately 40 percent of the total square footage
is office space, and an additional 40 percent is light industrial.

Under the existing General Plan, a total of 61.5 million square feet of space could
potentially be built, an increase of approximately 34 million square feet. The Preferred
Plan would allow a total of 56 million square feet, or an additional 28.7 million square
feet of space, while the Aeroplan would allow an additional 34.8 million square feet, or
a total of 62.2 million square feet.

The key differences in these three plans is the distribution of potential future uses.
Nearly half of the potential future development under the existing plan is for light
industrial space, compared to approximately 45 percent under the Preferred plan and
less than 40 percent under the Aeroplan.

Both of the proposed plans allow a greater flexibility for future land uses by
incorporating an Urban Mixed Use designation. Under this designation, nearly all types
of reasonable land uses (except for heavy industrial) would be allowed. However, the
uses would be limited in size by a prevailing FAR. The FAR for the Preferred plan is
0.9, while the FAR for the Aeroplan is 1.5. Based on these FAR differences, 60 percent
of the additional potential development under the Preferred plan would occur within
Urban Mixed Use areas, compared to 68 percent under the Aeroplan. Both of the
proposed plans are identical in the acreage and square footage allowed by other land
uses. The heavy industrial land use would be redeveloped into other uses under both of
the proposed plans.

In the Coopers & Lybrand Existing Conditions Report dated June 5, 1991, the
existing real estate conditions in the El Segundo market were analyzed. Based on this

analysis, we have developed hypothetical demand projections for general land uses. These
hypothetical demand projections are summarized on Table 2-2.
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Preliminary Draft
Subject to Change

Under provisions of the existing General Plan, there is the potential for an
additional 34 million square feet of office, retail, hotel and industrial space. However,
there appears to be demand for only 17 million square feet over the next 20 years.
Assuming straight line growth in demand, the potential supply of land uses would not be
built out until approximately 2030.

Similarly, the supply of potential land uses is well in excess of the hypothetical
demand projections for both of the proposed plans. It appears that a total buildout
would occur the soonest under the Preferred plan.
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3.0 Historical Financial Analysis of the City of El Segundo

This section of the report reviews the historical revenues, expenditures, and other
operating costs of the City of El Segundo. The purpose of this analysis is to provide
some historical perspective on fiscal trends for both El Segundo and surrounding
municipalities that may assist in developing projective assumptions.

Future real estate development in El Segundo will affect specific revenue sources
due to increased employment, retail spending and enhanced property tax assessments.
Specific revenue sources likely to be affected are sales taxes, property taxes, transient
occupancy taxes, utility user taxes, and the business license fee.

Expenditures will be affected due to increase road maintenance due to heavier
traffic and increased police and fire protection. Specifically, expenditures for public safety
and public works are likely to be significantly affected by future real estate development.

Based on conversations with City officials, the costs of future capital improvements
directly caused by real estate development will not be borne by the City, but will be paid
for by the developer. For purposes of this analysis, we have assumed that no capital
improvements due to future real estate development will affect the city, based on this
finding.

From 1985 through 1989, total revenues collected by the City of El Segundo have
annually increased by an average of 6.5 percent. However, the 1990 increase over 1989
revenue jumped considerably, by 41.2 percent. This substantial increase is due to a
recently imposed business license fee. As a result of imposing this fee, the City realized
an additional $6.8 million in 1990 in licenses and permits compared to 1989. The
revenue trends for the City of El Segundo are summarized on Table 3-1.

Historically, the greatest share of revenue to the City has come from both sales
tax collections and licenses & permits. However, the business license fee has quickly
become the most substantial portion of revenues. The importance of the business license
fee is likely to increase due to future changes in its calculation, which will be detailed
in the next section.

Table 3-2 summarizes historical expenditures for the City of El Segundo. The
general trend in City expenditures has been relatively stable, with annual increases in
spending never exceeding 7.2 percent.
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On a per capita basis, the City of El Segundo spends a great deal more for police
and fire protection than do neighboring cities. In 1988, the City of El Segundo spent
over $350 per capita on police, and over $330 per capita on fire, while the neighboring
municipalities or places of Redondo Beach, Hermosa Beach, Manhattan Beach, or
Hawthorne spent around $150 per capita on police and $70 per capita on fire. The
reason behind the differences appears to be the high-tech employment base in El
Segundo.
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The purpose of this section is to determine the comparative potential fiscal impacts
of the existing General Plan, the Preferred plan and the Aeroplan. For each plan, we
have determined hypothetical projections of impacted revenue and expenditure streams
to the year 2010. In order to compares "apples to apples,” the methodology for projecting
future revenues and expenditures is the same for all three plans.

As stated earlier, it appears unlikely that the entire potential supply of land uses
will be absorbed over the next 20 years. However, for the comparative purposes of this
analysis, we have made the assumption that in all three cases, the supply of potential
future land uses will be entirely absorbed by 2010. Therefore, annual changes in
additional square footages or units will differ between the three plans. These differences
have an effect on employment, retail sales, transient occupancy taxes, property taxes,
business license fees, utility user taxes, public safety expenditures and public works
expenditures.

The following subsections outline the basic assumptions and methodology for each
source of revenue and expenditure:

4.1 Calculation of Projected Sales Tax

According to the City of El Segundo Finance Department, El Segundo collects 1
percent of the total retail sales that occur within city limits. Historically, total retail sales
within El Segundo have approximated $150 to $200 per square foot. This level of retail
sales is generally consistent with both the national and regional norms. For the purposes
of this analysis, we have assumed a base year sales per square foot of $200. Based on
the estimated total for retail oriented commercial space of approximately 2.1 million
square feet, the assumed sales per square foot yields $421.5 million dollars in retail sales
for 1991. This amount is inflated by 5 percent annually. From this estimate of projected
retail sales, the 1 percent sales tax collected by the City of El Segundo has been
calculated.

4.2 Calculation of Transient Occupancy Tax

The transient occupancy tax is 8 percent of the actual occupied room rate per
night. In order to project the transient occupancy tax on a consistent basis, the historical
average annual tax per room was calculated from historical transient occupancy tax
receipts and the historical number of occupied rooms. The advantage of this method is
that future tax receipts would be based on future potential hotel/motel development.
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Based on this analysis, it was determined that $2,000 per occupied room was a reasonable
base estimate. This amount, inflated by 5 percent annually, was multiplied by the number
of projected occupied rooms to derive a future estimate of potential transient occupancy
tax receipts.

4.3 Calculation of Real Property Tax

Estimating future revenue from property taxes in El Segundo is extremely difficult
because of the limiting effects of Proposition 13 on the annual growth in assessed value.
Because our analysis is to determine the comparative effects of future development under
proposed General Plans, and because this development would affect real property values
due to changes in use, this analysis has focused only on the net affects of future
development on real property tax revenues.

In order to estimate an average fair market value by land use, readily available
secondary source data were used. The median home value for El Segundo is based on
information from TRW Real Estate Information Services. The remaining estimates by
land use are based on historical trends in sales prices as reported in the Market History
Reports, 1991, which is published by the Liquidity Fund as part of the National Real
Estate Index, The estimates on income producing types of property are all based on a
price per square foot basis.

The estimated fair market value, inflated by 5 percent annually, was multiplied by
the annual change by land use type. That amount was then multiplied by 1.25 percent,
which is the general tax rate given to us by the Los Angeles County Assessor's Office.
The resulting tax revenues were then aggregated. According to the El Segundo Finance
Department, the City of El Segundo receives 4.5 percent of this amount.

4.4 Calculation of Business License Fee

According to the El Segundo Finance Department, the structure of the business
license fee will change significantly on January 1, 1992. For purposes of this comparative
analysis, we assumed the new method of calculation beginning in 1991.

Because the business license fee is a complex formulation based on many factors,
many assumptions and estimates had to be made, including the number of establishments
with more than 5 employees and the number of employees in those businesses that would
be subject to a per employee tax. Because there is a different business license fee
assessed on vacant property than on occupied property, we have assumed an average
vacancy rate of 10 percent for all types of non-residential, non-heavy industrial square
footage.
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4.5 Calculation of Utility User Tax

According to the El Segundo Finance Department, the utility user tax will be
imposed at a rate of 3 percent on all utility charges except telephone charges, which will
be imposed at a rate of 2 percent of the charge.

Because utility and telephone use are typically dependent on employees, we have
estimated the amount of utility user tax collected by the City of El Segundo per non-
government employee. Based on this historical analysis, the tax revenue per employee
of $25 was estimated. The projected potential utility user tax is then derived by
multiplying estimated non-government employment by the utility user tax per employee,
which is inflated at 5 percent annually.

4.6 Calculation of Public Safety Expenditures from Additional Development

As noted above, the City of El Segundo spends proportionally higher amounts per
capita on police and fire protection that do surrounding municipalities and places. Of
course, due to the high-tech and defense orientation of many of the large businesses
located in El Segundo, this is not a surprise.

Given the historical trends in police and fire protection in the City of El Segundo,
it appears likely that new retail, office and industrial development in the City will require
increases for both police, fire and emergency medical services. In order to appropriately
determine the impact of this future development in these areas, we have estimated future
expenditures for police on an officer per employee basis, fire on an officer per million
square feet basis, and emergency medical on an expenditure per employee basis.

4.7 Calculation of Public Works Expenditures from Additional Development

Increased development of all types could create additional traffic strains on El
Segundo public streets. This strain would be in addition to the normal wear and tear
or weathering.

In order to estimate the increase in traffic, we have used estimates of trips
generated by Basmaciyan-Damnell, Inc. traffic engineers, by land use type to estimate the
total annual trips generated in El Segundo. This number is multiplied by the average
cost to maintain the roads per trip, estimated to be $0.021.

The potential impact of future development on the waste water System has been
estimated by evaluating the cost per square foot, which was determined to be
approximately $0.08 per square foot, and multiplying that amount by the total square
footage in El Segundo.

Both of these projected potential impacts are inflated by an annual rate of 5
percent.
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4.8 Conclusions

For each General Plan, the analysis and calculations described above have been
performed in order to determine the projected potential fiscal impact. The existing
General Plan analysis is shown on Tables 4-1A through 4-1H. The Preferred Plan
analysis is shown on Tables 4-2A through 4-2H, and the Aeroplan analysis is shown on
Tables 4-3A through 4-3H.

Tables 4-1A,4-2A and 4-3A all summarize the specific analyses performed for each
for each of the General Plans. In order to form some point of comparison, the net
present value of the net fiscal impacts have been calculated using an 8 percent discount
rate.

Based on the summarized comparisons for each of the three General Plans under
consideration, it appears that adoption of the Aeroplan would have the greatest beneficial
fiscal impact on the City of El Segundo. However, given the relative closeness in
discounted amounts between the Preferred Plan and the Aeroplan, and given the many
assumptions that must be made in order to do this type of comparative analysis, the
comparative fiscal benefits between the Aeroplan and the Preferred Plan may be
relatively insignificant. The net present value of the Aeroplan is about 5 percent higher
than the net present value of the Preferred Plan.

Adoption of either of the two proposed plans appears to be reasonably more
fiscally beneficial to the City of El Segundo that the status quo.
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TABLE 4—1A
SUMMARY OF IMPACTED REVENUES & EXPENDITURES
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1951 = 2010
AT RTATRAR EX|STING PLAN BU”.DDUT FEAA AR AR RS

Category 1991 1995 2000 2005 2010
SALES TAX REVENUE $4,214,560 §5,522,269 $7,685.224 $10,621,826 $14,594,462
TRANSIENT OCCUPANCY TAX REVENUE $2,024,400 2,576,387 3,472,803 4,667,887 6,258,245
REAL PROPERTY TAX REVENUE $101,782 $123,717 $157,898 $201,522 $257,199
BUSINESS LICENSE FEE REVENUE $16,509,085 25,359,143 40,002,486 60,801,499 90,039,828
UTILITY USER TAX REVENUE 52,375,000 3,583,125 5,680,306 8,662,805 12,859,738
TOTAL PROJECTED REVENUE $25,624,827 $37,164,641 $56,998,717  $84,955539 $124,009,472
IMPACTED PUBLIC SAFETY
EXPENDITURES 311,480,558 16,998,449 27,102,762 41,492,830 61,558,901
IMPACTED PUBLIC WORKS
EXPENDITURES 54,478,711 6,622,747 10,333,163 15,588,295 22,958,473
TOTAL IMPACTED EXPENDITURES $15,959,269 $23,621,196 $37,435926 $57,081,125 $84,517,374
NET FISCAL IMPACT §9,665,558 $13,543,445 $19,562,791 $27,874,414  $39,492,098

NET PRESENT VALUE CALCULATION
8.0%

$179,006,127
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TABLE 4-1B
CALCULATION OF SALES TAX
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1991 - 2010
drdrddrd ik dddk EX|STING PLAN BU!LDDU‘T Ekdrdr ki o

Category 1991 1995 2000 2005 2010
Existing Cc:rn_mercial Sq. Ft. 2,107,280 2,271,592 2,476,982 2,682,372 2,887,762
Sales Per Sq. Ft. (Inflated) $200 243 310 396 505
Total Retail Sales (Inflated) $421,456,000 552,226,855 768,522,413 1,062,182,617 1,459,446,150
El Segundo Sales Tax Revenue $4,214,560 5,522,269 7,685,224 10,621,826 14,594,462

(Inflated)

Note: Includes all estimated commercial space.

Assumptions:
Annual Inflation Rate: 5.0%
El Segundo Sales Tax: 1.0%
Annual Space Added: 41,078

Annual space added is only retail oriented space.
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TABLE 4-1C
CALCULATION OF TRANSIENT OCCUPANCY TAX
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1991 — 2010
drkdrdedrhkkkkk EXISTlNG PLAN BUILDOUT Fedk vk dedrdrdradr ok
Category 1991 1995 2000 2005 2010
Existing Hotel Rooms 1,446 1,514 1,599 1,684 1,769
Average Annual Occupancy Rate 70.0% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0%
Average Annual Occupied Rooms 1,012 1,080 1,119 1,179 1,238
Average Annual Tax Per $2,000 2,431 3,103 3,960 5,054
Occupied Room (Inflated)
El Segundo Transient $2,024,400 2,576,387 3,472,803 4,667,887 6,258,245

Occupancy Tax Revenue (Inflated)

Assumptions:
Annual Inflation Rate: 5.0%
Annual Rooms Added: 17
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TABLE 4-1D

CALCULATION OF REAL PROPERTY TAX
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1991 = 2010

swxamwwwnss EX|ISTING PLAN BUILDOUT *=##*swunans

Category 1991 1995 2000 2005 2010

FMV BY LAND USE CATEGORY
FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT
- 1 & 2 Family Residences (by unit)* $281,588 342,272 436,835 557,525 711,558

— Multifamily (sqg. ft.) $85 103 132 168 215
— Commercial (Retail) (sqg. ft.) $150 182 233 297 379
- Industrial (sq. ft.) $60 73 93 119 152
— Total New Office (sq. ft.) §200 243 310 396 505
— Total New Hotel (sq. ft.) 5175 213 271 346 442

AVERAGE ANNUAL NEW DEMAND
BY LAND USE CATEGORY

— 1 & 2 Family Residences (units) (3.0) (3.0) (3.0) (3.0) (3.0)
— Multifamily (sq. ft.) 25,200 25,200 25,200 25,200 25,200
— Commercial (Retail) 41,078 41,078 41,078 41,078 41,078
— Industrial (sg. ft.) 1,265,000 1,265,000 1,265,000 1,265000 1,265,000
— Total New Office (sq. ft.) 480,500 480,500 480,500 480,500 480,500
- Total New Hotel (sqg. ft.) 8,500 8,500 8,500 8,500 8,500

PROPERTY TAX STRUCTURE
BY LAND USE CATEGORY

— 1 & 2 Family Residences 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
- Multifamily 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
— Commercial (Retail) 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
- Light Industrial 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
= Total New Office 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
— Total New Hotel 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%

NET INCREASE IN PROPERTY TAX COLLECTED ON NEW
DEVELOPMENT BY LAND USE CATEGORY

— 1 & 2 Family Residences (10,560) (12,835) (16.381) (20,907) (26,683)
= Multifamily 26,775 32,545 41,537 53,013 67,659
-~ Commercial (Retail) 77,021 83,620 119,485 152,497 194,629
— Light Industrial 948,750 1,183,212 1,471,823 1,878,460 2,397,444
— Total New Office 1,201,250 1,460,127 1,B63,533 2,378,393 3,035,499
— Total New Hotel 18,584 22,601 28,845 36,814 46,985
TOTAL REAL PROPERTY TAX $2,261,830 52,749,269 $3,508,841 $4,478,270 $5,715,533

REVENUE DUE TO NEW DEVELOPMENT

— e —— - —— —— ———— ——— e e —— - e ——

EL SEGUNDO PROPERTY TAX SHARE $101,782  $123,717  $157,898  $201,522 $257,199

R 5 EEEEE === =s= ——F—F & F

* 1890 median home price in El Segundo ZIP Code 90245, according to TRW Real
Estates Information Services.

Assumptions:
Inflation Rate: 5.0%
El Segundo Share of Property Tax: 4.5%
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anNARY CALCULATION OF BUSINESS LICENSE FEE
SUBJECT TO CHANGE CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1991 = 2010
WETF IR STR EXISTING PLAN BU'LDOL"I‘ MR TR TTETN
Category 1991 1985 2000 2005 2010
Fee for Establishments (1) $103 $125 $160 $204 $260
Fee Per Employee (2) 127 $154 %197 §251 $321
Fee per Acre (3) $1,5631 $1,861 $2,375 $3,031 $3,869
Fee per Sq. Ft. of $0.10 §0.12 $0.16 $0.20 $0.25
Vacant Floor Area (4)
Fee per Sg. Ft. of $0.24 $0.29 $0.37 $0.48 $0.61
Occupied Floor Area (5)
Number of Establishments 2,316 2,948 3,662 4,375 5,089
Taxable Surplus Employment 91,816 113,964 141,557 169,149 196,742
Heavy Industrial Acreage 1,266 1,264 1,261 1,258 1,255
Total Non=industrial Commercial Sq. Ft. 22,912,950 28417,234 35297,589 42,177,944 49,058,299
Average Annual Commercial 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0%
Vacancy Rate
Annual Vacant Commercial 2,291,295 2,841,723 3,529,758 4,217,784 4,905,830
Square Feet
Annual Occupied Cammercial 20,621,655 25,575,511 31,767,830 37,960,150 44,152,469
Square Feet
CALCULATION OF TAX
Revenue per Establishment $238,548 $369,062 $585,071 $892,269 $1,324,553
Revenue per Surplus Employee $11,660,632 $17,592,499 $27,889,278 $42,532,815 $63,139,001
Revenue Per Acre $1,838,858 $2.352,377 $2,995,408 $3,814,193 $4,856,765
Revenue Per Sq. Ft. of Vacant $229,130 $345,413 $547.581 $835,094  $1,239,679
Commercial Space
Revenue Per Sg. Ft. of $4,949,197 §7,460,926 $11,B27,750 $18,038,040 $26,777,062
Occupied Commercial Space
TOTAL POTENTIAL REVENUE $19,016,365 528,120,278 $43,845,098 $66,112,412 $97,337,059
Sales Tax Credit (6) $2,107,280 $2,761,134 $3,842,612 $5310,913 $7,297,231
TOTAL COLLECTABLE REVENUE 516,909,085 $25,359,143 $40,002,486 $60,801,499 $90,039,828

(1) Calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1982,

(2) Calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1992. This portion of the
fee is assessed on every employee per establishment beyond the 5th employee.

(3) According to the City of EI Segundo Finance Department and Municipal Resource
Consultants, this portion of the fee is charged on large industrial land users only.

(4) Calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1882,
(5) Calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1992.

(6) Fifty percent credit from Sales Tax, calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1992.

Assumptions:
Inflation Rate: 5.0%
Average Non-government Warkers per Sq. Ft.: 241
Percent Employed in Small Establishments: 3.35%

Average Employees per Establishment: 40
Average Change Commercial Sq. Ft.: 1,376,071
Average Change in Industrial Acreage: (0.6)



PRELINNARY

DRAFT

SUBJECT TO  CHANGE
TABLE 4-1F
CALCULATION OF UTILITY USER TAX
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1991 — 2010
EEEEE bk EXISTING PLAN BUILDDUT dkdrdk ko kkkkkk
Category 1991 1995 2000 2005 2010
Total Non—government 95,000 117,914 146,463 175,012 203,561
Employment
Utility User Tax Per $25.00 $30.39 $38.78 $49.50 $63.17

Non-government Employee

Utility User Tax Revenue $2,375,000

Assumptions
Inflation Rate: 5.0%

$3,583,125 $5,680,306 $8,662,805 $12,859,738

=_—==s=m== _—_= ===



TABLE 4-1G

PRELININARY

SUBJECT

T0

DRAFi
CHANGE

CALCULATION OF PUBLIC SAFETY EXPENDITURES FROM ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO

WaE W o EXIST]NG FLAN BU”-DDUT oo o

1991 — 2010

Category 1991 1995 2000 2005 2010
Total Employment 100,000 117,914 146,463 175,012 203,561
Total Commercial Square Feet 27,423,588 34,603,736 43,578,921 52,554,106 61,529,291
ADDITIONAL POLICE REQUIRED

— Officers Per 1,000 Employees 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
= Total Officers Required 70 83 103 123 142

— Annual Expenditure Per Officer $81,767 99,388 126,847 161,893 206,621
Total Police Expenditures $5,723,690 8,245,229 13,065,288 19,912,847 29,340,201
ADDITIONAL FIRE REQUIRED

— Officers Per Million Sq. Ft. 2.0 20 20 20 20
— Total Officers Required 55 69 87 105 123

— Annual Expenditure Per Officer $90,376 109,853 140,203 178,938 228,376
Total Fire Expenditures $4,956,868 7,602,620 12,219,777 18,807,885 28,103,584
ADDITIONAL EMERGENCY MEDICAL REQUIRED

- Annual Expenditure Per Employee $8.00 972 12.41 15.84 20.22
Total Fire Expenditures $800,000 $1,146,600 $1,817,698 $2,772,098 $4,115,116
TOTAL IMPACTED PUBLIC

SAFETY EXPENDITURES $11,480,558 $16,998449 $27,102,762 $41,492830 $61 558,901
Assumptions:

Inflation Rate: 5.0%



TABELE 4-1H
CALCULATION OF PUBLIC WORKS EXPENDITURES FROM ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO

1991 - 2010 PRELIMINARY ~ DRAFT
wawwswrskas CX[STING PLAN BUILDOUT #resesssanus SUBJECT TO CHA NGE
Category 1991 1895 2000 2005 2010
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS
Total Units/Square Feet by Land Use
- 1 & 2 Family Residences 3,953 3,981 3.966 3,951 3,936
= Multitamily 3,197 3323 3.481 3,638 3,796
- Retail 1,384,280 1,548,592 1,753,982 1,959,372 2,164,762
- Office 10,573 426 12,495,426 14,897,926 17,300,426 19,702,926
- Hotel 723,000 757,000 799,500 842,000 884,500
= Light Industrial 10,232,244 13,616,168 17,846,073 22,075,978 26,305,883
— Heavy Industrial 4,510,638 6,186,550 8,281,440 10,376,330 12,471,220
Trips Generated by Land Use/D.U. or Sq. Fi.
- Single Family (1) 10.0 10.0 100 10.0 10.0
= Multifamily (1) 7.0 7.0 70 7.0 7.0
- Retail (2) 30.0 30.0 30.0 300 30.0
- Office (2) 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
- Hotel (2) 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0
- Light Industrial (2) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
- Heavy Industrial {2) 1.5 1.5 15 1.5 1.5
Total Trips Generated by Land Use
- Single Family 39,930 39.810 39,660 39,510 39,360
= Muliifamily 22,379 23,261 24,364 25,466 26,569
- Retail 41,528 46,458 52,619 58,781 64,943
- Office 105,734 124,954 148,979 173,004 197,029
= Hotel 10,122 10,598 11,193 11,788 12,383
— Light Industrial 71,626 95,313 124,923 154,532 184,141
= Heavy Industrial 6,766 9,280 12,422 15,564 18,707
Total Daily Trips 298,085 348674 414,160 478,646 543,132
Total Annual Trips 108,801,144 127631018 151,168,360 174,705,703 198,243,045
Maintenance Expendilure per Trip $0.02 $0.03 $0.03 $0.04 $0.05
Total Impacted
Transporation Expenditure $2,284,824 $3.257 862 $4.924,747 $7.264,012 $10,519,956
WASTE WATER IMPACT ANALYSIS
Total Commercial Square Feat 27,423.588 34 603,736 43,578,921 52,554 106 61,529,291
Waste Water Expenditure/Sq. Ft. $0.08 $0.10 $0.12 $0.16 §0.20
Total Waste Water Expenditures $2,193,.887 $3.364,885 $5,408.417 $8324,283 $12,438516
TOTAL IMPACTED PUBLIC WORKS
EXPENDITURES £4478711 $6.622747 510,333,163 $15588,295 $22.958473
===S==== ======= E====== E====== =======
(1) Trips per dwelling unit (d.u.)
(2) Trips per 1,000 square feel.
Assumptions:
Inflation Rate: 5.0%
Average unit size, multifamily: 800 sg. ft.
Average unit size, hotel room: 500 sq. fi.



TABLE 4-2A

PRELIMINARY
70  CHANGE

SUBJECT

SUMMARY OF IMPACTED REVENUES & EXPENDITURES
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO

#wsexeenuss PREFERRED PLAN BUILDOUT **#wsswssas

1891 — 2010

DRAFT

Category 1991 1985 2000 2005 2010
SALES TAX REVENUE $4214560 $5793783  $8.464.915 $12,169768  §$17,275647
TRANSIENT OCCUPANCY TAX REVENUE $2,024400 2576387 8472803 4667887  6,258.245
REAL PROPERTY TAX REVENUE $134,136 163,043 208,089 265,580 338,955
BUSINESS LICENSE FEE REVENUE $16,900085 25593543 40675597 62137844 92354508
UTILITY USER TAX REVENUE $2375000 3650144 5872750 0044888 13,521,543
TOTAL PROJECTED REVENUE $25657181 537,776,901 S$58.694.164 SBB.285968 $129748.808
IMPACTED PUBLIC SAFETY

EXPENDITURES $11.480,558 16867864 26822006 40991188 60,940,906
IMPACTED PUBLIC WORKS

EXPENDITURES $4478711 6653680 10,421,992 15764649  23.263.934
TOTAL IMPACTED EXPENDITURES $15950260 $23.521,544 37244698 56755095  $84.004841
NET FISCAL IMPACT $O697.912  $14255357 $21449.266 $31530132  $45 544067
NET PRESENT VALUE CALCULATION SrmTomn TRUERST ETERER Sfissmm seeeses

80%  $195614.251



PRELIMINARY

DRAFT

SUBJECT TO  CHANGE
TABLE 4-2B
CALCULATION OF SALES TAX
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1991 = 2010
33333332331 PHEFERHED FLAN BL”LDQUT i s s s il s sy
Category 1991 1985 2000 2005 2010
Existing Commercial Sg. Ft. 2,107,280 2,383,280 2,728,280 3,073,280 3,418,280
Sales Per Sq. Ft. (Inflated) $200 243 310 396 505
Total Retail Sales (Inflated) $421,456,000 579,378,347 B46,491,549 1,216,976,837 1,727,564,663
El Segundo Sales Tax Revenue $4,214,560 5,793,783 B,464,915 12,169,768 17.275,647
(Inflated)
Assumptions:
Annual Inflation Rate: 5.0%
El Segundo Sales Tax: 1.0%

Annual Space Added: 69,000



PRELIMINARY DRAFT
SUBJECT T0  CHANGE
TABLE 4-2C
CALCULATION OF TRANSIENT OCCUPANCY TAX
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1991 - 2010
#eensanwssd pREEFFRRED PLAN BUILDOUT #ataanstanas
Category 1991 19895 2000 2005 2010
Existing Hotel Rooms 1,446 1,514 1,598 1,684 1,769
Average Annual Occupancy Rate 70.0% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0%
Average Annual Occupied Rooms 1,012 1,060 1,119 1,179 1,238
Average Annual Tax Per $2,000 2,431 3,103 3,960 5,054
Occupied Room (Inflated)
El Segundo Transient $2,024,400 2,576,387 3,472,803 4,667,887 6,258,245
Occupancy Tax Revenue (Inflated)
Assumptions:
Annual Inflation Rate: 5.0%
Annual Rooms Added: 17



PRELIMINARY DRAFT
ViR
SUBJECT TO  CrANGE
TABLE 4-2D
CALCULATION OF REAL PROPERTY TAX
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1991 — 2010
LAt i s dad sy PREFEHHED PLAN EU”_DDUT b e i it liill]

Category 1991 1955 2000 2005 2010
FMV BY LAND USE CATEGORY

FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT

— 1 & 2 Family Residences (by units)* $281,588 342,272 436,835 557,525 711,558
~ Muhifamily (sq. ft.) $B5 103 132 168 215
— Commercial (Retail) (sg. ft.) $150 182 233 297 379
= Industrial (sq. ft.) $60 73 a3 119 152
— Total New Office (sq. ft.) $200 243 310 396 505
— Total New Hotel (sq. ft.) 8175 213 271 346 442
AVERAGE ANNUAL NEW DEMAND

BY LAND USE CATEGORY

— 1 & 2 Family Residences (units) (7.0) (7.0) (7.0) (7.0) (7.0)
= Multifamily (sqg. ft.) 30,560 30,560 30,560 30,560 30,560
— Commercial (Retail) (sq. ft.) 68,825 68,925 68,925 68,925 68,925
— Industrial (sq. ft.) 430,667 430,667 430,667 430,667 430,667
— Total New Office (sq. ft.) 1,000,858 1,000,858 1,000,858 1,000,858 1,000,858
— Total New Hotel (sq. ft.) 8,500 8,500 8,500 8,500 8,500
PROPERTY TAX STRUCTURE

BY LAND USE CATEGORY

— 1 & 2 Family Residences 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
— Multifamily 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
— Commercial (Retail) 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
- Light Industrial 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
— Total New Office 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
— Total New Hotel 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
NET INCREASE IN PROPERTY TAX COLLECTED ON NEW
DEVELOPMENT BY LAND USE CATEGORY

- 1 & 2 Family Residences (24.639) (29,9458) (38,223) (48,783) {62.261)
= Multifamily 32,470 39,467 50,372 64,288 82,050
- Commercial (Retail) 129,234 157,085 200,485 255,875 326,569
— Light Industrial 323,000 392,609 501,079 639,518 816,206
— Total New Office 2,502,145 3,041,373 3,881,648 4,854,076 6,322,796
— Total New Hotel 18,594 22,601 28,845 36,814 46,985
TOTAL REAL PROPERTY TAX REVENUE $2,980,804 §3.623,186 $4.624,206 $5,801,789 $7,532,344
DUE TO NEW DEVELOPMENT

REAL PROPERTY TAX TO EL SEGUNDO $134,136 $163,043 $208,089 8265,580 $338,955

* 1990 median home price in El Segundo ZIP Code 80245, according to TRW Real Estate Information Services.

Assumptions:
inflation Rate;
El Segundo Share of Property Tax:

5.0%
4.5%

=E======

=EEEEs=ss



TABLE 4—-2E

CALCULATION OF BUSINESS LICENSE FEE

CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1991 - 2010 ;
PRELIMINARY DRAFT
EREEE AN BU”.DOUT TR EE kRS
PEFERPERPLAY SUBJECT  TO  CHANGE
Category 1991 1892 1995 2000 2005 2010
Fee for Establishments (1) $103 3108 $125 $160 $204 $260
Fee Per Employee (2) $127 $133 $154 $197 $251 $321
Fee per Acre (3) $1,531 $1,608 $1,861 $2,375 $3,031 $3,869
Fee per Sq. Ft. of $0.10 $0.11 $0.12 $0.16 $0.20 $0.25
Vacant Floor Area (4)
Fee per Sq. Ft. of $0.24 $0.25 $0.29 $0.37 $0.48 $0.61
Occupied Floor Area (5)
Number of Establishments 2,316 2,633 3,003 3,786 4,568 5,351
Taxable Surplus Employment 91,816 97,941 116,085 146,353 176,610 206,867
Heavy Industrial Acreage 1,266 1,251 1,204 1,126 1,048 870
Total Non=industrial Commercial Sq. Ft. 22,912,950 24,421,800 28,948,750 36,493,500 44,038,250 51,583,000
Average Annual Commercial 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0%
Vacancy Rate
Annual Vacant Commercial 2,291,285 2,442,190 2,894,875 3,649,350 4,403,825 5,158,300
Square Feet
Annual Occupied Commercial 20,621,655 21,879,710 26,053,875 32,844,150 39,634,425 46,424,700
Square Feet
CALCULATION OF TAX
Revenue per Establishment $238,548 $273,986 $375,965 $604,894 $931,623 §1,392,719
Revenue per Surplus Employee $11,660,632 $13,060,424 517,921,549 $28,834,189 $44,408,773 §66,388,341
Revenue Per Acre $1,938,858 52,010,724 $2,240,572 $2,674,344 $3,176,776 $3,752,698
Revenue Per Sq. Ft. of Vacant $229,130  $256,430 $351,874 $566,134 $871,927  $1,303,477
Commercial Space
Revenue Per Sq. Ft. of $4,949197 $553B,887 §7,600,475 $12,228,454 $18,833628 $28,155,007
Occupied Commercial Space
TOTAL POTENTIAL REVENUE $19,016,365 $21,140,451 $28,490,435 $44 908,055 $68,222,729 $100,992,332
Sales Tax Credit (8) $2,107,280 52,285,094 52,896,802 54,232,458 56,084,884 $8B,637,823
TOTAL COLLECTABLE REVENUE $16,909,085 518,855,357 $25,593,543 $40,675,597 $62,137,844 $92,354,508

(1) Calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1992,
(2) Calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1992. This portion of the fee

is assessed on every employee per establishment beyond the 5th employee.

(3) According to the City of El Segundo Finance Department and Municipal Resource Consultants,
this portion of the fee is charged on large industrial land users only.
(4) Calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1992,
(5) Calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1992.
(6) Fifty percent credit from Sales Tax, calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1992.

Assumptions:

Inflation Rate: 5.0%

Average Non-government Workers per Sg 241
Percent Employed in Small Establishments 3.35%
Average Employees per Establishment: 40
Average Change Commercial Sq. Ft.: 1,508,950
Average Change in Industrial Acreage: (15.6)



PRELIMINARY DRAFT
SUBJECT CHANGE
TABLE 4-2F
CALCULATION OF UTILITY USER TAX
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1851 - 2010
L2 2 s s df2ad] pHEF’EHHED FLAN BU'LDDUT ThETFEA TSRS
Category 1991 2010
Total Employment 95,000 214,037
Utility User Tax Per $25.00 $63.17
Employee
Utility User Tax Revenue $2,375,000 $3,650,144 $5,872,759 $9,044,888 $13,5621,543
Assumptions
Inflation Rate: 5.0%



TABLE 4-2G

PRELIMINARY
SUBJECT T0

DRAFT
CHANGE

CALCULATION OF PUBLIC SAFETY EXPENDITURES FROM ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO

1981 - 2010

Ehddh by PHEFERHED PLAN EU”.DOUT wwdrw Ry

Category 1991 1995 2000 2005 2010
Total Employment 100,000 120,119 151,425 182,731 214,037
Total Commercial Square Feet 27,423,588 33,459,388 41,004,138 48,548,888 56,093,638
ADDITIONAL POLICE REQUIRED

— Officers Per 1,000 Employees 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7

— Total Officers Required 70 84 106 128 150

— Annual Expenditure Per Officer 581,767 99,388 126,847 161,893 206,621
Total Police Expenditures $5,723,690 8,348,617 13,445,830 20,722,313 30,993,170
ADDITIONAL FIRE REQUIRED

— Officers Per Million Sq. Ft. 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
— Total Officers Required 55 67 82 a7 112
— Annual Expenditure Per Officer $90,376 109,853 140,203 178,938 228,376
Total Fire Expenditures 54,956,868 7,351,201 11,497,793 17,374,511 25,620,842
ADDITIONAL EMERGENCY MEDICAL REQUIRED

— Annual Expenditure Per Employee $8.00 8.72 12.41 15.84 20.22
Total Fire Expenditures $800,000 $1,168,046 $1,879,283 $2,894,364 $4,326,804
TOTAL IMPACTED PUBLIC

SAFETY EXPENDITURES $11,480,558 $16,867,864 $26,822,906 $40,991,188 $60,940,906

_—_——EEmm= —_—=e=m= 3545 -5 _—_—mE = _—EEeEEmm=
Assumptions:
Inflation Rate: 5.0%



TABLE 4-2H

CALCULATION OF PUBLIC WORKS EXPENDITURES FROM ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT
CITy OF EL SEGUNDO

es1-2010 PRELIMINARY ~ DRAFT
AR AFE RS AR PHEFEHHED PLAN BU'LDOUT LRI T TR T e SUBJ ECT TO CHANGE
Category 1991 1992 1995 2000 2005 201C
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS
Total Units/Square Feet by Land Use
— 1 & 2 Family Residences 3,993 3,986 3,965 3,930 3,895 3,86C
= Multifamily 3,197 3,235 3,350 3,541 3,732 3,823
- Retail 1,384,280 1,453,205 1,659,980 2,004,605 2,349,230 2,693,85¢
= Office 10,573,426 11,574,284 14,576,858 19,581,148 24 585,438 29,589 72¢
= Hotel 723,000 731,500 757,000 799,500 842,000 BB4,50C
— Light Industrial 10,232,244 10,900,313 12,904,520 16,244,865 19,585,210 22,925 555
= Heavy Industrial 4,510,638 4,273,236 3,561,030 2,374,020 1,187,010 0
Trips Generated by Land Use/D.U. or Sq. F1,
- Single Family (1) 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
= Multifamily (1) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
- Retail (2) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0
- Office (2) 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
- Hotel (2) 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0
= Light Industrial (2) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
= Heavy Industrial (2) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Total Trips Generated by Land Use
- Single Family 35,930 39,860 39,650 39,300 38,950 38,600
= Mulifamily 22,379 22,646 23,449 24,786 26123 27,460
- Retail 41,528 43,596 49,799 60,138 70,477 B0,816
- Office 105,734 115,743 145,769 195,811 245,854 295,897
- Hotel 10,122 10,241 10,598 11,193 11,788 12,383
- Light Industrial 71,626 76,302 90,332 113,714 137,096 160,479
= Heavy Industrial 6,766 6.410 5,342 3,561 1,781 0
Tatal Daily Trips 298,085 314,798 364,938 448,503 532,069 615,634
Total Annual Trips 108,801,144 114,901,429 133,202 284 163,703,710 194,205,136 224,706,561
Maintenance Expenditure per Trip $0.02 $0.02 $0.03 $0.03 $0.04 $0.05
Total Impacted
Transportation Expenditure 52,284,824 $2,533,577 $3,400,072 $5,333,122 58,0747 $11,924, 268
WASTE WATER IMPACT ANALYSIS
Total Commercial Square Feet 27,423,588 28,932,538 33,459,388 41,004,138 48,548,888 56,093,638
Waste Water Expenditure/Sq. Ft. $0.08 $0.08 $0.10 012 $0.16 $0.20
Total Waste Water Expendrures $2,193 887 $2,430,333 3,253,608 $5,088,870 $7,689.878  $11,339,666
TOTAL IMPACTED PUBLIC WORKS
EXPENDITURES $4.478,711 54,963,910 $6,653.680 510,421,992 $15764,649 523,263,934
_EEmEEaEe= =E====== —EEEEEE EEEEEE= EETEoEE -4 5 X % F ¥ 3
(1) Trips per dwelling unit (d.u.)
(2) Trips per 1,000 square feet,
Assumptions:
Inflation Rate: 5.0%
Average unit size multifamily: 800 sq. f1.
Average unit size hotel room: 500 sqg. fi,



PRELIMINARY DRAFT
SUBJECT TO  CHANGE
TABLE 4-3A
SUMMARY OF IMPACTED REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1981 - 2010

sewkwnnwnax AEROPLAN PLAN BUILDOUT ##wesanvasne

Category 1991 1995 2000 2005 2010
SALES TAX REVENUE $4,214,560 $5793,783 $B,464,915 $12,169,768 $17,275,647
TRANSIENT OCCUPANCY TAX REVENUE $2,024,400 2,576,387 3,472,803 4,667,887 6,258,245
REAL PROPERTY TAX REVENUE $170,618 207,388 264,685 337,813 431,144
BUSINESS LICENSE FEE REVENUE $16,909,085 26,769,759 44,053,256 68,843,601 103,969,526
UTILITY USER TAX REVENUE $2,375,000 3,813,701 6,342,435 0,077,349 15,136,655
TOTAL PROJECTED REVENUE $25,693,664 $39,161,018 $62,598,096 $95,996,419 $143,071,217
IMPACTED PUBLIC SAFETY

EXPENDITURES $11,480,558 17,602,746 28,806,369 45018951 67,991,174
IMPACTED PUBLIC WORKS

EXPENDITURES $4.478,711 6,900,669 11,131,253 17,172,764 25,702,926
TOTAL IMPACTED EXPENDITURES $15,959,269 $24,503,415 $39,937,622 $62,191,715 $93,694,100
NET FISCAL IMPACT $0,734,304 $14,657,603 $22,660,473 $33,804,703 $49,377,117

NET PRESENT VALUE CALCULATION

B8.0%

5205,760,916



TABLE 4-23B
CALCULATION OF SALES TAX
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1991 - 2010
whRkasasss AEROPLAN PLAN BUILDOUT #owswaanunes
Catagory 1991 1995 2000 2005 2010
Existing Commarcial Sq. Ft. 2,107,280 2,383,280 2,728,280 3,073,280 3,418,280
Sales Per Sq. F1. (Inflated) $200 243 310 396 505
Total Retail Sales (Inflatad) $421,456,000 579,378,347 846,491,549 1,216,976,837 1,727,564 663
El Segundo Sales Tax Revenue $4,214 560 5,793,783 8,464,915 12,169,768 17,275,647
(Inflated)
Assumptions:
Annual Inflation Rate: 5.0%
El Segundo Sales Tax: 1.0%
Annual Space Added: 69,000



PRELIMINARY DRAFT
SUBJECT TO  CHANGE
TABLE 4-3C
CALCULATION OF TRANSIENT OCCUPANCY TAX
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1991 = 2010
3332382522 AEHDPLAN pLAN BU]LDDUT L s s iidssdd]
Category 1981 1995 2000 2005 2010
Existing Hotel Rooms 1,446 1,514 1,599 1,684 1,769
Average Annual Occupancy Rate 70.0% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0%
Average Annual Occupied Rooms 1,012 1,060 1,119 1,179 1,238
Average Annual Tax Per $2,000 2431 3,103 3,960 5,054
Occupied Room (Inflated)
El Segundo Transient $2,024,400 2,576,387 3,472,803 4,667,887 6,258,245
Occupancy Tax Revenue (Inflated)
Assumptions:
Annual Inflation Rate: 5.0%
Annual Rooms Added: 17



PRELIMINARY DRAFT
SUBJECT TO  CHANGE
TABLE 4-3D
CALCULATION OF REAL PROPERTY TAX
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1991 — 2010
L2 222232 sdds AEHOPLAN PLAN BUILDDUT o O O O O o

Category 1991 1995 2000 2005 2010
FMV BY LAND USE CATEGORY

FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT

— 1 & 2 Family Residences (by unit)* $281,588 342,272 436,835 557,525 711,559
— Muttifamily (sq. ft.) $85 103 132 168 215
— Commercial (Retail)(sq. ft.) $150 182 233 297 379
— Industrial (sq. ft.) $60 73 93 119 152
— Total New Office (sq. ft.) $200 243 310 396 505
— Total New Hotel (sq. ft.) $175 213 2m 346 442
AVERAGE ANNUAL NEW DEMAND

BY LAND USE CATEGORY

— 1 & 2 Family Residences (units) (7.0) (7.0) (7.0) (7.0) (7.0)
— Multifamily (Sq. Ft.) 30,560 30,560 30,560 30,560 30,560
— Commercial (Retail) (Sq. Ft.) 68,925 68,825 68,925 68,925 68,925
= Industrial (Sg. Ft.) 430,667 430,667 430,667 430,667 430,667
— Total New Office (Sq. Ft.) 1,325,145 1,325,145 1,325,145 1,325,145 1,325,145
— Total New Hotel (Sq. Ft) 8,500 8,500 8,500 8,500 8,500
PROPERTY TAX STRUCTURE
BY LAND USE CATEGORY

— 1 & 2 Family Residences 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
— Muttifamily 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
— Commercial (Retail) 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
- Light Industrial 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
— Total New Office 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
= Total New Hotel 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
NET INCREASE IN PROPERTY TAX COLLECTED ON NEW
DEVELOPMENT BY LAND USE CATEGORY

— 1 & 2 Family Residences (24.639) (29,949) (38,223) (48,783) (62,261)
- Multifamily 32,470 39,467 50,372 64,288 82,050
— Commercial (Retail) 129,234 157,085 200,485 255,875 326,569
= Light Industrial 323,000 392,608 501,079 639,518 816,206
— Total New Office 3,312,863 4,026,805 5,138,337 6,559,241 8,371,439
— Total New Hotel 18,594 22,601 28,845 36,814 46,985
TOTAL REAL PROPERTY TAX REVENUE $3,791,522 $4,608,619 £5,881,895 §7,506,954 $9,580,987
DUE TO NEW DEVELOPMENT
REAL PROPERTY TAX TO EL SEGUNDO §170,618 207,388 $264,685 $337.813 $431,144

* 1890 median home price in El Segundo ZIP Code 90245, according to TRW Real Estate Information Services.

Assumptions:
Inflation Rate:
El Segundo Share of Property Tax:

5.0%
4.5%

—_emEmm==



PRELIMINARY

DRAFT

SUBJECT TO  CHANGE
TABLE 4-3E
CALCULATION OF BUSINESS LICENSE FEE
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1881 — 2010
wwaawawawes AEROPLAN PLAN BUILDOUT w#wwwsswwwun
Category 1891 1992 1995 2000 2005 2010
Fee for Establishments (1) $103 $108 $125 $160 $204 $260
Fee Per Employee (2) $127 $133 $154 $197 $251 $321
Fee per Acre (3) $1,531 $1,608 $1,861 $2,375 $3,031 $3.865
Fee per Sq. F1. of $0.10 $0.11 §0.12 $0.16 $0.20 $0.25
Vacant Floor Area (4)
Fee per Sq. F1. of $0.24 $0.25 $0.29 $0.37 $0.48 $0.61
Occupied Floor Area (5)
Number of Establishments 2,316 2,567 3,138 4,088 5,039 5950
Taxable Extra Employment 91,816 99,241 121,297 158,057 194,817 231,577
Heavy Industrial Acreage 1,266 1,281 1,204 1,126 1,048 970
Total Non=industrial Commercial Sq. F1. 22,912,950 24,746,187 30,245,898 39,412,083 48,578,268 57,744,453
Average Annual Commercial 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0%
Vacancy Rate
Annual Vacant Commercial 2,291,295 2474619 3,024,590 3,941,208 4,857,827 5,774,445
Sqguare Feet
Annual Occupied Commercial 20,621,655 22,271,568 27,221,308 35,470,875 43,720,441 51,970,008
Square Feet
CALCULATION OF TAX
Revenue per Eslablishment $238,548 $277.624 $392.811 $653,271 $1,027, 667 $1,559,075
Revenue per Surplus Employee 511,660,632 $13233.8B48 $18724586 $31,140,216 $4B986,989 §74,318,253
Revenue Per Acre $1,938,858 $2,010,724 $2,240,572 $2,674,344 $3,176,776 $3,752,658
Revenue Per Sq. F1. of Vacant $229,130 $259,835 $367.641 $611.411 $961,816 $1,459,174
Commercial Space
Revenue Per Sq. Ft. of 54,949 197 $5612,435 $7,941,041  $13,206473 $20,775236 $31,518,148
Occupied Commercial Space
TOTAL POTENTIAL REVENUE $19,016,365 $21,394 466  $29,666,650 $48,285714 $74928485 §112,607,349
Sales Tax Credit (6) $2,107,280 $2,285,094 $2,896,892 $4,232,458 $6,084, 884 $8,637,823
TOTAL COLLECTABLE REVENUE $16,909,085 $19,109.372 $26,769.759 $44,053,256 $68,843,601 $103,969,526
EEEE=E=s= =EEEE=EE=EE EEEEEETE —EEEEE= _EEEEE=E= EEEsEsEs=

(1) Calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1992,
(2) Calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1992. This portion of the fee
is assessed on every employee per establishment beyond the 5th employee.

(3) According to the City of El Segundo Finance Depariment and Municipal Resource Consuliants,

this portion of the fee is charged on large industrial land users only.

(4) Calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1992.
(5) Calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1992
(6) Fifty percent credit from Sales Tax, calculated under the new fee schedule effective January 1, 1992,

Assumptions:

Inflation Rate:

Average Non-gaovernment Workers per Sq. FL.:
Percent Employed in Small Establishments:
Average Employees per Establishment:
Average Change Commercial $g. Ft.:

Average Change in Industrial Acreage:

5.0%

241
3.35%

40
1,833,237
(15.6)



PRELIMINARY

DRAFT

SUBJECT T0  CHANGE
TABLE 4-3F
CALCULATION OF UTILITY USER TAX
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1991 - 2010
wrwwawusnss AEROPLAN PLAN BUILDOUT ##==ssrwunns

Category 1991 1885 2000 2005 2010
Total Non-government 95,000 125,502 163,536 201,570 238,604
Employment
Utility User Tax Per $25.00 $30.39 $38.78 $49.50 $63.17
Non—-government Employee
Utility User Tax Revenue $2,375,000 $3,813,701 $6,342,435 $9,977,349 $15,136,655

Assumptions

Inflation Rate:

5.0%



PRELIMINARY DRAF
SUBJECT TO  CHANG!
TABLE 4-3G
CALCULATION OF PUBLIC SAFETY EXPENDITURES FROM ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO
1991 = 2010
a2t 4 gt sl AEHDPLAN FLAN EU'LDOUT o o

Category 1991 1985 2000 2005 2010
Total Employment 100,000 125,502 163,536 201,570 239,604
Total Commercial Square Feet 27,423,588 34,756,536 43,822,721 53,088,906 62,255,091
ADDITIONAL POLICE REQUIRED
— Officers Per 1,000 Employees 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7
— Total Officers Required 70 88 114 141 168
— Annual Expenditure Per Officer $81,767 99,388 126,847 161,893 206,621
Total Police Expenditures $5,723,690 8,746,170 14,460,610 22,826,922 34,712,351
ADDITIONAL FIRE REQUIRED
— Officers Per Million Sq. Ft. 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 20
— Total Officers Required 55 70 88 106 125
— Annual Expenditure Per Officer $90,376 108,853 140,203 178,938 228,376
Total Fire Expenditures $4,956,868 7,636,191 12,316,180 18,998,277 28,435,094
ADDITIONAL EMERGENCY MEDICAL REQUIRED
= Annual Expenditure Per Employee $8.00 9.72 12.41 15.84 20.22
Total Fire Expenditures $800,000 $1,220,384 $2,029,579 $3,192,752 $4,843,730
TOTAL IMPACTED PUBLIC
SAFETY EXPENDITURES $11,4B0,558 §17,602,746 $28,806,369 $45,018,951 $67,991,174

Assumptions:

Inflation Rate:

EE=EEEsEEE

5.0%



TABLE 4-3H

CALCULATION OF PUBLIC WORKS EXPENDITURES FROM ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT
CITY OF EL SEGUNDO

DRAFT
CHANGE

4455 g PRELIMINARY
Franmeaswst AEROPLAN PLAN BUILDOUT #wwwewwaasws SUBJ ECT TO
Category 1991 1995 2000 2005 2010
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ANALYSIS
Total Units/Square Feet by Land Use
= 1 & 2 Family Residencas 3,993 3,965 3,930 3,895 3,860
= Multitamily 3,197 3,350 3,541 3,732 3,923
= Retail 1,384,280 1,659,980 2,004,605 2,349,230 2,693,855
- Ofiice 10,573,426 15,874,006 22,499,731 29,125,456 35,751,181
- Hotel 723,000 757,000 799,500 B42,000 884,500
- Light Industrial 10,232,244 12,904,520 16,244 865 19,585,210 22,925,555
- Heavy Industrial 4,510,638 3,561,030 2,374,020 1,187,010 0
Trips Generated by Land Use/D.U. or Sq. F1.
= Single Family (1) 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
= Multifamily (1) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
- Retall (2) 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0 30.0
- Dffice (2) 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
= Hotel (2) 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0 14.0
= Light Industrial (2) 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0 7.0
= Heavy Industrial (2) 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Total Trips Generated by Land Use
- Single Family 39,930 39,650 39,300 38,850 38,600
= Multifamily 22,379 23,449 24,786 26,123 27,460
= Retail 41,528 49,789 60,138 70,477 80,816
- Office 105,734 158,740 224,997 291,255 357,512
- Hotel 10,122 10,598 11,193 11,788 12,383
- Light Industrial 71,626 90,332 113,714 137,096 160,479
= Heavy Industrial 6.766 5,342 3,561 1,781 0
Total Daily Trips 298,085 377,909 477,689 577,469 677,249
Total Annual Trips 108.801,144 137,936,874 174,356,538 210,776,201 247,195,865
Maintenance Expenditure per Trip $0.02 $0.03 $0.03 $0.04 $0.05
Total Impacted
Transportation Expenditure $2,284,824 $3,520,926 $5,680,169 $8,763772 $13,117,684
WASTE WATER IMPACT ANALYSIS
Total Cammercial Square Feet 27,423,588 34,756,536 43,922,721 53,088,908 62,255,091
Waste Water Expenditure/Sq. Ft. $0.08 £0.10 £0.12 $0.16 $0.20
Total Waste Water Expenditures $2,193,887 $3,378,743 $5.451,085 8,408,952  §$12,585,24
TOTAL IMPACTED PUBLIC WORKS
EXPENDITURES 54,478,711 $6,900665  $11,131,253  $17,172,764  $25,702,926
5 %% % _EEEEEs== ======= s EE=E= EEETSSEE
(1) Trips per dwelling unit (d.u)
(2) Trips per 1,000 square faet.
Assumptions:
Inflation Rate: 5.0%
Average unit size multifamily: 800 sq. fi,
Average unit size hotel room: 500 sq. fL.






ROADWAY SEGMENT

AVIATION BOULEVARD
Imperial to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand to El Segundo
El Segurkdo to Utah
Utah te Resecrans

CENTER STREET
Imperial Ave. tc Maple
Maple to Mariposa
Maripesa to Grand
Gramnd to El Segundo

CONNECTOR ROAD
Nash tao [-105 On-Ramp
1-105 On-Ramp to Douglas

COMPARTSON OF DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES

TABLE C

TO ESTIRATED DAILY RCADUAY CAPACITIES

RECOMMENDED MASTER PLAN OF STREETS

CURRENT GERERAL PLAN BUI{DOUT

CLASSIFICATION (a)

Major Arterial
Major Arterial
Maior Arterial
Major Arterial
Major Arterial

Collector (2-iane)
Collecrer (2-Lane)
Cottector (2-lane)
Catlector (2-lane)

Callector (4-iane)
Coliector (5-tane)
(3 WB and 2 EB)

CORTINENTAL (Lairport St.) BOULEVARD

Imperial Hwy to Maple
Maple to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand to E{ Segundo

Secondary Arterial
Secondasry Arterial
Secondary Arterial
Secondary Arterial

DOUGLAS STREET (OME MWAY NORTHBOUMD)

Imperial Hwy to
Connector Road
Connector Rd te Maripasa

Maripesa to EL Segundo

DOUGLAS STREET {TWO WAY)
El Segundo to Utah
Utah to Rosecrans

ElL SEGUNDO BOULEVARD
Main to Center
Center to Sepulveda
Sepulveda to Continental
Continental to Nash
Kash to Douglas
Douglas te Aviation
Aviation to isis

Secondary Arterial

Secondary Arterial
Secondary Arterial

Secondary Arterial
Secondary Arterial

Secondary Arterial
Secondary Arterial
Major Arterial
Major Arterial
Major Arterial
Major Arterial
Major Arterial

ROADWAY
CAPACITY

77,000
77,000
77,000
77,000
77,000

14,000
14,000
14,000
14,000

40,400
46,700

53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000

53,000

53,000
53,000

53,000
53,000

53,000
53,000
77,000
77,000
77,000
77,000
77,000

54, 000
56,000
43,000
43,000
48,000

4,000
7,000
7,000
9,000

1,000
15,000

5,000
13,000
13,000
17,000

15,000

16,000
24,000

17,000
16,000

12,000
26,000
29,000
44,000
59,000
58,000
40,000

Vi<
Ratialb)

0.7C
0.73
0.56
8.56
0.62

0.29
0.50
8.30
Q.64

g.02
0.32

0.09
G.23
0.25
0.32

¢.28

0.34
0.45

0.32
0.30

0.23
Q.49
Q.38
Q.57
.77
8.73
0.78

Las{e)
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ROADWAY SEGMENT

GRAND AVENUE
Vista Del Mar to Main
Main to Center
Center to Sepulveda
Seputveda to Continental
Continental to Nash
Nash o Bouglas
Dauglas to Aviation

HUGHES WAY
Sepuiveda to Nash
Nash to Douglas

IMPERIAL HIGHWAY
Vista Del Mart to Main
Main to California
California to Sepulveda
Sepulveda to Mash
Rash to Douglas
Douglas teo Aviation

IMPERIAL AVENUE
Main to Center

MAIN STREET
Imperial Huy to Maple
Maple to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand to El Segundo

MAPLE AVENUE
Sepulveda te Continental
Continental to Nash

KARIPOSA AVENUE
Main to Center
Center to Sepulveda
Sepulveda to Continental
Continental to Nash
Hash ta Douglas
Douglas to Aviation

COMPARISON OF DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES

TABLE C (Con‘t)

TO ESTIMATED DAILY ROADMAY CAPACITIES

RECOMMENDED MASTER PLAN OF STREETS

CURRENT GEMERAL PLAN BUILDOUT

CLASSIFICATION (a}

Secondary
Secondary
Secandary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary

Secondary
Secondary

Secandary
Secondary
Secondary
Setondary
Secondary
Secondary

Collector

Collector
Collector
Collector
Collector

Collector
Collecter

Coltector
Cotlector
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary

Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial

Arterial
Arterial

Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial

{2-Lane)

(4-lane}
(4-lane)
(4-lane)
{4-lane)

(4~ lane)
{4-1lane)

{2- lane)
(2-lane}
Arterial
Arteriat
Arterial
Arterial

ROADWAY
CAPACITY

53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000

53,000
53,000

58,300
58,300
58,300
58,300
58,300
58,300

14,000

31,000
31,000
31,000
31,000

31,000
31,000

14,000
14,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000

ADT

11,000
16,000
25,000
24,000
32,000
20,000
22,000

32,000
4,000

35,000
50,000
49,000
75,000
67,000
67,000

8,000

19,000
16,000
18,000
10,000

7,000
8,000

11,000
16,000
30,000
27,000
21,000

6,000

v/C
Ratio(b)

0.21
0.30
0.47
0.45
0.60
0.38
0.42

0.40
.08

0.40
0,86
Q.84
1.29
1.13
1.15

a.57

a.61
0.52
0.58
0.32

0.23
0.26

0.79
1.14
G.57
¢.51
0.40
0.1t

Los(¢)
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TABLE C (Con't)

COMPARISON OF DAILY TRAFFIC VOULUKES
TO ESTIMATED DAILY RCADMAY CAPACITIES
RECCMMENDED MASTER PLAN OF STREETS
CURRENT GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT

ROADWAY v/C

ROADWAY SEGMENT CLASSIFICATION {a) CAPACITY ADT Ratio(k) LOS(c)
MASH STREET (ONE WAY SOUTHBOUND)

Imperial Hwy to

Connector Rd Secondary Arterial 53,000 25,000 0.47 A

Conmector Rd to Maple Secondary Arterial 53,000 24,000 .45 A

Maple to Mariposa Secondary Arterial 53,060 25,000 a.47 A

Mariposa to Grand Secondary Arterial 53,000 15,000 0.28 A

Grand to EL Segundo Secondary Arterial 53,000 26,000 0.49 A
NASH STREET (TWOQ WAY)

El Segundo to Hughes Secondary Arterial 53,600 39,000 0.74

Hughes to Rosecrans Secondary Arterial 53,000 £3,G600 .43 A
ROSECRANS AVENUE

Vista Del Mar to Mzjor Arterial 77,000 43,000 0.54 A

Sepuiveda

Sepulveda to Nash Majar Arteriat 77,000 72,000 0.%94 E

Hash to Douglas Major Arterial 77,000 95,000 1.23 F

Douglas te Aviation Major Arterial 77,000 101,000 1.31 F
SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD

Imperial Hwy to Mapie Major Arterial 77,000 93,000 1.21 F

Maple te Mariposa Major Arterial 77,000 92,000 1.19 F

Mariposa to Grand Major Arterial 77,000 87,000 1.13 F

6rand to El Segundo Major Arterial 77,000 87,000 1.13 F

El Segundo to Hughes Way Major Arterial 77,000 87,000 1.13 F

Hughes Way to Rosecrans Major Arterial 77,000 106,000 .30 F
UTAH AVENUE (Hughes Way)

Dougtas to Aviation Secondary Arterial 53,000 6,000 0.11 A
VISTA DEL RAR

Grand to Rosecrans Secondary Arterijal 53,000 31,000 0.58 A

(a} Per Recommended Master Plan of Streets

(b) Ratio of daily traffic volume to capacity

{c} tevel of Service, determined on basis of V/C Ratio, describes operating conditions on the
roadway. LOS "A" is geperally free-flowing. 10S “E' represents capacity. LGS "Ct and upn
are typical in urban conditions. LOS "F" represents severs congestion.



ROADWAY SEGHMENT

AVIATION BOULEVARD
imperial to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand te EL Segundo
Et Segundo to Utah
Utah to Rosecrans

CENTER STREET
Imperial Ave. to Maple
Mapie to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand to El Segundo

CORNELCTOR ROAD
Nash to [-105 On-Ramp
[-105 On-Ramp to Douglas

TABLE F

COMPARISON OF DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
ESTIMATED DAILY ROADWAY CAPACITIES
MASTER PLAN OF STREETS
CURRENT GENERAL PLAN BUILDQUT
OPTIMISTIC TRANSIT & TOM

ROADWAY
CLASSIFICATION (a) CAPACETY ADT

Major Arterial 77,000 45,000
Majer Arterial 77,600 47,00¢
Majar Arterial 77,000 38,000
Major Arterial 77,000 38,000
Major Arterial 77,000 42,000
Collector (2-lane) 14,000 4,000
Collectar (2-lane) 14,000 &,000
Collector (Z-lane) 14,000 5,000
Collector (2-lane) 14,000 8,000
Coliector (4-lane} 40,400 1,600
Cotlector (5-fane) 46,708 13,000

(3 W8 and 2 EB)

COMTINENTAL (Lairport St.) BOUJLEVARD

[mperial Hwy ta Maple
Maple to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand to El Segundo

Secondary Arterial 53,000 4,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 10,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 10,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 13,000

DOUGLAS STREET (OHE WAY KORTHBOUND)

Imperial Huy to
Connector Road
Connector Rd to Mariposa
Mariposa to El Segurnde

DOUGLAS STREET (TWO WAY)
El Segundo to Utah
Utah to Rosecrans

EL SEGUNDO BOULEVARD
Hain to Center
Center to Sepulveda
Sepulveda to Continental
Continentat to Nash
Nash to Douglas
Douglas to Aviation
Aviation to Isis

Secondary Arterial 53,000 14,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 15,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 22,009
Secondary Arterial 53,000 16,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 12,040
Secondary Arterial 53,000 12,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 24,000
Kajor Arterial 77,000 28,000
Major Arterial 77,000 39,000
Major Arterial 77,000 54,000
Major Arterial 77,000 51,000

Major Arterial 77,000 52,000

v/e
Ratio(h)

0.58
0.61
0.49
0.49
0.5%

0.29
0.43
0.36
0.5C

0.92
0.28

0.08
g.19
0.19
0.25

0.26

0.28
G.42

0.39
0.23

8.23
0.45
0.35
0.51
a.70
0.64
G.68

LOS{c)
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ROADWAY SEGHENT

GRAND AVENUE
Vista Del Mar to Main
Main to Center
Center to Sepulveda
Sepulveda to Continental
Continental to Kash
Nash to Douglas
Douglas to Aviation

HUGHES WAY
Sepulveda to Mash
Nash to Douglas

THPERIAL HIGHWAY
Vista Deil Mart to Main
Main to California
Catifornia to Sepulveda
Sepulveda to Mash
Nash to Douglas
Douglas to Aviation

IMPERIAL AVENUE
Main to Center

MAIN STREET
Imperial Hwy to Maple
Maple to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand to El Segundo

HAPLE AVENUE
Sepulveda to Continental
Continental to Nash

KARIPOSA AVENLE
Main te Center
Center to Sepulveda
Sepilveda to Contimental
Cantipental to Mash
Nash ta Douglas
Douglas to Aviation

TABLE F (Con't)

COKPARISON OF DALY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
ESTINATED DAILY ROADWAY CAPACITIES
HASTER PLAN OF STREETS
CURRENT GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT
OPTIMISTIC TRANSIT & TDM

ROADWAY
CLASSIFICATION (a) CAPACITY ADT

Secondary Arteriat 53,000 10,000
Secorkiary Arterial 53,000 13,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 20,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 20,000
Secandary Arterial 53,000 25,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 13,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 15,000
Secondary Arterial $3,000 27,000
secondary Arterial 53,000 2,000
Secondary Arterial 58,300 34,000
Secorddary Arterial 58,300 46,000
Secondary Arterial 58,300 45,000
Secondary Arterial 58,300 47,000
Secondary Arterial 58,300 63,000
Secandary Arteriai 58,300 64,000
Collector (2-1ane} 14,000 8,000
Collectar (4-lane) 31,000 16,000
Collector (4-lane) 31,000 14,000
Collector (4-lane) 31,000 15,000
Collector (4-lane} 31,0006 16,000
Collector (4-lane) 31,000 6,000
Collector (4-lane) 31,000 7,000
Collector (2-lane) 14,000 13,000
Collector (2-lane) 14,000 14,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 25,008
Secondary Arterial 53,000 24,000
Secordary Arterial 53,0090 18,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 3,000

v/t
Ratio(b)

.19
0.25%
0.38
¢.38
0.47
Q.25
Q.28

G6.51
0.04

0.58
0.79
0.77
1.15
1.08
1.10

G.57

0.52
Q.43
0.48
0.32

0.1%
0.23

0.71
1.00
G.47
0.45
0.34
0.06

Las(c)
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TABLE F (Con‘t)

COMPARISON OF DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
ESTIMATED DAILY ROADMWAY CAPACITIES
MASTER PLAN OF STREETS
CLURRENT GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT
OPTINISTIC TRANSIY & TDM

ROADWAY v/C

ROADMAY SEGMENT CLASSIFICATION (a) CAPACITY ADT Ratio{b)} LOS{c}
NASH STREET (ONE WAY SOUTHBOUND)

Imperial Hwy ta

Connector Rd Secondary Arterial 53,060 21,000 0.40 A

Conmector Rd to Maple Secondary Arterial 53,000 20,000 0.38 A

Haple to Mariposa Secondary Arterial 53,000 21,000 0.40 A

Maripocsa to Grand secondary Arterial 53,000 14,000 0.26 A

Grand to E! Segurdo Secondary Arterial 53,000 20,000 0.38 A
HASH STREET (TWO WAY)

El Segundo to Hughes Secondary Arteriai 53,000 24,000 0.45 A

Hughes to Rosecrans Secondary Arterial 53,000 15,000 0.28 A
ROSECRANS AVENUE

Vista Del Mar to Major Arterial 77,000 41,000 0.53 A

Sepulveda

Sepulveda to Nash Major Arterial 77,000 67, G00 Q.87 D

Nash to Douglas Major Arterial 77,000 83,000 1.08

bouglas te Aviation Majar Arterial 77,000 87,000 1.13 F
SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD

Imperial Hwy to Maple Major Arterial 77,000 84,000 1.09 F

Maple to Mariposa Majar Arterial 77,000 83,000 1.08 F

Mariposa to Grand Major Arterial 77,000 80,000 1.04 F

Grand to El Segundo Major Arterial 77,600 79,000 1.03 F

EL $Segunda to Hughes Way Major Arterial 77,600 78,000 1.01 F

Hughes Way to Rosecrans Major Arterial 77,000 90,000 1.17 F
UTAH AVENUE (Hughes Way)

Douglas to Aviation Secondary Arterial 53,000 11,000 0.21 A
VISTA DEL MAR

Grand to Rosecrans Secondary Arteriat 53,000 31,000 0.58 A

(a) Per Recommended Master Plan of Streets

(b) Ratio of daily traffic volume to capacity.

(c} Level of Service, determined on basis af V/C Ratio, describes operating conditions on the
roadway. LOS “A" is generally free-flowing. LOS "E" represents capacity. LOS "C* and "D"
are typical in urban conditions. LOS “F" represents severe congestion,

0111A-F.TES/#91-1(d}



ROADWAY SEGHMENT

AVIATION BOUALEVARD
Imperial to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand to El Segqundo
EL Segundo to Utah
LUtah to Rosecrans

CENTER STREET
Imperiatl Ave. to Maple
Maple to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand te EL Segundo

CORNECTOR ROAD
Nash to 1-105 On-Ramp
[-105 On-Ramp to Douglas

TABLE [

COMPARISOR OF DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
TO ESTIMATED DAILY ROADWAY CAPACITIES
RECOMMENBED MASTER PLAN OF STREETS
PREFERRED LAND USE PLAN
KIXED USE AT FAR OF .9

OPTIMISTIC TRAKNSIT & TDM SCENARIQ

CLASSIFICATION (a)

Major Art
Majoir Art
Major Art
Major Art
Major Art

Callector
Coliecter
Collector
Cotlector

Collector
Colleetor

eriat
erial
erial
erial
erial

{2-lane)
(2-iane}
{2-1lane)
(2-iane)

(4-lane)
(S-tane)

(3 WB and 2 EB)

CONTINERTAL {(Lairport 5t.) BOULEVARD

Imperial Hwy to Hapte
Maple to Maripesa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand to El Segunde

Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary

DOUGLAS STREET (ONE WAY NORTHBOUND)

Imperial Hwy to
Connectar Road
Connector Rd to Mariposa
Mariposa to El Segundo

DOUGLAS STREET (TWG WAY)
El Segurxio to Utah
Ytah to Resecrans

EL SEGUNDG BOULEVARD
Main to Center
Center to Sepulveda
Sepulveda to Continental
Continental to Kash
Nash to Douglas
Douglas to Aviation
Aviation to [sis

Secondary

Secondary
Secondary

Secondacy
Secondary

Secondary
Secondary
Major Arg
Hajor Art
Major Art
Major Art
Major Art

Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arteriai

Arterial

Arterial
Arterial

Arterial
Arterial

Arterial

Arterial
erial
erial
erial
erial
erial

ROADWAY
CAPALITY

. 77,600
77,000
77,000
77,000
77,000

14,000
14,000
14,000
14,000

40,400
46,700

53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000

53,000

53,000
53,000

53,000
53,600

53,000
53,000
77,400
77,000
77,000
77,000
77,000

4,600
6,000
4,000
5,000

1,000
13,000

5,000
4,000
7,000
11,000

16,000

18,000
22,000

16,000
12,000

12,000
23,000
27,000
34,000
50,000
45,000
45,000

v/C
Ratio(b)

0.60
0.62
Q.57
0.55
0.58

0.29
0.43
Q.29
0.3%

0.02
0.28

0.09
0.17
0.13
0.21

0.30

0.34
0.42

G.30
0.23

£.23
0.43
0.35
0.44
0.65
0.58
G.58

Las{c)
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ROADWAY SEGMENT

GRAND AVENUE
Vista Del Mar to Main
Main toc Center
Center to Sepulveda
Seputveda te Continental
Continental to Hash
Kash to Douglas
Douglas to Aviation

HUGHES WAY
Sepulveda to Mash
Hash to Douglas

IMPERIAL HIGHWAY
Vista Del Mart to Main
Main to California
Catifornia to Sepuiveda
Sepulveda to Nash
Nash te Douglas
Douglas to Aviation

IMPERIAL AVENUE
Main to Center

MAIR STREET
imperial Hwy ta Maple
Mapie to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand to Et Segundo

MAPLE AVENUE
Sepulveda to Continental
Continental to Nash

MARIPOSA AVENUE
Main to Center
Center to Seoulveda
Sepulveda to Continental
Continental ta Nash
Nash to Dougtas
Dougtas to Aviation

TABLE J (Con'rt)

CONMPARISON OF DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES

TO ESTIRATED DAILY ROADWAY CAPACITIES
RECOMMENDED MASTER PLAN OF STREETS
PREFERRED) LAND USE PLAN
MIXED USE AT FAR OF .9

OPTIMISTIC TRANSIT & TDW SCENARIOQ

CLASSIFICATION (a)

Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary

Secondary
Secandary

Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary

Collector

Coliector
Cotlector
Collector
Collector

Coltiecter
Cotlector

Collector
Collector
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary

Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial

Arterial
Arterial

Arteriai
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial

{2-iane}

(4-lane)
(4-lane)
{4-lane)
{4-{ane)

(4-lane)
(4-lane)

(2-tane}
(2-tane}
Arterial
Arterial
Arteriat
Arterial

ROADHAY
CAPACITY

53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000

53,000
53,000

58,300
58,300
58,340
58,300
58,300
58,300

14,000

31,000
31,000
31,000
31,000

31,000
31,000

14,000
14,000
53,000
53,000
53,060
53,000

ADT

9,000
10,900
15,000
16,000
18,000

%,000
10,000

27,000
4,000

33,000
43,000
43,000
61,000
61,000
61,000

8,000

14,000
12,000
12,000
10,000

é,000
8,006

10,000
13,000
22,000
24,000
23,000
10,000

v/C
Ratic(b)

G.17
0.19
0.28
9.30
0.34
0.17
0.19

0.51
0.08

0.57
0.74
a.74
1.05
i.05
1.05

G.45
0.3%
0.39
0.32

0.19
0.26

Q.7
0.93
3.42
0.45
0.43
0.19

LOS{c)
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TABLE J (Con't)

COMPARISON OF DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
TO ESTIMATED DAILY ROADUAY CAPACITIES
RECOMMENDED MASTER PLAK OF STREETS
PREFERRED LAND USE PLAN
MIXED USE AT FAR OF .9
OPTIMISTIC TRANSIT & TOM SCEKARIO

ROADWAY V/C
ROADWAY SEGMENT CLASSIFICATION {a) CAPACITY ADT Ratio¢b) LOS(c)
HASH STREET (ONE WAY SOUTHBOUNMD)
imperial Hwy to
Connector Rd Secondary Arterial 53,000 20,000 0.38 A
Connector Rd to Maple secondary Arterial 33,000 19,000 0.36 A
Maple to Mariposa Secondary Arterial 53,000 20,000 0.38 A
Hariposa ta Grand Secondary Arterial 53,000 14,000 0.26 A
Grard to E1 Segundo Secondary Arterial 53,4000 14,0ecQ0 .34 A
NASH STREET (TWO WAY)
El Segundo to Hughes Secondary Arterial 53,000 16,000 0.30 A
Hughes to Rosecrans Secondary Arterial 53,00¢ 13,000 0.25
ROSECRANS AVENUE
Vista Del Mar to Majer Arterial 77,000 40,000 0.52 A
Sepulveda
Sepulveda to Mash Major Arterial 77,000 65,000 0.84
Nash to Douglas Major Arterial 77,000 74,000 .94
Oouglas to Aviation HKajor Arterial 77,000 5,000 1.23 F
SEPULVEDA BROULEVARD
Imperial Huy to Maple Major Arterial 77,000 73,000 0.95 £
Maple to Mariposa Major Arterial 77,000 72,000 0.94 £
Mariposa to Grand Major Arterial 77,000 72,000 0.94 £
Grand to El Segurda Major Arterial 77,000 4%, 000 0.90 ]
El Segunde to Hughes Way HMajor Arterial 77,000 6%,000 4.90 ]
Hughes Way to Rosecrans HMajor Arterial 77,000 83,000 1.08 F
UTAH AVENUE (Kughes Way)
Douglas te Aviation Secondary Arterial 53,000 9,000 0.17 A
VISTA DEL MAR
Grand to Reosecrans Secondary Arterial 53,000 30,000 Q.57 A

(a) Per Recommended Master Plan of $treets

(b) Ratio of daily traffic volume to capacity

(¢} Level of Service, determined on basis of V/C Ratio, describes operating conditions on the
roadway. LOS YA" is generally free-flowing, LOS YE" represents capacity. LOS “C" ang "p¥
are typical in urban conditinns. LGOS "F" represents severe congestion.



ROADWAY SEGMENT

AVIATION BOULEVARD
Imperial to Mariposa
Hariposa to Grand
Grand to El Segundo
El Segundo to Utah
Utah to Rosecrans

CENTER STREET
imperial Ave. to Maple
Maple to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand to EL Segundo

CONNECTOR ROAD
Hash to I1-105 On-Ramp
[-105 On-Ramp to Douglas

TABLE K

COMPARISOK OF DAELY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
TO ESTIKATED DAILY ROADWAY CAPACITIES
RECOMMENDED MASTER PLAN OF STREETS

PREFERRED LAMD USE PLAN
KIXED USE AT FAR OF 1.5

DPTIMISTIC TRANSIT & TDM SCEKARIO

CONTIMENTAL (Lairport St.) BOULEVARD

Imperiat Hwy to Maple
Maple to Maripoesa
Maripecsa to Grand
Grand to EL Segundo

DOUGLAS STREET (OHE WAY NORTHBOUND)

Imperiatl Hwy to
Cennector Road
Connector Rd to Mariposa
Mariposa tao ELl Segunde

DOUGLAS STREET (TWQ WAY)
El Segundo to Utah
Utah to Rosecrans

EL. SEGUNDO BOULEVARD
Main to Center
Center to Sepulveda
Sepulveda to Continental
Continental to Nash
Mash to Douglas
bouglas to Aviation
Aviation to Isis

ROADWAY

CLASSIFICATION (a)  CAPACITY ADT

Major Arcterial 77,000 58,000
Majar Arteriat 77,000 59,000
Major Arterial 77,000 51,000
Major Arterial 77,000 5¢,000
Major Arterial 77,000 53,000
Collector (2-lane) 14,000 4,000
Collectar (2-lane) 14,000 5,000
Collector (2-lane) 14,000 4,000
Cellector (2-lane) 14,000 5,000
Collector (4-lane) 40,400 1,000
Collector (5-lane) 46,706 13,000

{3 WB and 2 EB}

Secandary Arteriail 53,000 5,000
Secondary Arteriat 53,000 g,000
Secandary Arterial 53,000 8,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 12,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 21,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 25,000
secondary Arteriat 53,000 26,000
Secondary Arterial 53,0006 18,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 20,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 12,000
Secondary Arterial 53,000 23,000
Major Arterial 77,000 27,000
Major Arterial 77,000 34,000
Major Arterial 77,000 51,000
Major Arterial 77,000 46,000
Major Arterial 77,000 45,000

v/c
Ratio(b)

0.75

0.466
0.65
0.49

0.29
Q.36
0.2¢9
0.36

0.02
0.28

0.09
Q.17
Q.15
0.23

0.47
0.49

0.34
0.38

0.23
0.43
0.35
Q.47
0.66
0.60
0.60

L0%{c)
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ROADWAY SEGMENT

GRAKD AVENUE
Vista Del Mar to Hain
Main to Center
Center to Sepulveda
sepilveda to Continental
Continental to Nash
Hash to Douglas
Douglas to Aviation

HUGHES WAY
Sepulveda to Nash
Nash to Douglas

IMPERIAL HIGHWAY
Vista Del Mart to Main
Main to Califernia
California to Seputveda
Sepulveda to Nash
Nash to Douglas
Douglas to Aviation

IMPERIAL AVENUE
Main to Center

MAIN STREET
imperial Hwy to Maple
Maple to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand to El Segunde

MAPLE AVERUE
Sepulveda to Continental
Continental to Nash

MARIPOSA AVENUE
Main to Center
Center to Sepulveda
Sepulveda to Continental
Continental to Nash
Nash to Douglas
Douglas to Aviation

TABLE X (Con't)

COMPARTSON OF DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
TO ESTIMATED DAILY ROADWAY CAPACITIES
RECOMMERDED MASTER PLAN DF STREETS

PREFFERED {AND USE PLAN
NIXED USE AT FAR OF 1.3
OPTIMISTIC TRANSIT & TDM SCENARIOD

CLASSIFICATION (a)

Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary

Secandary
Secondary

Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secandary
Secondary
Secondary

Colleczor

Col lector
Cellector
Collector
Collecter

Collector
Cellector

Collector
Collector
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary

Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial

Arterial
Arterial

Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial

(2-lane}

{4-lane)
{4-lane)
{4-lane)
{4-lane)

{4~lane)
{4-Lane)

(2-lane)
{2-lane)
Arterial
Arterial
Arteriat
Arteriat

ROADWAY
CAPACETY

53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000

53,000
53,000

58,300
58,300
58,300
58,300
58,300
58,300

14,000

31,060
31,000
31,000
31,0600

31,000
31,000

14,000
14,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000

ADT

3,000
10,000
15,000
17,000
21,000
15,000
14,000

31,000
4,000

34,000
44,000
44,000
83,000
62,000
64,000

8,000

14,000
12,000
12,000
10,000

6,000
8,000

10,000
13,000
24,000
28,000
26,000
16,000

v/C
Ratio(h)

Q.17
a.19
0.28
9,32
9.40
0.28
g.30

0.58
g.08

0.38
0.75
.75
1.08
1.06
1.13

0.57

0.45
0.39
0.3%
0.32

0.19
0.26

0.7t
0.93
G.45
0.53
0.49
¢.30

LOS(c)
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TABLE K (Contt)

COMPARISON OF DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
TO ESTIMATED DAILY RCADWAY CAPACITIES
RECOMMENDED MASTER PLAM OF STREETS
PREFERRED LAND USE PLAN
MIXED USE AT FAR OF 1.5
OPTIMISTIC TRANSIT & TDM SCENARIG

ROADWAY v/C
ROADWAY SEGHMENT CLASSIFICATION (a) CAPACITY ADT Ratio(b) LOS{c)
NASH STREET (OHME WAY SOUTHEODUND)
Imperiat Hwy to
Connector Rd Secondary Arterial 53,000 23,000 0.43 A
Connector Rd to Maple Secondary Arterial 53,00C 23,000 0.43 A
Maple to Mariposa Secondary Arterial 53,000 23,000 0,43 A
Mariposa to Granrd Secondary Arterial 53,000 17,000 0.32 A
Grand to EL Segundo Secondary Arterial 53,000 23,060 0.43 A
NASH STREET (TWO MAY)
E{ Segundo to Hughes Secendary Arteriat 53,000 24,000 0.45
Hughes to Rosecrans Secondary Arteriat 53,000 17,0C0 0.32
ROSECRAMS AVENLUE
Vista Del Mar te Major Arterial 77,600 42,000 0.55 A
Sepulveda
Sepulveda to Nash Major Arterial 77,000 67,000 0.87 2]
Nash to Dougias Major Arverial 77,000 76,000 0.99 £
Douglas to Aviation Major Arterial 77,000 85,000 1.10
SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD
Imperial Rwy to Maple Major Arterial 77,000 74,000 0.96 E
Maple to Mariposa Major Arterial 77,000 73,000 0.95% £
Mariposa to Grand Major Arteriai 77,000 72,000 0.94 E
Grand to ELl Segunde Major Arteriat 77,000 49,000 0.90 D
El Segundo to Hughes Way Major Arteriat 77,000 69,000 4.90 1}
Hughes Way to Rosecrans Major Arteriat 77,000 87,000 1.13 F
UTAH AVENUE {Hughes Way)
Douglas to Aviation Secandary Arterial 53,000 9,000 0.17 A
VISTA DEL MAR
Grand to Rosecrans Secondary Arterial 53,000 30,000 0.57 A

(a) Per Recommended Master Plan of Streets

(b} Ratio of daily traffic volume to capacity

(c} Level of Service, determined on basis of V/C Ratie, describes operating conditions on the
roadway. 108 A" {s generally free-flowing. LOS “E" represents capacity. L0S *C* and "D*
are typical in urban conditions. LOS "F" represents severe congestion.



ROADWAY SEGMENT

AVIATION BOULEVARD
Imperial to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand to £l Segundo
El Segunde to Utsh
Utah to Rosecrans

CENTER STREET
Imperial Ave. to Maple
Maple to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grand to El Segundo

CONXELTOR ROAD
Hash to 1-105 On-Ramp
[-105 On-Ramp to Douglas

TABLE L

COMPARISON OF DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
TO ESTIMATED DAILY RUADWAY CAPACITIES
RECOMMENDED MASTER PLAN OF STREETS

CURRENT GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT

OPTIMISTIC TRAWSIT & TDM

CLASSIFICATION (a}

Major Art
Major Art
Major Art
Major Art
Major Art

Collectar
Callector
Callector
Col lector

Collector
Collector

eriat
eriat
ertat
arial
erial

(2-lane)
(2-lane)
(2-lane)
(2-lane)}

(4-lane)
(5-lane}

(3 W8 and 2 EB)

CONTIRENTAL (Lairport St.) BOULEVARD

Imperiail Hwy to Mapte
Mapte to Mariposa
Mariposa te Grand
Grand to £l Segundo

Secondary
Secandary
Secondary
Secondary

DOUGLAS STREET (ONE WAY KORTHBOUNWD)

imperial Hwy to
Connector Road

Connector Rd ta Mariposa

Maripesa to £l Segunde

DOUGLAS STREET (TWO WAY)
El Segundo to Utah
Utah to Rosecrans

EL SEGUNDO BOULEVARD
Main to Center
Center to Sepuiveda
Sepuiveda to Continental
Continental to Nash
Nash to Douglas
Douglas to Aviatien
Aviation to Isis

Secandary

Secondary
Secondary

Secendary
Secondary

Secondary
Secondary
Major Art
Major Art
Major Art
Major Art
Major Art

Arterial
Arterial
Artarial
Arterial

Arterial

Arteriat
Arterial

Arterial
Arterial

Arterial

Arterial
erial
erial
erial
erial
erial

ROADWAY
CAPACITY

77,600
77,000
77,000
77,000
77,000

14,000
14,000
14,000
14,000

40,400
46,700

53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000

53,000

53,000
53,000

53,000
53,000

53,000
53,000
77,000
77,000
77,000
77,000
77,000

45,000
46,000
38,000
38,000
42,060

4,000
6,000
5,000
7,000

1,800
13,000

4,000
$,060
2,600

12,000

14,000

15,000
22,000

15,000
%,000

12,000
24,000
28,000
38,000
34,000
51,000
52,000

v/C
Ratio(b)

0.58
0.40
0.4%
0.4%
0.55

¢.29
0.43
0.36
0.50

0.02
0.28

0.08
¢.17
817
c.23

0.26

0.28
8.42

0.30
0.17

0.23
0.45
0.36
0.49
g.79
0.66
0.68

LOs¢e)
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ROADWAY SEGHMENT

Vista Del Mar to Main
HMain to Center

Center to Sepulveda
Sepulveda to Continental
Continental to Nash

%ash to Douglas

Douglas ta Aviation

HUGHES WAY
Sepuiveda to Nash
Nash to Douglas

IMPERIAL HIGHMWAY
Vista Deil Mart to Main
Main to California
talifornia to Sepulveda
Sepulveda to Nash
MNash to Douglas
Douglas to Aviation

IMPERIAL AVENUE
Main ta Center

KAIN STREET
Imperial Hwy to Maple
Maple to Mariposa
Mariposa to Grand
Grarnd to El Segundo

MAPLE AVENUE
Seputveda to Continental
Continental te Mash

MARIPOSA AVENUE
Main to Center
Center to Sepulveda
Sepulveda to Continental
Continental to Nash
Nash toc Douglas
Douglas to Aviation

TABLE £ (Con't)

COMPARISON OF DAILY TRAFFIC VOLLMES
TO ESTIRATED DAILY ROADWAY CAPACITIES
RECOMHENDED MASTER PLAN OF STREETS

CURRENT GENERAL PLAN BUILDOQUT

OPTINISTIC TRANSIT & TOM

CLASSIFICATION (a3)

Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secandary
Secondary

Secondary
Secondary

Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary

Cotlector

Collector
Coltector
Collector
Coltector

Cotiector
Collector

Collector
Collector
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary
Secondary

Arterial
Arteriai
Arterial
Arteriat
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial

Arterial
Arterial

Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arteriat
Arterial

(2-lane}

(4-lane)
(4-lane)
(4-lane)
(4-lane)

(4-lane)
(4-Lane)

(2-tane}
(2-tane)
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial
Arterial

ROADWAY
CAPACITY

53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000

53,000
53,000

58,300
58,300
58,300
58,300
58,300
58,300

14,000

31,000
31,000
11,000
31,000

31,000
31,000

14,000
14,000
53,000
53,000
53,000
53,000

10,000
13,000
16,000
20,000
25,000
13,000
14,000

27,000
4,000

33,000
44,000
45,000
86,060
62,000
43,000

8,000

16,000
14,000
15,000
10,000

6,000
7,000

10,000
14,000
23,000
24,000
18,000

4,000

v/C
Ratio(h)

G.19
G.25
¢.30
0.38
0.47
0.25
0.26

0.51
g.08

0.57
0.79
Q.77
1.13
1.06
j.08

0.52
0.45
0.48
0.32

0.19
0.23

2.7
1.00
Q.43
0.45
0.34
0.08

Las(c)
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TABLE L (Con't}

COMPARISON OF DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES
TO ESTIMATED DAILY ROADWAY CAPACITIES
RECOMMENDED MASTER PLAN OF STREETS
CURRENT GEMERAL PLAN BUILDOUT

OPTIMISTIC TRANSIT & TDM

ROAGWAY v/C

ROADWAY SEGMENT CLASSIFICATION (a} CARACITY ADT Ratio(b) LOS(c)
NASH STREET (ONE WAY SOUTHBOUND)

lmperial Hwy to

Connector Rd Secondary Arterial 53,000 20,000 0.38 A

Connector Rd to Maple Secondary Arterial 53,00¢ 20,000 G.38 A

Maple to Mariposa Secondary Arterial 53,000 21,000 G.40 A

Mariposa to Grand Secardary Arterial 53,000 13,000 0.25 A

Grand ta El Segundo Secondary Arterial 53,000 20,000 0.38 A
HASH STREET {TWO WAY}

El Segundo to Hughes Secondary Arteriat 53,000 23,000 0.43

Hughes to Rosecrans Secondary Arterial 53,000 18,000 0.34 A
ROSECRANS AVENUE

vista Del Mar to Major Arcerial 77,000 41,000 G.53 A

Sepulveda

Sepulveda to Nash Major Arterial 77,000 46,000 0.85 D

Rash to Douglas Major Arterial 77,000 83,000 1.08

Douglas to Aviation Major Arteriai 77,000 84,000 1.09 F
SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD

lmperial Hwy to Maple Major Arterial 77,000 84,000 1.09 F

Maple to Mariposa Major Arterial 77,000 83,000 1.08 F

Mariposa to Grand HMajor Arterial 77,000 79,000 1.03 F

Grand to £l Segundo Major Arterial 77,000 78,000 1.0t 4

El Segundo to Hughes Way Major Arterial 77,000 78,000 1.01 F

Hushes Way to Rosecrans Major Arterial 77,000 20,000 1.17 F
UTAH AVENUE (Hughes Way)

Douglas to Aviation Secondary Arterial 53,000 12,000 0.23 A
VISTA DEL MAR

Grand to Rosecrans Secendary Arteriat 53,000 31,000 0.58 A

(a) Per Recommended Master Plan of Streets

(b} Ratio of daily traffic volune to capacity.

(¢} Level of Service, determined on basis of V/C Ratio, describes operating conditions on the
roadway. EOS “A" is generally free-flowing. LOS "E" represents capagity. LOS "C" and “Dv
are typical in urban conditions. LOS “F" represents severe congestion.

0111G-L.TBS/#F1-1(d)
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