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STATE a.EARINGHOUSE No. 89062136 

PUEBLO AVENUE SUBDIVISION 

FINAL ERVIROHMEHTAL IMPACT REPORT 

THIS DOCUMENT COMPRISES THE SECORD AND FINAL PART OF THE 
ERVIROHMEHTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) FOR THE PROJECT DESCRIBED. 

THE DRAFT EIR WHICH WAS PREVIOUSLY CIRCULATED FOR PUBLIC 
REVIEW AND COMMENT COMPRISES THE FIRST PAR~.* 

PROJECT: A 24-lot, ·single-family subdivision on 11.56 net (15. 70 
gross) acre site ·zoned RE20-l and designated very low 
housing by the Northeast Los Angeles District south of 
the southerly boundary line of the City of South 
Pasadena, between Pueblo Avenue to the west and Corona 
Drive to the east. Approval of Tentative Tract No. 
35022, Street Vacation of the existing "paper" streets, 
and approval of a haul route are requested. 

APPLICANT: Greenhills Investment Corporation 
20279 Portside Drive 
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I. SUMMARY 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Requirements of the Environmental staff Adyisory Committee CESAC. 
formerly known as Environmental Beview Committee) 

In 1984, the applicant originally sought approval from the 
Planning Department of TT 35022 for 30 single-family lots on 
18.67 gross acres (net 13 net acres). The applicant submitted an 
Environmental · Assessment Form on May 8, 1984. After review of 
the information provided, the Environmental Review Committee 
(ERC) on May 16, 1984, determined that the proposed project 
project may have a significant effect on the environment and 
required the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
On May 23, 1984. the ERC further directed the applicant that the 
EIR should address the following issues: 

- Grading 
Flood Hazard 

- Right of Way and Access 
- Fire Protection 
- CUltural Resources (Archaeology) 
- Energy Conservation. 

The ERC required that an alternate grading plan be assessed 
for 30 or fewer single-family homes with a balanced cut and fill. 
The ERC also required that the cumulative impact of the project, 
together with the vacant parcels surrounding the site, be 
assessed with relation to existing and proposed projects in the 
area. Since the time of the original application, a few new 
single-family homes have been constructed near the site. Several 
multi-family condominium buildings overlook the site from the · 
west. 

Under the Zoning Consistency Program (AB 283) the zoning on 
the site was changed from R1 to RE20 in order to correspond to 
the Very Low Housing Plan designation. The project was 
redesigned to conform with the new zoning, thereby necessitating 
the reconsideration. Subsequently, a second Initial study was 
prepared for the revised 24 · single-family residential lots in 
June, 1989. As a result, the ERC reconsidered the project, and 
recommened that the following additional impact areas be 
assessed: 

- Service systems (Sewers, Storm Drainage, Solid Waste 
Disposal), and 

- Water conservation. 
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Precirculation Issues: 

The Environmental Review staff initiated a Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) circulation process in which responsible 
agencies and interested parties were invited to submit comments 
for the original proposal of a 30 single-family lot subdivision 
between October 30, 1984 and November 30, 1984. Letters received 
in response to this notification suggested that the EIR should 
include an analysis of access, the alignment of the extension of 
Interstate Route 710 and the preservation of archaeological 
resources. 

The second NOP for the revised 24 single-family lot 
subdivision was circulated between June 19, 1989 and July 19, 
1989. Additional issues raised focused on sewer capacities and 
water conservation measures. 

Areas of Controversy 

There are three proposed corridors for the extension of the 
Long Beach Freeway(I-710). Construction of the I-710 Freeway 
extension along the Westerly corridor, which bisects the project 
area, would create an area of controversy by producing a 
significant land use incompatibility. 

If the subdivision were constructed first, the State of 
California would later need to purchase land on which homes had 
just been built. The freeway would also cut through the center 
of the subdivision, creating major circulation problems and 
possibly requiring purchase of the remaining homes by the State. 
If the freeway were constructed first, the proposed project would 
be impossible to build and would need to be redesigned. 

However, it should be noted that the California 
Transportation Commission has indicated a preference for the 
Meridian corridor alternative, which parallels Meridian Avenue 
approximately o. 8 miles east of the project site. It is not 
likely that the Westerly corridor will be selected, as it is not 
favored by the City of south Pasadena nor Caltrans. 

Two other areas of possible controversy associated with this 
project .are soil instability and grading the ridge. There is 
soil instability in one location on the site where fill was 
improperly placed prior to the current owner's purchase of the 
property. This pre-existing condition would be corrected during 
the grading process. As always, topsoils would need to be 
recompacted. Grading would also reduce the height of the ridge 
line approximately 15 feet • 

. . 

' '. 
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EIR Processing History: 

A Draft Environmental Impact Report prepared for the 
proposed project was determined to be· acceptable by the City 
Planning Department and was circulated for public review from 
January 16, 1992 to March 2, 1992. 

A Notice of Completion was filed with the Secretary of 
Resources on January 16, 1992, and a Notice of Availability of 
the ·Draft EIR was published in the Los Angeles Times on January 
16, 1992. 

Four letters were received during the public comment period 
and are excerpted and responded to in .section III of this 
document): 

PROJECTION DESCRIPTION 

The applicant proposes to subdivide the 15.7 gross acre 
project site for a 24-lot single family residential developmen~. 
The project includes the construction of roadways to serve the 
project area and the extension of Pullman Street. The site is 
zoned RE20 and designated Very Low Density Residential by the 
Northeast Community Plan. 

The paper streets which currently exist on the project site, . 
including Glidden Drive, Ringgold Drive, Corona Drive and an 
alley are proposed to be merged into the project site. The paper 
streets of Pueblo Avenue, Drysdale Avenue and Corona Drive 
adjacent to the project site are not requested for street 
vacation. Pullman Avenue, also adjacent to the site, will be 
improved by the applicant to provide a second access for project 
residents and emergency vehicles. 

The project will -result in the construction of Ringgold 
Drive and Corona Drive, which together will circle the project. 
Corona Drive is proposed to be realigned from an existing right 
of way which runs to the city limits of the City of South 
Pasadena. There is no _connecting street at the City of South 
Pasadena to create a potential problem from this realignment •. 

Two access points will be provided to the project. Lathrop 
Street, on the eastern boundary of the project area will be 
extended to Corona Drive. Pullman Street, on the western 
boundary of the project area, will be extended westerly from the 
project area to the intersection of Harriman Avenue, where the 
pavement currently ends. 
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All of the roadways will be constructed at one time • 
. Const~ction of the single-family residences may be phased, 
depending on market conditions. 

Eighty percent of the area will be landscaped. Ten percent 
will be for roadways and only 10 percent will be built upon. No 
recreational facilities will be provided. on-site sewers will be 
constructed to connect with the existing sewer under Lathrop 
Street. 

The project would result in the grading of approximately 
11.56 net acres (85 percent) of the site for preparation of 
building sites with cuts and fills on the. order of 15 feet in 
depth. Approximately 100,000 cubic yards would be moved with 
approximately 85, 000 cubic yards of soil exported and 15, ooo 
cubic yards remaining on site as fill. After grading, the center 
of the ridge line on the site would be lowered approximately 15 
feet, and maximum fill depth would be approximately 25 feet. 

Off-site grading will be required for the construction of 
Pueblo Avenue. The maximum grade of cut and fill slopes is 2:1. 

There would be two retaining walls placed on the property, 
the first would be surrounding the southeast corner of Lathrop 
Street and Corona Drive. This would have a length of 100 feet 
and a maximum.height of 5 feet at the intersection of these two 
streets. The second retaining wall would border the project site 
for part of its northern boundary. The-length of this retaining 
wall would be 350 feet and the maximum .height of the wall would 
be. 15 feet. 

At an estimated 2.5 persons per unit, the proposed project 
is expected to bring approximately 60 residents to the project 
site. The project is expected to generate a total of 240 trips 
per day. 

To implement the project, an approval of a 24-lot tentative 
tract map with concurrent paper street vacations would be 
required. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The proposed project is located at 4400 - 4498 Pueblo 
Avenue, 1401 - 1499 Pullman Avenue, 4309 - 4463, and 4302 - 4498 
Ringgold Drive, 4329 - 4347, and 4332 - 4348 Glidden Drive, and 
4301 - 4499 Corona Drive, south of the southerly boundary line of 
the City of South Pasadena between Pueblo Avenue to the west and 
Corona Drive to the east. The site is approximately one-half 
mile north of Huntington Drive (a major east-west thoroughfare), 
and approximately one mile east of Monterey Road (a major 
north-south thoroughfare). There is approximately 337 feet of 
frontage on the northerly side of Pullman Street, with additional 
frontage on Pueblo Avenue, Ringgold Drive, Glidden Drive and 
Corona Drive. All of the streets noted above are currently paper 
streets within and adjacent to the site boundaries. The parcel 
also fronts onto the end of Lathrop Street on its eastern border. 

The project site is located in the Northeast District Plan 
area, zoned RE20 and designated for Low Density Residential. 

The project site is on an irregular shaped parcel, and 
characterized by steep topography. It is located on a vacant 
hillside. It has been used as an off-road vehicle recreational 
area, although legal permission has never been granted by the 
owners for this purpose. The site is part of a larger (110 acre) 
undeveloped site adjacent to a residential area of single-and 
multi-family homes. No through streets enter the site from the 
City of South Pasadena to the north. 

Surrounding land use is predominantly residential, including 
single-and multi-family residences. There are also vacant 
parcels, particularly to the west of the site. 

Major freeways surrounding the_project site are the Pasadena 
Freeway (Interstate 110) to the north and west, the Golden State 
Freeway (Interstate 5) to the southwest, and the San Bernardino 
Freeway (Interstate 10) to the south. 

Major public facilities near the project area include 
California State University at Los Angeles and the Los · 
Angeles/USC County Medical Center, both of which lie south of the 
project area. 
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MAJOR IMPLICATIONS OF PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 

Grading would be an irreversible environmental change to the 
topography. 

There are three proposed corridors for the extension of the 
Long Beach Freeway (I-710) in which the project site is included 
for one of the three alternative routes. 

No other major implications are involved with the project • 

• 
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ldyiQI Ipcts 

!Ill piOj ect . 11111 
result la extensive 
gradlag for prepara­
tlm of bulldlDg 
sltes. lldgellae 1111 
Ill lMred IJl4 approx­
llltely 85,000 cd»lc 
Judi of earth 1111 be 
exported fa elte. 

. laltbetlc: lJpact of 
blllllde gradlag IIIII 
ndactlCit of rldge 
llae. 

r.Jfora · alteratlm 
llll also occur ln 
Gllj.Um 1ltb other 
related projects. 

• 

Sllllf CBUr 

lartb Gradlag 

lltlgatlQn IMsuru 

lll gradlac) shall he perfomed Ulder 
...,arvlsloo of a llc:ensed englneerlDg 
geologist lll4/or 10ll1 tDI)lneer ln accordanoe 
1ltb applicable pmlslODS of the lhlllclpal 
COda IJl4 the n« entlatln of the Clty 
IDglDeer IJl4 the S1ftrlateadent of BulldlDg; 

llpl-tatloo of the ncc.aDIJatlaas of 
geotechnleal reports prepared speclfleally 
for the proposed project shall be adopted, 
lnclullag slope stablllty, exeavatloo, 
lhorlag IJl4 fo11ldatlCD cleslCJD IJl4 IDJ 
aeceisarJ 8\Dirala SJSt.l; 

!Ill geologlat ud soll IDC)lneer sball Inspect 
allexeavat10111 to datenlDI that candltlou 
antlclpatecl la the report bave lleaD lftQ)lll­
tmd IJl4 to pmlcla recx.andatlons for the 
eomctlOD of bawds fOllld durlDg gndlDg; 

Ill reccaudatloas of the Geological and 
Solls lllglaeerlDg Report. prepared by !rlad 
lollldatlOD IDglDeerlac) "'lch are lD addltlOD 
to, or .,re rastrlctlve thaD, DeplrtBt 
requlz.ats shall be lnQ)rporated lato tlie 

. plana, 

---
11at aaltlgatecl 
ldvtne ,_. 

!bare 11111 he u 
nl tlgated alteratlCD 
of the rldga llDIS OD 
the property. 
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· laspoDslble 
llpl-tatlOD 

Ia! 

~act lpplleant/ 
Developer 

1. lkllltorlac) Phase 
2. IDfo~t agency 
), lloDlt.orlgg kenCJ 

1. Pre-grading 

2. Departllant of 
Bulldlac) ' Safetr, 
Los bgeles 

3. DeparlMDt of 
Bul.ldlng ' Safety, 
Los Angeles 

1. GradlDg 

2. Departat of 
BulldlDg ' Safety, 
Los lngeles 

3. DepartEat of 
BulldlDg ' Safety, 
Los bgeles 
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Mltlgttlop lleuuru (gont,) 

Satisfactory ~tl shall be lade 1ltb 
the llepartat of BolldlDCJ lllCl Safety .1lth 
respect to gradlng lll caafOIIIDce 1ltb the 
Gradlag onllDIJit't of the Los IDgeles BulldlDg 
Code prior to ncordatlca of the flnal •PI 

Grcnmd wttlDCJ uslDCJ caly nelallad •tar 
shall be daDe durlDCJ gradlDCJ 1111 before 
JIDdseapllliJ for dult eaatrol Ulll eoll 
~ctlol, 

8oth the geologist lllCl the eolls lllglneer 
8ball lupect 1114 approve all flll lllCl 
sdldrala p~t liiii prlor to placlDCJ 
flU. Botb C011111ltllltl shalllncluSt lD thelr 
flnal reports a certlflcatlCII of the lclequlcy 
of tbl f01Diatlc. •terlal to SttPOrt the 
flU 1ltllnlt 1Dial settl.aot lllcl/or 
caasolldatlca; · 

Prlor to tbe placlDCJ of cmpacted flll, a 
represeDtatlve of the caasultlDCJ Solls 
IDglDetr sballlDspect lllclapprove the bottca 
excavatlCIIII. Bt/sba shall post a notlce Oil · 
tbl job slte for the Clty GradlDCJ Inspector 
lllCl tba ccatractor statl.Dg that the soll 
ID8pected atl tbe caadltloas of tbe report, 
but that DO flll sblll be placed 11ltll tbe 
Cl ty cradlDg Iaspector bu also lnspectacllllcl 
approved tba bottCII ucavatlons. l 11rltteD 
c:artlfleatlCII to tbls effect shall be flled 
1ltb tbe Departat 1fOD a.pletlon of the 
110rt. a nport wu be aaltted to the 
Departat ..,aD ClllplttlOil of tbe cmpactlODI 

... 
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HtttauOD 11eanres rem. 1 

W __.. flll sblll be ex~~p~cted to a 
lla._ of 90 peroe~t relative cmpactloa u 
nqu1recl bf COcl8 Section 91. 7006( d) 1 

W residences sblll be supported oa footings 
f011lded entlrelJ wltbla either bedl:oct, 
ClllpiCtad fill or alluvl•; 

8eDdl dralu sblll be deslgaecl so as to 
llllllllze tbair vliUil llplct. !Ills shall 
1De1UIIesoll-eolored CDlel'lte, laDdselplllg or 
c:unlllllllf CJOIStm:tlOI if DIC8S8U'J to 
CXlllfcn wltb 111m11!41Dg graded surfaces; 

RatalDlDg ll1ls sblll be astructed wltb 
•terials . llhldt . are udlltectarallt 
attractive 84/or p~~~it tba planting of 
ngetatlon to rec:tuce tbalr tliUilllpact; 

W graded, brusbed or ~art slopes sball be 
plaited witb 1011-ater Cfllllllptloa, aative­
tp plait varieties ~Deled bf a 
.laldseape ardlltect. SUitable amagants 
shall be lllde wl tb tba Departlent of BulldlDg 
u4 Slfetr wltb respect to coatlnuacl 
•lnteaance of the ~ plaat 
nrleties •til tiler are establlsbed as n 
effective gnmt c:t118f; 

Slape plantlllg sball general! 1 consist of 1011 
giUIIICI cover to 1lpede ater fl011 on the 
surface. to provide greater slope protection 
agalast scour llld emslon, the slope sblll be 
atred 11tli a jute •t or otllar nltablt 
•terlal to provide protection Mhilt the 
tro'J'd oover is belllg atablllbed; 
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Mltnalgcts 

Geologie atudlea 
lDdlcate ao IDVBDt 
of uy fault or fold 
for at least 11,000 to 
15,000 f'UI· 

!beae ltable geologie 
Gllllltloas •W aot 
llplct tbl pmject. 

lllldlata of project 
.• w. Ill ldlject to 
. gftlid lllatllt darlag 
•llllc ... ta. 

SBID CIIIRf 

Geologic Blllrdl acJ Seialclty 

MltJ.atlcm IIHSlQI 

See previous gra4l111J n«U&SSlCCatlODS; 

Jlellcleatlal atruct\ftl shall Ill designed to · 
•t lllalM ael.te safety standards u aet 
fortb la the City of r.os IDgllea Bulldlllg 
COde, M)ect to deterllaatlCII and appraval 
of the Deput.at of JulldlDIJ and safety acJ 
otllar nspoulble ageaelea; 

Ploject ~t 811111 Ill ia coaforace 
litb tbe Clty's S.llalc safety Pla, 
~~tlleable portlcu of tba lblllelpll Code and 
sellale llfety ~ta of the Deplrtat 
of Julldllg ad safety; 

Slopes 114/or stnctunsnll 111 cteslgnecti• 
acc:onlalloe wlth •bale safety staadudl. 
Ploject cut ud fW slopes nll 111 
.glaeeral tor sel.t.c stablllty, ad 
stncttna sllaU Ill set bact fa steeper 
lltanlllopea. 

llet Ulldtlgatecl 
ldyeQ!I Jgcta 

Jasldents 1111 aot Ill 
sd»ject to danger u a 
11sult of thelr 
proxlalty to U.se 
faults ·and d• to 
gro1md sl1at1Dg during 
sei.tc events. 

.. 

laspORslble 
llpl .. tatlon . 

liB! 

Project lppllc:aat/ 
Developer 

Page F-xii 

1. lfollltorlllg fllase 
2. Ellforc:.~Dt lgeDCJ 
3. lmltorlM lgeDCJ 

1. Pre-astnd.lon 

2. Departleat of 
BUlldtng ' safety, 
r.os bgelea 

3. Departleat of 
BUlldl19 ' safety, 
1Gs Angeles 

1. Project 
CDDStructlOD 

2. Daputat of 
BUildlDg ' safety, 
LoslDgelea 

3. Deplrtat of 
BUlldlag ' safety, 
1Gs IDgeles 
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' ..... 
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ldymt tacts 

!be p!Oject 11111 
result la coverage of 
811 of the 15.70 acres 
(3ft) of tbe project 
ara tltb llpenlous 
surfiCII. 1bls 111-
cnasecl ClJm'lgt tlll 
1aenue tbe .. t 
ad ... of nmoff 
durlDg 8tOI8 lato the 
local stom dral1 .-. 

s.IIICIII! 

later-SUrface later lllloff IDII lydrology 

lltlgotloD liMstns 
let Ulllltlgated 
Mutataqy 

!be pmjeet tlte. all be developed in Dnlnage patteru till 
accordance with ~ts of the Citr of be altered. 
IDIIDgtles' flood Bawd ~t Specific 
Plaa (~laaDce 10. 154,405). thls Plan 
requ1rel tbat the project be cleslpecllD suc:b 
a llDDil' u to p!Milt floocl-rellted -.g. 
to tbe p!Oject IDII to exlstlng dmmstreaa 
daveJ.c.-t llotb cJurlDg · IJld after 
tX'IItnctla~, 

PeDmelt dra1Dagt facllltles, u ~ 
bJ the pmject's geotedlllcll eouultuts, 
lbell be attracted to CXIltrol mace 
EDff ncl potaltlll lllttloa to tbe 
satllfaetlOD of the CltJ lnglneer ad tbe 
~~tofadMl~; 

cums ad gutters all be ptovlded • 111 
stnets tltbla the p!Oject ana; 

Ill retalllag •111 shall be p10vlded tltb a 
ataDclard surface ltac:tdralD spt. IDII all 
draluge sbill be CCIIducted to the street la 
u acceptable__. ad In a aon'"IIOilve 
dettee, 

' 

"'•.:,..:. 

lalpoulble 
llpl-tatl• 

liB! 

~ect lppllcant/ 
Developer 

Page F-xiii 

1. bltorlDg Pbue 
2. lllfon=-at lgalcJ 
3. IJiltorWJ lgeBeJ 

1. Pm--gradlng 

2. Departamt of 
Buildlag ' satetr, 
IAII IDgeles 

lleparUent of 
Publlc lolts, 
Bureau of 
EnglDeerlDg 

Advisory AgeacJ: 
Dapllrt.MotofCltJ 
Plualng. 

3. Deputat of 
BulMlacJ I Slfett, 
ktslngeles 

l.1eplrtat of 
Public lolts, 
Bureau of 
Jngineer1Dg 

.. 
~· 
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Klttgatlc!g IIMsum (c:ont.) 

Slopes shall he pluted ud I sultlble 
111terlag 1J18 (11 CXlllfOIIIJICI 11th the 
Gndillg Code) lnstallecl qq CIIIPletion of 
gndi119 per the nqalr.aats of tile 
Departat of JuUdiDg uc1 safety lllCI tile 
City Bnqineer; 

GradiDt of streets helDg dedic:atecl shall he 
requlnd, dject to tile approval of the City 
IDglaeer, Dapartat of Building and safety 
ud other respoulbie ageDCin; 

Mject to the ncc.anclatloas aDd appmal 
of tht City IDgiaeer, paved drainage temces 
sball he p~Wlded along terrac:es, at tht tap 
of c:uts aDd llebiDd ntalllag llllls; 

SlDkaiu sblll he lutallecl ia all natural 
draiiiiCJI counes 1itblD IIIlich Clllplcted flU 
1s to he placecl; . 

!11) 011-slte clebrls bulu shall he provided 
by tht developer:1 as nqalred by tba Bureau 
of BnqiDitl'iDCJ; 

JnergJ tissipatom shall he iastalled at uy 
outlet structure llhen the velocity is 
consiclend emive; 

!he applicant . shall reduce the •mt of 
rilloff fa the site, laclll!llag the use of 
pmeahle paVlDCJ uterlals (Mhlch peralt 
111ter penetration to a soll depth of 18 
illc:bes or ron or pmldes a coefflcllllt of 
rmoff, u tetemlDed bJ tht Rational Jletbod, 
of 0.6 or less) aDd pervious ClOilcrete for 
patllllaJSIDCI other sblllar surfaces; 

Page F-xiv 

1. MonltorlDC) Phase 
2. lllfanaent lgeDCJ 
3. llonltorlng WCJ 

l.Gradlag 

2. DepartleDt of 
JuildlDCJ ' Safety, 
Los IDC)eles 

Dapu1.Mnt of 
N»llc worts, 
Bureau of 
IDgineerlDCJ. 

3. Dapartat of 
Bulldl119 ' safetr, 
Los Angeles 

DapartMDt of 
N»llc worts, 
Bureau of 
Engineer lag 

-
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Mltlgatlcm llelsuras (cont.) 

111 applicable portions of the City's 
Lalldfoxa GrldlDg llallaal 8ball be cmplied 
tdtb; 

loot nmoff shall be eolleete4 i1l a rain 
gutter IDCI ~ IJitel IDCI directed to 
approved mas 111 DOHI'Oillble Clllductors; 

ldjustats to these llprovfMlts •Y be 
necessary IDd all bt allMd, 1t 4aecl 
lli08S8IlJ by the City IDgiaeer; . 

Also- ..... listecllllder Grading. 

Page F-xv 

1. llonitor!Dg Pbase 
2. IDfora.at lgeDcJ 
3. lloDltorlng lgt!IICJ 

1. CGDstructicm 

2. Deplrtat of 
Building ' safety, 
Los Aageles 

Depart8ent of 
Public Volts, 
Bureau of 
lnglDeeriJig. 

3. Departat of 
Bull4lDg ' safety, 
IA)s IDgeles 

Departat of 
Public Vorts, 
Bunau of 
IDglDIIrlng 

-
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ldme Jpcts 11UJ.tat1on lleosum 

sallf C8IRf 

later-Flood llwd 

Jet UDIJ.tlgated 
Myme Jalactt 

RespoiiSible 
llpl-tatlOD 

bag 

Page F-xvi 

.. 

1. bltorlDg Phase 
z. lbforc..ent lgeDCJ 
3· llltorlng lgencJ 

!Ill p!Oject •W See I8U\liU llatea Ia tM SUrface later Dralllage pattems wlll Project lpplleant/ 
r.lt la t'Oitrlgl of llmoff/IJdlology IDd Gradl19 18Ctlou. Ill altered. Developer • 

See al torlnt progra~ 
UDder SUrface later 
1.11loff/Btdrology Ill of tbiU. 7G 1en1 

(3ft) of tba p!Oject 
ana tltla .llpenta 
. nrfaces. !b1J 11-
enuecl COitl'lgl .w 
.lDcnue tba .-tilt 
ad' apeed of raft 
durlii!J ltoDI l:llto tba 
local' ltol.'l clrala 
.,.-.·~·: 

·'': i. 

.. ... 

"•' ... -~ ~-~ ._._. 
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ldura lpcta 

•letlon of this 
project •uld increase 
traffic on Dtighbor­
hooll atnets. 

SU.t coutructl01 111 • 
I hllltlde II8Il wald 
nnlt ia a nurugecl 
tGpographJ IDd light 
atru.ute to the 
laatabUltJ of surface .u. 

SHUt Cllllf 

Right-of-laJ and ICt_'lll 

Bitlgatlon Ieasure• 
All street alignrrents and grades 
shall be approVed by the Departrrent 
of Building and Safety, the 
Departnent of Public Works, and the 
F'ire Departrrent of the City of 
Ins /\ngt!.les, and shall be improved 
in a m"Jniler Siltisfactory to the City 
Engineer and F'ire Departrrent to 
ensure street grooe do not exceed 
m·"lxirrun 15 percent. 

Dedieatloa ancl t.prov•nt of Ringgold Drive 
1!111 Co10111 Drltt to lilllide Collector Street 
Studlrds ( 4o-foot wide roadiiiJ in 1 5o-foot 
11idt right-of-•y). a.usecJ existing rlght-of­
IBJ within the site botltdaq shill· be 
tacatect, 

Pullllft Street shall be t.provtd for t• 
lanes of traffic between the proposed 
sdxlivlsion lllCI lllrrlllft avea• to provide 
the •ia access to the site. Lathrop Street 
shall provide a sec:ondlq 1e111s of access. 

Itt Ulllitlgattd 
ldura lgcts 

COiplttion of tbis 
project and nlattd 
projects 11ould 
increase traffic on 
neighborhood streets. 

Responsible 
lllpleatatlOil · 

~gog 

Project lpplicant/ 
Developer 

Page F-xvii 

1. bitorlng Phase 
2. Enforc.mt lgency 
3. llonltoring PQency 

1. Pn·constructlon, 
constructlOD aod 
Post-occupancy 

2. Departllent of 
Building ' Safety, 
Los Angeles 

Depart.ent of 
Public Vorts, 
Buieau of 
Bngineerlng 
Fire Departrrent 
Mvisoq lgellcy: 
~Dt of City 
Pluning. 

3. Department of 
Building ' Safety, 
LOs Angeles 

Departaent of 
N»llc Vorts, 
Bureau of 
lngineering. 
Fire Departrrent 
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Mnralp;h 

OllpliU• of WI 
project aid 1Dcreue 
traffic en Higbllor· 
11104 ltnetl. 

fta Vestarly corridor 
of the . kllg Beac:b 
(710) rree.y aid 
tratt.'11e tile project 
site. IJpacta could 
not bt llltlgatell 
litlloat p!Ohlbitlag 
tile CXIIIItnctl• of 
the piOpOI84 pmjec:t. 
If •tiler corridor 
ae selected for tbe 
fi'IMJ, Jlpacts 1IMild 
bl JJiited to I ..U 
J.Denase II ))dgrolacl 

••• 

lltlptlolllaMuraa 

a.ma.aar 
trusportatla ad Clmllatla 

let tbd.tlgatell 
Miera 1g1cts 

See lllllDI llstea 1Dier Rlgbt-of-tfay ad 
keels. 

Project traffic CJIIIIratloa ls alu.l.. llo 
11Ugat1oa IIUUl1B are 11C81811'J to reduce 
traffic tol.as. 

lf the Vesterly corridor of the kmg Beacb 
l'neiiJ •re selected, tbe pmject could not 
bt built 11 proposed. If any of the otbar 
altematlvt corriclon ll8r8 selected, dod».lt­
pued glul ald bt laatalllll tO 1lDlata 
the ltplct of tbe •11 illCtll&e It 
bac:qrould 10lse l.U. 

Ollplati• of this 
pmject ad related 
projects would 
lacrease traffic oa 
aeigbborllood streets. 

llpacts of the Route 
710 extensloa oa the 
Westerlt corridor 
IOUld be totlllJ 
IDiitigated. If 
aootber corridor 1s 
cbosel, there IIOUld be 
DO altlgatell aclvene 
JJpacts. 

Page F-xviii 

llespoDilble 
llpl-tltlca 

IIIIa 

~act lpplicaat/ 
Developer 

1. bltorlag ..... 
2. laforaeat lgeDCJ 
3. blt.orlnl aca 

. 1. Pre-coastructioa, 
COIIstructiOII 

2. Departat of 
Public vons llld 
City lllgiDear, 
IDs IDgeles 

Departat of 
rraasportaticm, 
State of t'allfomla 

3. llaplrtat of 
Public vons anti 
City l'llgllleer, 
r.IDgeles 

Dapartat of 
Tnlllportatloa, 
State of t'allfomla 
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I4Yme lpcts 

!be pmject llll 
nnlt la aa lacreae 
la Bllld for fbe 
protection •nlces. 

I.~ • 

stiNRI CDR'f 

NJllc Services-Fin Protectioa 

lltllltioD lleuuref 

Prior to aay coutructloo, plot plaas and 
dratlbliJS &ball 111 saltted for rin 
Departleat appiOVIls; 

!be project lball ct~~ply 1lth all applicable 
State aad leal codes ud ordiMDces, aid tbe 
guldeliHI fo\lld i1 tba rln Protectioa 1111 
rm Pnmtloa Plait, • 11111 u tba satety 
Plait, both of lll)ldl an el-ts of tbe 
General Plll of the City of r. lngela; 

kclss for fin appmtlll ud fin per80lUl81 
to all structures 8ball Ill requlred; 

r1n iaaa, llllare nqulnd, ud 4ead-tlldi119 
atnets all ttl'llllte il a eal-4e-ac or 
otber approved turalag ana. If 4ead-tlldlag 
stnets or fin lall will Ill gnater tbln 
700 feet 111 lagtb, 88COildarJ access sball Ill 
pmvldecl; 

!be pzojeet llball tlDIIIOI'I to tba studard 
street diaslCIII .... CD the Deplrtat of 
Mile loib Standard Plll D-22549; 

let 1JIIIltlgated 
ldurse lpcts 

Jlpl..atatlon of the 
na:.ended aitlgatlon 
aeasuns MOUld reduce 
llpacts to fln pro-
taction services and 
the fin ha1ard to 
llblcta futun residents 
1IOuld be exposed to 
ac:ceptable levels. 

fhe project ald, 
bowver, stlll nsult 
1D incraued dalimd 
for fin protectioa 
sen ices. 

Responsible 
IJpb•atatlOD 

am 

Project lppllcant/ 
Developer 

. 

Page F-xix. 

1. bitorlng Phase 
2. Enforaaent lgeriCJ 
3. llonltorlDJ IQeDCJ 

1. Pn-construction, 
Construction and 
Post-oc:c:t.,aDCJ 

2. Deplrblent of 
Bulldlng ' safett, 
lmllllgeles 

.~tof 
PUblic worts, 

r1n Depan.at, 

ldviSOl'J lgeDCJ: 
Departleat of City 
Planaing. 

3. Deplrtat of 
Bullding ' Safety, 
tos lllgelll 

Deplrtat of 
Mllc loib, 

rln~t. 
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lltlgoticalleoms (gt. l 

lharl ac:c:ess raqulres accmodatla. of fin 
Daplrtlaat appuatw, llnlu outside nell• 
of tile paved surface lball be 35 feet. In 
addltlciaal slJ feet of clear space sball be 
MlntalDed beJODil the outside ndlw to a 
wertlcal polnt 13 feet llld 6 1ldlal allove the 
paved surface of the !Oiday; 

lllldecel aball be placed 110 further than 
150 feet fa flre-icCea roadlays; 

Irrigatecl IIIII llllagecl. greeabelts arollltl the 
per.._ter of all structures shall be 
eouldered as a buffer bet.,. the l)usb llld 
the praposad pmjeet. !be IMiffer shall be 
irrigated bf a drip irrigatle~~ IJit., llld 
all 111 lu4sclpiag aball • aaly flre­
nsistut plots IIIII •terials; 

!be brusb 1D tile ma adjacent to the 
pmposad davt~t for a distance of 150 
feet aball be cltma or tblimed perioclleally 
111der the ...,anisioa of the r.oa IDgal.es fire 
Deplrtat 11 order to reduce the rlst of 
brush fires apllldlag to tile lmas; 

!ben lba11 be at leut t• I8IU of lagnss 
IIIII egras to the project site that wlll 
ac:cmoclate 11jor fln apparatus and peralt 
•jor evacuatloa durlDg .argeacy situations; 

Ill D8C1818UJ pmllc ud/or private fire 
bydrants aball be pro'ilded to tbe 
aatlsfactia. of the fin DaplrtBt; 

~ -.: ... ~ _, -· -· _, -· -
Page F-xx 



EIR NO. 172~84(SUB)(REC) 

lltlgatlon lleasurea lamt.) 

Prlnte ..a1or .-uc l'DIII•J• amlnl:ted as 
1 part of the proposecl proJect sblll 10t 
exceed a 15 perceat grade; 

1111 fol101ln9 a&lltloul•suru shall also 
be lneblled for d1Mlllngs Clllltructed oa the 
project site: boxed~laeaves, domle-strength 
or •ln4 glass, antl10n-cxllbustlble roofs and 
exterior flnlshaa. 

All. structures shall be protected 
throughout with approved autaratic 
fire sprinklers installed under 
penni t and supervision of the 
Depal:tnent of Building and Safety · 
and the satisfaction of the 
Fire Departrrent 

The applicant shall contact the 
Water Services section of the 
Departrcent of Water and Power at . 
( 213 )580-8411 for info:r:nation 
regarding water rre.in :inprovements. 
The water system shall provide 
2,000 G.P.M. fire-flow. The cost 
of :inproving the \tater system shall 
be charged t9 the applicant • 

Page F~x>d. , 

.. , .. 
. 
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Munttata 

!he project vlll 
raalt Ia • l.aerM8e 
11 deMtd for. pollm 
protectloD smlc:es. 

sammrr 

Pl*lle Senlc:es-rollm Protectlm 

let U.ltlgatecl 
lltlatle ... ldvera meta 

b foll01d.ag seeurlty I8ISID8 sball be Jlpl•ntatlon of tile 
c.stracte4lllall realdeDOISt nwuadedaltlgatlon 

I8UIIt8S ald nduoa 
I tllptr-reslstaat IRqlar 11111 llpacts em pollm 
sptea; proteetloa services to 

ac:ceptable levels. 
Vlslble aid 11111-111\lllutecl 11la 
•trr doors; 

Solid-core 1111 entry doors 
CIOIItllalltg .,..,..,lMI" o4 clead· 
llolt locts. lb tlul sball· be 
located 1ltbla 40 lDdles of uy 
door. 

Slltlltg tllsl doors lba1l ball I 
I8CIDDIIur loc:tlag IJIU.. 

Boaer, , l t wuld 
stlll result la a aet 
lacreasect need for 
pollee services. 

-
Page F-XKii 

laspoulble 
Jlpt.DtatlOD .. 

P~ect lpplleaat/ 
Developer 

1. bltorlag Phase 
2. Blforc=-ent lgenq 
3. bltorlDglgeDcl 

1. Cottstructlcm 

2. DeplrtMDt of 
Bulldlag ' safety, 
Los IDgelet 

Pollee Dapartlaftt, 
Los IDgeles 

3. DapartlaDt of 
Bulldlag ' safety, 
1m IDgeles 

Pollm DapartlaDt, 
Los IDgeles 
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l4ymt Jacts 

Projected aatual 
eeru COIINpttoa 11r 
the piOject laclulel 
259,GOO bb of alec­
trie1tr ad 2,592,000 
eulllc feat of aatunl 
gas. Project ClOIStruc­
tloa aid c:aas. 
80,990 gal1018 of 
guollle ad/or diesel 
fuel. 

SllmlfCIIRf 

I'Delgf OluarYatloa 

Bltlptlon 11easui1!S 

Tha Los lngeles Dapartat of water mt POllet 
ud the Soutben tallfomla Gas ca.pay shall 
be eouult.ad to dateralae f•lllla argy 
caasenatl011 ... that could be 
llcorpontad lDto the deslp of the pmposad 
pnject. 

w tba eeru CGDSmratloa studards of 
rltla 24, establlllbed bJ tba calltonia 
IDerft o.J.ssioa, sblll be ce~~plled 1ltb. 
ftese ltalldards relate to luulatloa 
~ts, a ot aultlag, dodlle-glaled 
1lDdols IIIII ather strlpplDg. !itla 24 
requ1res cartaia levels of· aertY 
auenatlaa parfoiiiDCI acblevad. at a 
11DS.. tlamgh· cartalD pnscriptlve ad/or 
perfOIIIIlCII ...... 111ese asuns shall 
llcla, but are not lJalt.ad to, tbeDil 
luulatloa that •ts or atcaeds stalldar:dJ 
astabllsbe4 bJ the State of california mt 
Depu'tat of Balldlag IIIII satetr, mt tlDtad 
or solar reflective t).us. 

1tle dneloper shall 1110: 

Use . floureBamt llglltlag IIbera 
appnprlate, 

Use ut1ll'll gas for llaatlag ud 

let 111111 tlgated 
ldursa ~gets 

JlltlgatlOD asures 
ald nduce project 
llpaets associated 
lith the deplet1011 of 
IOI•fllllablt 
resoaras, but the 
ClOistnctiOD of the 
piOject 110uld stlll 
result lD increased 
t'ODSUiptlOI of lOll• 
ren81Bbla resources. 

8aspoaslllle 
llplealtatloa 

a.r 

Project Applleaat/ 
Developer 

Page F-xxiii 

1. lloaitorlag Pbue 
2. lnfonaant lgeDeJ 
3. bltorlaq R! 

1. PnHXJnstructloa, 
Coutructloa u.d 
Fost-oceupaney 

2. Departat of water 
' l'oller, ~ltl of 
Los Angeles 

Depart.Eat of 
Building ' safety, 
Los bgeles 

Soutberll tallfornla 
Gas ec.paaf 

3. Departat of water 
' Paler, City of 
Los IDgeles 

Departat of 
BulldlDg ' safety, 
Los IDgeles 

Southern calltornla 
Gas OllpaDJ 
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BltlgatlclllfeUlns (cat. 1 

Use solar eneru to aulit la hot 
liter helltlllg; 

Iutall attlc fas or otber devlcas 
to nllluce attlc talpentures; 

lutall tbe11aJ. J.uulatb lD 111J.s 
1111 celllap llblcb 111t1 or eaals 
State lll4 Clty stallllrds; 

Use tlltld or IOlar gllss e11 
tpplWlprllte exposures; 

Usa dcd»le-pllld glass OD all 
wlbdolls; 

Plat decldmul U.S to palt 
Mllgbt 11 tbe 11lter 1111 pmlde 
lllldela tbt..er; 

taalate llot •ter plpes and ducts; 

orlet hlldlnp 10 ttat wladol 
•111m DOt 80IIth faclng. 
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ldgrl8 Igcts 

!be project ls 
esUated to CODSlB8 
8,640 galloas of 111ter 
per daJ. 

sautcam 

later caasenatlon 

lltlgattqa IIHiuns 

!be applicant sballlDcorporate 111ter-savl111J 
designs IDd tecllllqa Into the design of the 
proposed project as required by Clty of IDs 
Angeles orctlaaDCe Jo. 163,532. later 
coasenatlon I8IS1IEII described ln the 
OrdlDIIlet lDclucle, llut are not lt.lted to, 
the lllatallatlon of low-flow shower heads IDd 
toilet tent coasemtlon devlC'IS. 

!be appllCIIt ablll allo ODIIplJ lith the Clty 
of r.. bgtl.es 18rlape oldlnallca to further 
ncl1ICI •ter CDt~Q~PtioD, u well as the 
se. Woc:atlas ordlii1C8 (lo. 165,615). 

let Ulllltlgated 
ldDrse lgctl 

Ill tlgatlon •sure• 
MOuld reduce project 
blpacts to an lulg­
nlflcant level, but 
MOuld still result ln 
lncreued 111ter usage 
lD the area. 
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construction and 
Post-occupancy 

2. Deparblent of later 
' Paler, Clty of 
IDs Angeles 

Deparmaat of 
Bulldlng ' safety, 
Los Angeles 

3. Depart.ant of later 
'Polar,.Clty of 
Los lngeles 

Deparmaat of 
Bulldlag ' safety, 
Los lngeles 
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I4Ytna Iacts 

!be project 11 
estlate4 to geamte 
7,920. gU1oas . of 
te~~gtpuday. 

! ... ·-~' \ . 

H rt"~·~ : c .. • 

( i ''·\[', 

StiiiiBY CDI! : 

Slnltary Salmi 

llltlgatlcllllelsml 

!be ~ppllc:at shall CCIIply tlltb tbe pm­
vlslcu of OrcU•ea lo. 166,060 regardlDg 
sewr capacltJ allot:MDt 1t the City of r.os 
lllgeles. 

!he applleat all laeoqmate •tar 
CCIIl8H'fatlCJIIanres nqulnll by City of r.os 
IDgeles ordl111101 lo. 163,532 l1to the 
1n'mMIIWI pmject. 

let U.itlgated 
ldQra tgcts 

Mltlgatloa I8ISUl'IS 
would partially 
litigate llpactl 01 
tbe City's IBIBf 
capacity. 

Jaspoulble 
1Jpleatatl01 

lltDa 

Project lppllcaDt/ 
Developer 
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2. IDforc:.at lgencJ 
3. bltorlnt llfiCJ 

1. Pre-coutructlOD, 
CoDitructlOD and 
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2. llepllWmt of 
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Departat of • 
BulldlDg ' safety, 
tos lngeles 

3. Daputllmt of 
Mllc lorb, 
tos IDge1es 

Depertat of 
Bulldbag ' satetJ, 
tos lllgeles 
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Min rats 

.... till pmject 
lite 1111 IIIII suntJ811 
tor m:laeologlc:el 
sltaa, tbe poteatlal 
tlat pUtg 1lll 
1ll8UCb .u.. of 
ardlaeo.loglcal algai­
flcac:. II ..n. 

-aur 
CUJ.tanl ....._ ·lrtbeo.loglcal 

Jet u.ltlfJited 
lltiall• 11111ng1 ldyera Jacts 

If 11ldellot of ll'dlieolGglcalnsoaroes II l8d1l:ed to u lDslg· 
eaan~~tmd durlllg pmJect graclliiJ, all eut11 alflc:at level. 
IOVliiJ actltltltl 11 tbl tlclalty of lUCia 
fbldl lbou14 CIM88, tbe Cltt lball be 
DOttfled ua a 48llfled mbaao.logllt aboold 
be autlte4 to ..... tbl slCJDlflcuce of 
tile u. f.ladl ad to ....... appzoprlate 
lltlgatl•M~~Un~. 

1 Jatlve llerlcaa ollllmr shall be preset 
durJ.Dg tbe gradlllg phase of tbe project. 
kclordlllg to tbt Mlle lleloun:es Code 
(sectlal 5097.94(t)), tbe latin '-'leu 
Beritaga c:.llllOil hu the respoaslblllty to 
protect o.tert ua otber burial sltes. !he 
tumal• lball expedite tbe presenatlOD 
ud protectl• of uy r.IDI. · 

Raspollllbll 
llpJ..atatloD 

I!IIIGl 

Project lppllcaat/ 
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Page F-xxvii 

1. bltorlllf.f Pbll8 
2. llfon:.at lgeacf 
3. lliglag kWJ 

1. Ple-a)astnJetlcm 

2. lllltltute of 
lrcl'laeo1ogJ, 
llllvealtt of 
callfomla, 
Loslngeles 

3. Iutltute of 
ln:bleolocJJ, 
UDlvttsltJ of 
callfomla, 
kJIIDgelu 
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ALTERNATIVES 

Four alternatives to the proposed project were studied. They 
include the no project alternative, a reduction in the intensity 
of the proposed development, a change in land use, and an 
alternate site for the project. There is a discussion of the 
environmentally superior alternative after these four 
alternatives have been discussed. 

1. No Project Alternative 

Under the no project alternative, the proposed project would 
not be implemented and the 15.7 gross acre site would remain 
vacant. No new environmental impacts would occur. 

2. Change in Intensity of Development 

A total of 18 lots would be developed under this alternative, 
compared to 24 under the proposed project. 

An alternate grading plan would reduce net export of soil from 
the site from approximately 85,000 cubic yards to 35,000 cubic 
yards. Under this alternative, Ringgold Drive would not make a 
continuous loop from Corona Drive at the north end of the site 
back to Corona Drive on the southeast, but would instead 
follow the right-of-way Glidden Drive to the southern tip of 
the site. 

Ridge line pad heights would be somewhat higher for this 
alternative (760-765 feet) than under the proposed project 
(758-760 feet). Retaining walls would be used to allow 
additional fill to be retained on the site. Retaining walls 
would be constructed at the intersection of Lathrop Street and 
Corona Drive (as high as 35-40 feet). Pads would be 
significantly larger than under the proposed project. Fill 
slopes would be similar to those of the proposed project, but 
modification of the peak at the south end of the site would be 
reduced. 

The site would continue to have two points of access, at 
Pullman street on the west and Lathrop Street on the east. 
The traffic generation would decrease by 25 percent--from 240 
trips per day to 180 trips. 

The impacts would be reduced approximately 25 percent for 
public services (fire and police protection), energy and 
water conservation, sewer generation, and archaeological 
impacts. 
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3. Cbange in Land Use 

Under this alternative the subject property would be acquired 
for public use and allowed to remain substantially in its 
natural state. A primary advantage would be the provision of 
more accessible open space to the surrounding urban population 
and the avoidance of virtually all impacts projected to occur 
from the proposed project. Open space andjor recreation uses 
are the only other potential uses of the project site that 
would be compatible with surrounding land uses. 

Except for limited parking andjor picnic areas, the site would 
remain in its natural state and the topography would not be 
altered. 

The paper streets on the project site would be eliminated when 
the site is converted to a park, Pullman Street would not be 
extended as proposed in the propos~d project. Pedestrian 
access through the site could be provided through a series of 
nature trails. 

Traffic would be increased on weekends on Lathrop Street. 

Impacts on fire protection would be reduced, but would create 
more demand for police services than the project. 

4. Alternate Site 

The alternate site for the proposed subdivision is located at 
6200 Pinecrest Drive, approximately 0.8 miles west of the 
Lathrop Street site in the Monterey Hills. This alternate 
site has a total of 18.5 net acres, located east and south of 
Pinecrest Drive and west of Oak Hill Avenue. This site had 
been approved for subdivision and the construction of 81 
single-family residences. However, project was never 
completed and the permit for the construction expired. This 
site is currently not owned by the applicant, nor is it 
available for purchase. 

The site is located in a steep hillside terrain underlain by 
complicated geological formations which will present unusual 
grading and drainage problems. The grading report noted that 
landslide masses in the immediate area are considered to be 
active. There are four independently owned parcels in the 
center of the alternate site. The grading would raise the 
finished grade of the land surrounding these parcels, 
resulting in flooding and possible mudslides. 



EIR NO. 172-84 (SUB)(REC) Page xxx 

There have been several mud slides on the alternate site, and 
underlying soils in the immediate environs have also been 
shown to be unstable. 

Fire Department concerns for adequate street widening, maximum 
15 % grade and secondary ingress-eqre$s would apply for 
this alternate site. 

The other impacts would be same for traffic, public services 
(fire and police protection), energy and water conservation, 
sewer generation and archaeological impacts. 

5. Environmentally Superior Alternative 

CEQA provides that when the no project alternative would be 
. environmentally superior, another alternative be identified 
from those considered. 

An environmentally superior alternative would be Change in 
Land Use to Open Space Alternative, which would leave the site 
in its natural. state. The positive environmental aspect would 
be leaving the site largely undisturbed. In order to provide 
recreational uses for the public, however, improvements may 
have to be made, resulting in adverse effects on traffic, 
mobile air quality, noise, fire protection, and police 
services. 
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RECOMMENDATION FQR EIR CERTIFICATION 

Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 
15090, this EIR has been completed in compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act and current State and City · 
Guidelines and based on information may be accepted and 
considered prior to making a final decision on the project. The 
decision-making body must certify that it has reviewed and 
considered the information contained in this Environmental Impact 
Report prior to making such decision. 

Submitted by: 

Project Coordinator 
Environmental Review Section 

cert.doc 
revised 9-16-91 

Supervising City Planner 
Environmental Review Section 

Supervising Senior City Planner 
City Planning Department 
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II. CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

1. COVER PAGE 

a. The last line, November, 1991 should be changed to January, 
1992. 

2 • SUMMARY CHART 

.a. Page 19, mitigation measures for Right-of-Way and Access in 
the second column, the first mitigation measure should read 
as follows: 

"All street alignments and grades shall be approved by the 
Department of Building and Safety, the Department of Public 
Works and Fire Department of the City of Los Angeles, and 
shall be improved in a manner satisfactory to the City 
Engineer and Fire Department to ensure street grade do not 
exceed maximum. 15 percent." 

b. Page 19, mitigation measures for Right-of-Way and Access, the 
fifth column, add Fire Department for Enforcement and 
Monitoring Agency. 

c. Page 23, mitigation measures for Fire Protection in the 
second column, add the following. 

"All structures shall be protected throughout with approved 
automatic fire sprinklers installed under permit and 
supervision of the Department of Building and Safety and the 
satisfaction of the Fire-Department." 

"The applicant shall contact the Water services Section of 
the Department of Water and Power at (213) 580-8411 for 
information regarding water main improvements. The water 
system shall provide 2,000 G.P.M. fire-flow. The cost of 
improving the water system shall be charged to the 
applicant." 

3. RIGHT OF WAY AND ACCESS 

a. Page 53, Mitigation Measures, the first mitigation measure 
should read as follows. 

"All street alignments and grades shall be approved by the 
Department of Building and Safety, Department of Public 
Works, and Fire Department of the City of Los Angeles, and 
shall be improved in a manner satisfactory to the City 
Engineer and Fire Department to ensure street grade does not 
exceed maximum 15 percent." 
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4. FIRE PROTECTION 

a. Environmental Impact, Paqe 60, the·first paraqraph to read as 
follows. 

"However, response distance from existinq fire stations into 
the farthest areas of the proposed development will be 1.8 
miles for Fire Station 47 and 2.2 miles for Fire Station 12. 
Based on this criteria, fire protection would be considered 
inadequate. Limited access and steep, windinq qrad~s will 
additionally slow response time. In order to mitiqate this 
inadequacy in travel distance, all structures shall be 
protected throuqhout with approved automatic fire sprinklers 
installed. 

Improvements to the water system in this area may be required. 
to provide 2,000 G.P.M. fire-flow." 

b. Mitiqation Measures, Paqe 61, add the followinq. 

"All structures shall be protected throuqhout with approved 
automatic fire sprinklers installed under permit and 
supervision of the Department of Buildinq and Safety and the 
satisfaction of the Fire Department." 

"The applicant shall contact the Water services section of the 
Department of Water and Power at (213)580-8411 for information 
reqardinq water main improvements. The water system shall 
provide 2,000 G.P.M. fire-flow. The cost of improvinq the 
water system shall be charqed to the applicant" 

5. ALTERNATIVES 

a. Paqe 94, Riqht-of-Way and Access for Alternative Site, add the 
followinq at the end of the last _paraqraph. 

"Fire Department concerns for adequate street wideninq, 
maximum 15 % qrade and secondary inqress-eqress would apply 
for this alternate site." · 

6. SYMMARY SHEEt 

a. Replace a Summary Sheet in the Draft EIR with the ·followinq 
paqe. . 
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I CALIFORNIA INVIRONMINTAL QUALITY Af!ft 

SUMMARY SHEET 
(Article IV-Cltr CEQA Cluldellnll) 

a. . 1ft topography or grouncleurface relltf featu,..t •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
b.lncreiHin wlftd or water eroalon? •••••••••••••• 1 ~::..~~-:r1·························· c. Unatable or hazarcto ..... •-to or ol candlllanlt \ wr~~v.~.<;; ...................... , •••• 

iii._ AIR • -. • 
.-- a. lncreuld mobile or llatlcnaay .. , emllalcnl or * quality? •••••••••• ;, •••••••••••••••••• 

b. Creation of ol:ljectJOIIIJ:I,Ie CM:Iora? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ; ••••••••••• 
..,. WATER . :-
• a. Change In absorption ratu,. drainage pattern~. or IUrface runoff? •••• : .. ••••••••••••••••• 

II. Alteration to direction of any water 001111e7 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • •• 
c. Reduction In amount of w.aer available for pubic water IUPPII•t ••••••••••••••••••••• 

• d. ~zposu,. to ftoocl llazardl7 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• : • ••••••••••••• 
... PLANT UN • ~ 

a. Reduction of tile numb.,. of any unique or tnclangered epeclta of planll? •••••••••••••• 

L. 
b. RICiuc:Uon of uiltlng mature n•t ................................................ . 
c. Change In diversity Of apec:la? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••• 
ANIMAL UN 
a. RICiuctlon of tile numbers of any unique or endangered lfMICiea of eniiUIIt •••••••••••• 

:ii b. Introduction or lncreue of any new 11nlmall? ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ..... :~::ct on any existing ~~nimai habitat? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

'·& lftCI'IIIH In exlltlng IIOIH Ieveii? ................................................... . 
IIIIi_. b. Expoaure of ~pie to nolle Ieveii? ••• ~ ••••••••••••••• : •••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••• 
_,-. UGHT WIU propoul produce light or gl.,.t ........................................... . 

'l. LAND uaa· Alteradon of tile preunt or plinned lllftCI uae of tile area? •••••••••••••••••••• 
.~~. NATURAL IUOURCII 

- a.lncre ... In c:ontu~~~Ptlon of any natural lltiOUrCe? •• , ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
b. Depletion of any non-r8nllWable natural reiOUI'Ceo? ••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

111. POPULATION AAy lncreue or alteration of 1M cllatrlbutlon. density of growth rate of tile . 

•. :::.~:;~·;.:.;;.-;;..·;.;a.~· d-·;,;;-·;,; ~~·;.; -~· -~;.;·::::::: 
12. TRANSPORTATION/CIRCII.ATIOH · 

I 
a. lnc:reiH In traffic volunle. or chllftge In clrculldlon pattern~? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
b.lncre ... In parking dtlmllftd (no& met by Oftllte PllldnG provided by ... proJect)? ••••••••• 
c. lncreiHd hazarda to vehlctea. blcyctlall or ........,..., •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
cL Impact on ulltlng trlnlportatlan IJIIIIIII7 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• X 

1".& PUIUC SERVICD 
a. lncntiH In dellllftd for tire. pollee or oilier gove......,.... ......_, •••••••••••••••••••• : · _x.__ 
b. Impact 0111ctaoo1 or recrttatlonai.....SC..? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
c.lncraue In ~ of pul:lllc faclllllellnclucllng roadlt ••••••••• · •••••••••••••••••• 

... INIRGY 
• L U... of· addiUon.a IIIIICIWita of fuel or ...,gyt ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

b. lncreue In demllftd IIPOI\ alltlng eourc• of ......_ or IWqUINd development of new 
= eoute~a afene~? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• r r Deml un::. on water, ga. ...... •• - .... nlcatlon ..._, •••••••••••••••••• .; •••••••• 
v. ~on ~~nr~r ariOUd tnade d~h··········································· c. Impact 011 IIOim .._ clralnaget • , ••••••••••••••• ; ................................... . 

.... IAFI:TY . . 
•- & Creation ol tlllf' lle8llll hllzllrdt .................................... -•••••• ~ ••••••••••• 

b. Poteatlai rlak Of aplollon or ,...... of ell.,.... or radlldlon In event of accldlntt •••••• 

(
• AIITHmcs Will thla ptOJect rHUIIIn • dlmlnllllmenl or o1:t1truc:t1on of • publicly available 

IC:enlc villa. or In tbe creation of • offllnllw 111e villble to a. publlot •••••••••••• ~ ••••• 
CULTUIW.IDOURCII WIU thla proJect Impactor all• ..., ~ paleontologi-
cal or blllorlcal 111e. ltrUcluN. • ObJect? •••••••••••• · •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• .'IHD . 
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III. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM 
PERSONS AND ORGANIZATIONS CONSULTED 

Page F-3 

Four (4) comment letters regarding the Draft EIR were received by 
the Department of City Planning, all of which are excerpted and 
responded to below. 

CITY AGENCY 

1. Dal L. Howard, Assistant Fire Marshal 
Bureau of Fire Prevention and Public Safety 
Fire Department 
City Hall East Room 920 
200 N. Main Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 - February 19, 1992 

RTATE AND OTHER JURISDICTIONS AND AGENCIES 

2. David c .. Nunenkamp, Deputy Director, Permit 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
1400 Tenth Street, 

Assistance 

Sacramento, California 95814 - March 2, 1992 

3. Wilford Melton, IGR/CEQA Coordinator, 
Advance Planning Branch 
State Department of Transportation, District 7, 
120 s. Spring Street, 
Los Angeles, California 90012 - January 31, 1992 

4. Elizabeth J. ·uarris, CEQA Officer 
Los Angeles Unified School District 
1425 S. San Pedro Street, Room 101, 
Los Angeles, California 90051 - March 2, 1992 

RESIDENTS, TENANTS, OWNERS, AND HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION 

No comments were received. 

• 

.. 
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STATE AND OTHER JQRISDICTION$ AND AGENCIES 

2. Commentor: David c. Nunenkamp, Deputy Director, 
Permit Assistance 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
State of California 

Comment 2.a.: The State Clearinghouse submitted the above 
named environmental document to selected state 
agencies for review. The review period is closed 
and none of the state agencies have comments. 
This letter acknowledges that you have complied 
with the State Clearinghouse review requirements 
for draft environmental documents, pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

Response: No response required. 

3. Commentor: Wilford Melton, IGR/CEQA Coordinator, 
Advance Planning Branch, 

Comment 

Department of Transportation, District 7, 
State of California 

3.a.: The proposed site is located approximately one 
mile south-easterly of State Route 110, Pasadena 
Freeway at Avenue 60. The proposed development 
will have minimal impact on Route 110 and will 
have some impact on the future Route 710 
extension • 
• 

Response: Comment acknowledged. The project impacts on an 
extension of Long Beach Freeway (I-710) were 
addressed and included proposed mitigation 
measures in Section IV.N, Page 54 - 58. of the 
Draft EIR. 

Comment 3.b.: Consideration should be given to requiring 
developer contributions or fair-share funding for 
transportation improvements on state facilities. 

Response: At this time the City of Los Angeles has no formal 
policy directly addressing the encumbrance of 
funds to be set aside on a "fair-share" basis for 
future improvements on the state's transportation 
fa~ilities. Requiring developer contributions for 
future improvements on the state's transportation 
facilities would require a detailed regional study 
to identify the necessary improvements, the costs 
associated with the implementation of these 
improvements, the amount to be included in the 
fee, the amount of unit fee which developers will 
be charged, the method of.assessing the fee, etc. 
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This should be developed by the responsible State .. 
aqency in cooperation with the City of Los Anqeles 
as a Citywide issue. 

The Congestion Management Proqram (CMP) was 
enacted by the State Leqislature with the passage 
of Assembly Bill 471 (July 10, 1989), and amended 
by Assembly Bill 1791 (February 11, 1990). The 
owner of any project or structure which 
contributes to the degradation of the reqional 
hiqhway and roadway system, based on standards 
adopted by the CMA, due to unmitiqated trips, may 
be subject to additional trip mitiqation measures 
to be imposed by the CMA, locally by the Los 
Anqeles County Transpo~ation Commission (LACTC). 

4. Commentor: Elizabeth J. Harris, CEQA Officer 
Los Anqeles Unified School District 

Comment 4.a.: Thank you for providinq us the opportunity to 
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
for the Pueblo Avenue project. 

We note that it was determined by the Initial 
study that the project's impact on schools was not 
siqnificant. Thouqh the project is small, it may 
have a siqnificant impact on schools. The 
District currently bas determined that if a 
project is to qenerate more than ten students to 
an overcrowded school, the impact is siqnificant. 
Funds are not qenerally available to construct new 
school facilities, and costs are hiqh to transport 
students to schools which have extra classroom 
seats. 

Because both El·Sereno and Sierra Vista elementary 
schools are at maximum density ("frozen") and, 
therefore, cannot accept additional students, it 
is possible this project will have a siqnificant 
impact on schools. Student qeneration will depend 
on the size of the homes to be built. 

If the size of homes is known, please contact this 
office for assistance in determininq the number of 
students to be qenerated and, if necessary, to 
discuss mitiqation. If the size of the homes is 
not yet known, please ensure that project impacts 
are mitigated by means of a tract map condition, 
as follows: 

'. 
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''That the subdivider provide mitigation 
satisfactory to the Los Angeles Unified School 
District to offset the impact of additional 
student enrollment at schools serving the project 
area." 

.Thank you for your consideration of our concerns. 
Please contact Joan.Friedman at (213)742-7581 if 
we can provide you additional information. · 

Response: The School District was contacted and provided the 
student generation factors to be used for this 
project. The generation factors are based on the 
size of the homes and the income level for the 
area, e.g. lower, medium, or higher income areas. 
The staff requested the School District for the 
definition or thresholds to define the different 
income areas, but as of March 19, 1992, no 
response was received from the School District. 

The 1990 u.s. Census data compiled by the 
Department of City Planning shows there is a wide 
price range of the homes in Census Tract 2011 in 
which this project.is located. The median value 
of homes is $151,100.00, and upper value homes are 
$196,100.00. (24 homes for less than $50,000.00, 
116 homes for $50,000.00 to $99,000.00, 225 homes · 
$100,000.00 to $149,999.00, 203 homes for $150,000 
to $199,999.00, 147 homes for $200,000.00 to 
$299,999.00, 20 homes for $300,000 to 499,999.00, 
and 5 homes for $500,000.00 or more). 
The median home price in the Northeast District 
Plan area is $179,360.00 and the Citywide median 
home price is $244,506.00. The price of the 
housing stock in the City of Los Angeles is 
comprised of the following: 23 % for home 
prices higher than $400,000.00, 25 % for 
$25,ooo.oo - $399,999.00, 23 % for $175,000.00 -
$249,999.00, and 28 % for $175,000.00 or below. 
It should be noted that the L.A. County Median 
income is $42,000.00, and if housing costs more 
than 30 % of the median income, the housing is 
considered high income housing and not 
affordable.* 

* 1990 u.s. Census STFIA contained in the Comprenhensive Housing 
Affordabili ty, November, 1991, Department of Housing 
Preservation and Production. 
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According to the applicant's statements regarding 
the types of homes to be built, each home will 
have an area of at least 2,500 square feet and 
will contain at least 4 bedrooms. The cost of the 
homes is expected to be a minimum of $450,000.00 
each. (The minimum lot area for each home will 
be 20,000 square feet.) · 

With the absense of a clear definition of the 
income levels from the School District, by using 

·the information stated above; the project is 
.regarded as a high income development. 
Therefore, based on the information provided by 
the applicant regarding the size of homes to be 
built and the proposed price range of the homes, 
and student generation factors provided by the 
L.A. Unified School District, this project would 
generate 9.6 students at full project buildout. 
It will be below the thresholds established by the 
School District, and be considered not 
significant. 

• 
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IV. ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS ~ RESPONDING 
TO THE DRAFT EIR 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

- City Council District 14, Hon. Richard Alatorre 
- Land Use Division, City Planning Department 
- Chief, Building Bureau coordinating Division, 

Department of Building and Safety 

Page F-9 

- Bureau of Engineering, Land Development, Mapping Division 
- Wastewater Program Management Division, Bureau of Engineering 
- Planning Section, Los Angeles Police Department 
- EIR Reviewer, Recreation and Parks Department 
- City Traffic Engineer, Department of Transportation 
- Department of Water and Power 
- Jane Blumenfeld, Mayor's Office 
- Michael Bodaken, Mayor's Office 
- Department of CUltural Affairs 

CITY PLANNING CQMMISSIQN 

- William G. Luddy, City Planning Commission 
- suzette Neiman, City Planning Commission 
-Theodore Stein, Jr., City Planning Commission 
- Fernando Torres-Gil, City Planning Commission 
- Lydia Kennard, City Planning Commission 

COQNTY, STATE OR QTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES 

- South Coast Air Quality Management District 
- County of Los Angeles, Department of Regional Planning 
- Planning Department, Rapid Transit District 
- California Regional Water Quality control Board 

HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATIONS AND INTERESTED PABTIES 

- Atwater Community Association 
- Elysian Valley Property owners Association 
- Mrs. Ruby B. DeVera, President 

Glassell Park Improvement Association 
- Kathy Schivone, Glassell Park Improvement Association 
- Hillside Village Property owners Association 
- Lots Arkin, CRSP 
·- Mt. Washington Association 



EIR NO. 172-84(SUB)(REC) Page F-10 

OTHER l!EIGHBORIHG CITIES 

- Director of Planning, City of South Pasadena 
-Director of.Planning, City of Alhambra 
- Marc Porter Zasada, Managing Editor, Downtown News Group 

PROPERTY OWNERS WITHIN 500 FEET 

- Greenhills Investment Corp 
- Consuelo Perez 

Clifford E. Florence and James J. Mcquaid 
- Jose and Estela Hernandez 
- Art and Priscilla Rosen 
- Robert v. De Leon 
- octavio and Rosa Vaca 
- Carlos and Sylvia Rivas 
- William and Gail Hutto 
- Ernesto Puente 
- Linda K. Frye 
- Phyllis Etal Kinney 

Pat courvoisler 
Donald and Pearl Frye 
Pedro c. Carrasco 

- Victor and maria De La Paz CUriel 
- Lawrence G. and Rosario R~ Lopez 
- Juan and Sonia Santiago 
- Severo De Anda 

Alfonso and Maria Guerrero 
Juan and So~i~. Santiago 

- Plutarco and Enedina Garcia 
- Herbert and Amelia D. et al Gonzalez 
- Jong-Tsong and zuei-Hwa Chen 
- Fernando c. Racedo 

Eric Jung Chi and Linda Lin Min Lien 
David J. and Mary Littlefield 
Plutarco and Enedina Garcia 

- Robert and Amelia Clarillos 
Felipe Salazar 
Kenneth A. Steele 
Ellis K.S. and Marina N.K. Wong 
David H. and Prances M. Hunden 
Reven •· and Susan J. Remo 
vasquez Reginalda 
Jaime and Sally M. Pasillas 
Shiu-Kwan and San-Yee Choi 
Joel Et Al Villarreal 
Murphy J. Donatto 
Frances c. Lopez 

... 
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- Espiridion F. and Fandila Uriarte 
- Yeuk Sze Et Al Wong 
- Vuan and maria Blanco 
- Joel Et Al Villareal 
- Phong Kiet Et Al Lam 
- Albert R. and Patricia J. Alcarez 
- Alice Carson 
- Ramon R. and Joan Nunez 
- Armando and maria Del Socorro Garcia . 
- Billy and Cecelia Palone 
- William A. and Alice Arriola 
- Hector R. Vizuette 
- Arel Ruiz Bendimez 
- Albert and Juliette Guay 
- Louis H. Santillan 
- Ronald G. Anita Deforest 
- Jerry and Olivia CUevas 
- Hellen Hall 
- Tanios and Joumana Abboud 
- Carlos H. Mejia 
- Robert and Cecilia Sandoval 
- Richard M. Ramirez 
- Philip M. and Loi D. Tchen 
- Mary T. Havarro 
- Edmond Et Al Jensen 
- George o. and Mildred c. Denny 

Ramon and Mary Belis 
- Dora v. Chacon 
- Guillermo E. and Marta E. Alfato 
- Mario and Maria Hernandez 
- Carolina R. Gonzalez 
- Nancy L. Ybarra 
- Earl and Lynn s. Valdez 
- sy Van Do 
- Tony Et Al Wong 

Lucila Lopez 
- Robert B. Jr. and Ruth Geiger 
- Dana c. Poulsen 
- Ruben and Digna Meza 
- Da Jie Lin 
- Abelardo Meraz 
- Anthony and Rose Mattazaro 
- Al and Josephine Alvarado 
- Stanley E. Newton 
- Due Minh and Thai Bui 
- Le Roy J. Frye 
- Linda K. Frye 
- Jose Guzman 
- Robert D. Honeycott 

Page F-11 
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-Jose J. and Gloria Cobos 
- Marisol Diaz 
- Viola Baca 
- Sulimen A. Sulimen 
- Efrain and Candida R. martinez 
- Jesus G. and Rosalia A. Venegas 
- Arthur Brown 
- Frederick c. and Toshi M. Tse 
- Chih Wen Tsai 
- Issac S. Gabriel 
- Herman Rassp Anna Schwartz Trust 
- An Xuan Nguyen 
- Lillie M. Butler 
- W. H. T. Lob 
- James R. and Lillian Hosler 
- Lovell c. Moore 
- Robert M. Hubert 
- Clifford Chen-Sen Fan 
- Calvin E. and Yu Chai Chiang 
- John F. Jr. Melena 
- Thomas L. Butler 
- Che Tun and Shiao Wen Chung 
- Feng Jui and Shu Tzu Lin Kao Et Al 
- Sang Duk and Won Nam Yoon 
- David H. Hunden Jr. 
- Cheng Fu and Meei Lang Chen 
- Pearl R. Kempton 
- Liow Shiow Lee 
- Calvin E. and Yu Chai Chaing 
- Ming Che and Lee Wu Yuan Pan 
- Lee A Li and Ben Yuan Lin 
- Shlema Moyse 
- Jose F. and Rosario Duran 
- Henry and Delores Salcido 
- Jia-Yuen and Shang-Chen Shen Chen 
- Delores A. and Henry Salcido 
- Rubin and Lillian Barasch 

Salvatore J. Porcu 
- Luis J. and Maria B. Pever 

Elsie Cambrone 
cc and L Inv 
Park Y. and Margaret m. Leo 
Glenn T. and Linda c. Shimizu 
Henry and Delores Salcido 
Luis J. and Maria B. Perez Et Al 
Thomas and Francoise E. Anderson 
Gerald and Marjory Chadburn 
John c. Holtz Et Al 
Gregory D. Williams 

... 

Page F-12 
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- Jia-Yuen and Shang-Chen Shen Chen 
-Albert C.Y. and mary Hsia 

Marcia L. Trammell 
- Joseph w. and Florence L. Brown 
-Arthur J. Gillin 
- Mitch m. and Mae K. Ogino 
- William c. w. and Rita L. Wu 
- M. H. Yazdani 
-·che Tun and Shiao Wen 
- George w. Woerner Jr. 
- stephen Hok-Mun Szeto Et Al 

Randall K. Quan 
- Chao-Sheng Chang Et Al 
- Clifford Chen-sen and J. Chu Fran 
- Walter and Arshea Jayasinghe 
- Joseph Ayala Leon 
- Lawrence I. Temple 
- Thomas Cheung 
- Ernesto Puente 
- Stanley N. Sakamoto 
- Carlos and Takako Delgado 
- Daniel and Angie Pineda 
- Marco A. Robles 
- Jose A. and Amada Rojas 
- Xiang Ju~and Xiao Zhao Kong 
- Candelario and Luz M. Ortega 
- City of So. Pasadena 
- William A. Hill 
- William and Lorraine Ashe 
- Roger Dobkowitz 
- Dee Dodge III and Ann Petlin 

David and Shirley Weber 
- Ruth B. Imhoff 
- Talal M. Jamjoom 
- William and Steven E. O'reilly 
- Ruth B. Imhoff 
- Walter s. Brannan 

Glen and Sierra c. Phillips 
- Edward L. and Anna M. Urteaga 

south Pasadena Prime Homes 
- Marvin and Consuelo Smith 
- Paul c. Rodriquez 
- David Clark 

Harold J. and Lela B. Bissner 
John S. Algeo III 
Tommy and Lautenschlager Jue 
Pearl and Lautenschlager Jue 
Takeshi and Haruko Takeichi 
Michael c. Sullivan 

Page F-13 
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- Adele L. Giordano 1 Giordano Family Trust 
- Oscar Muro 
- Kermit R. Walker and Manuel R. Porras 
- Kai and Fong Hwang 
- A. Ronald Berryman 
- Mery K. Noquchi 

Marlene F. Rafter 
- Chin and Pi Lien Chang 
- Robert m. Bite 
- Nancy L. Ten 
- Warren K. and Sharon L. Quan 
- Edward L. and Valerie Gast 
- Nancy s. Granger 
- Meredith s. Howell 
- Theodore w. and Faye Yee 
- Shu Te Chen 
- Matt E. and Susan J. Burlando 
- Francis Galligan v. Co - Trust 

James Galligan Trust 
Herman and Jeanne Wong 
Charlie M. and Rosie B. Eskridge 
Yao Ying and Lai Kam Wong 

- Hector s. and Zenaida L. Solero 
- Edward M. Diaz and Dorores m. Carrey 

PROPERTY OCCUPANTS WITHIN 500 FEET 

Page F-.14 

No response received and the occupants list notified for DEIR 
comments are in file with the City Planning Department • 

t • 
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LATE COMMENTS 

1. Dana w. Woodbury, Director of Planning 
Rapid Transit District 
425 s. Main Street, 
Los Angeles, Cal"ifornia 90013 

2. Fred Worthley, Regional Manager, Region 5 
Department of Fish and Game 
330 Golden Shore, Suite so 
Long Beach, California 90802 

3. Elizabeth J. Harris 
L.A. Unified School District 
Facilities Planning and Real Estate Branch 
P.O. Box 2298, Room 101, 
Los Angeles, California 90051 

Page F-15 
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~EPAR:'.'·AENT OF FISH AND GAME 
330 Golden Shore, Suite so 
Lonq Beach, California 90802 
(310) 590-5113 

Mr. Simon Pastucha 
City of Los Angeles 

March 6, 1992 

200 North Spring Street, Room 655 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Dear Mr. Pastuc~a: 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF lOS ANGELES 

MAR 1 2 1992 

ENVIRON•¥•£•'i r AL 
UNIT 

Draft Environmental Impact Report for Pueblo Avenue 
Subdivision, Los Angeles count~ ~ SCH 89062136 

I 
I 

t ' ' •.• 

The California Environmenal Quality Act and the California 
Endangered Species Act require the lead agency to appropriately 
condition the project and fully implement the statutory mitigation 
and monitoring requirements to offset adverse impacts to the 
following resources which· may be impacted by this project. 

1. Endangered or threatened species of plant and animals. If the 
project would result in take, on or off project site, of any 
State-listed species or habitat essential to its continued 
·existence, the applicant must obtain authorization from the 
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) pursuant·to Fish and Game 
Code Section 2081. 

2. Wetlands. Compliance with the DFG's Wetland Policy requires 
that there should be no net loss of wetland acreage or wetland 
habitat values, either on or off project site, due to project 
development. A mitigation and monitoring plan subject to DFG 
approval should be required for loss of sensitive habitats, 
includinq, but not necessarily limited to, ·freshwater marsh, 
riparian woodland, oak woodland, and riparian scrub 

. , -vegetation. 

3. Watercourses. The DFG opposes the elimination of watercourses 
and/or their conversion into subsurface drains. All 
watercourses, whether intermittent or perennial must be 
retained and provided with setback buffers appropriate to 
preserve the riparian and aquatic habitat values. Earthen 
channels should be interconnected with adjacent large open 
space areas to increase their effectiveness as wildlife 
corridors in urban surroundings. The DFG bas direct 
jurisdiction under Fish and Game Code sections 1601-03 .in 
regard to any proposed activities that would divert or 
obstruct the natural flow or chanqe the bed, channel, or bank 
of any river, stream, or lake. We recommend early 
consultation since modification of the proposed project may be 
required to avoid impacts to fish and wildlife resources. 
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Page Two 

4. 

Formal not~fication (with fee) under Fish and Game Code 
Section 1603 should be made after all other permits and 
certifications have been obtained. Work cannot be initiated 
until a streambed alteration agreement is executed. 

User tee. The project sponsor is· subject to the user fee 
provided by Fish and Game Code Section 711.4, and the fee is 
payable to the County Clerk at the time of or prior to filing 
the Notice of Determination by the lead agency. If a Negative 
Declaration is filed, the user fee is $1,250. If an 
Environmental Impact Report is. filed, the fee is $850. It is 
our assessment that this project will result in cumulative 
loss of fish and wildlife resources and is not exempt from the 
user fee. • 

In conclusion, if your analysis reveals that the 
above-mentioned concerns have been fully addressed throughout 
your decision-making process, we would not object to the project 
approval. However, we request that you provide us a copy of the 
final environmental document immediately upon approval and prior 
to filing the Notice of Determination. If you have any questions, 
please contact Ms. Kim McKee at the above address or by telephone 
at (310) 590-5137. · 

Sincerely, 

~A"/t/H?ZL7 
Fred Worthley . 
Regional Manager 
Region 5 

cc: Office of Planning and Research 
Environmental Services Division 
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Dana A. Woodbury 
Dlrectar of Planning 

Mr: Simon Pastucha 
Project Coordinator 
Department of City Plaqning 
Room 655, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Pastucha: 

March 4, 1992 

--:;n-.< - _,_ 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

MAR 91992 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNIT 

Re: EIR Case I 172-84-SUB --Pueblo Avenue Subdivision 

The Southern California Rapid Transit District (SCRTD) has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Pueblo Avenue Subdivision and 
offers the fo 11 owing connents and concerns. · · . 
SCRTD subscribes to the idea of reducing public dependence on the personal­
automobile through land use planning, project design standards and traffic 
mitigation strategies which encourage the use of such- transportation alternatives 
to the single-occupant automobile as transit, ridesharing, 'biking and walking. 
We also believe that the goal of traffic mitigation should be to achieve full 
mitigation, i.e. the project should not result in an increase in net vehicle 
trips. 

The relatively low density in the area of the proposed development makes it very 
difficult to serve by alternative transportation modes. The project is in the 
general vicinity of locally dense developments, but overall density is low 
because of the hills. All of these developments are remote enough from shopping, 
jobs, etc., to eliminate walking access, and grades are too steep to be conducive 
to cycling. While there is a transit route (Line 256) within a half mile of the 
proposed development, the service is not frequent, nor is it likely to be with 
these densities. The steep grades, coupled with the long headways will probably 
inhibit any significant transit use. Thus, it appears that access to and from 
the proposed development will be highly dependent on the personal automobile, 
with potentially significant negative impacts on air quality, energy consumption 
and traffic congestion in the surrounding area. 

./ 

Southern c.utom• Rapid bnslt Dlatrtct 425 South Main Street, Los AngeleS. Cllifomla 90013 (213) 972-tlOOO 

# ' \ ., 
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Mr. Simon Pastucha 
March 4, 1992 
Page 2 

.. 
According to the ~Holtzclaw relationship•, an area that is half the density of 
another will tend to have 30 percent .more vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per 
capita. This means that the people in this development will have about twice the 
VMT per capita as the Los Angeles average because of its very low density. Even 
if it were feasible to develop here at the average density of Los Angeles, the 
VMT per capita would not be less, because the mix of land uses nonnally 
associated with higher density would not exist. Therefore, to avoid the impact 
of the high level of VMT produced by the eventual occupants of this development, 
it would be much better to construct the same number of units as infill in 
another area that is already at a density that supports urban services. 

Given the above·mentioned considerations and the high cost to the urban area 
(environmental costs external to the developer's accounts), as well as the 
developer's undoubtedly high costs of developing land which is inherently 
difficult to develop, SCRTD feels that the environmentally superior alternative 
to this project is the open space alternative discussed in Section VIII (C) (page 
89) of the DEIR. 

If the open space alternative is selected, consideration should be given to a 
condominium·l ike ownership arrangement in which· the open space is owned and 
managed in comon by people already living in the surrounding area. The 
advantages of this arrangement are that the values of their properties would 

. increase, quite possibly by an amount equal to fair compensation for the current 
land owner, and the City would not have to become the owner. of the open space. 

We look foniard to recehing the FEIR when it becomes available. If you need 
additional information, please contact Joel Woodhull, Planning Manager, at (213) 
972-4850. ' 

Sincerely, 

~a..-a. ,J~ . 
Dana A. Woodbury 

.. ' 
• 

.. 
145£:: 

..:,...-.. 
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Los Angeles Unified School District . · .. · 
Facilities Planning & Real Estate Branch 

Office Address: Mailing Address: 
1425 South San Pedro Street, Room 101 
Los Angeles, California 90015 

P.O. Box 2298, Room 101 
Los Angeles, California 90051 

Telephone: (213) 7 42-7581 
-~E=-c-;:-;;-E ..,, vJiEfio:>. 1 . Fax: (213) 7 47 ·5443 

~TY OF LOS ANGELES 

MAR 2 01992 

L-E-NVI~R~~N~~ENT__.A~.,.. TRANSMITTAL FORM 

TO:~ ~- ~.(oS5" ~ ~~. 
ADDRESSEE'S FAX NUMBER: A~ 1 - b S 5h : . . 

FROM:~~)·~ 

Number of pages sent (including this form): 

.. ·".;. 
·~ ~ 

Description of document transmitted: ~ ~ ·.· •. ··. .. 
~~ . . 0 i-w i?~ ~ ~~ .. ·· .. · .. 

(lJ PLEASE ADVISE IMMEDIATELY IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL PAGES · . 

• 
. ··~ '"".'. ~ .· .. ·: ·. - .• .. 
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DR A.F.T 

W~ ask that project impacts be mitigated by means of a tract map condition, as 
follows: 

That the subdivider provide mitigation satisfactory to the Los Angeles Unified 
School District to offset the impac~ of additional student enrollment at 
schools serving the project area. In no case shall this mitigation exceed the 
ekp~cted cost of an in-place portable classroom. (in 1992 dollars, the average 
in-place cost of a portable is $104,000, but can be as high as $245,000.) 

The District's determination of mitigation will be made according to District 
guidelines and generation factors in use at the time of application for. final 
tract map approval. 

JG:pzo 
~ RECEIVED 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

MAR 2 01992. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
UNIT 

• 
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Project: 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

EIR NO. 172-84 SUB(REC) 
SCH NO. 89062136 

TENTATIVE TRACT NO. 35022 

PUEBLO A VENUE SUBDIVISION 

A 24-lot, single-family subdivision on 11.56 net (15.70 gross) acre site 
located in the Northeast Los Angeles District, south of the southerly 
boundary line of the City of South Pasadena, between Pueblo Avenue 
to the west and Corona Drive to the east. 

' . City Actions Requested: Approval of Tentative Tract No. 35022; the merger of 

i-

the existing "paper 11 streets into the approved subdivision; and 
approval of a haul route. 

I · Applicant: Greenhills Investment Corporation 
j · 20279 Portside Drive 

Walnut, California 91789 
! -

' 
i -

' .. 

r . 

i . 

November 1991 
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Summary 

I. SUMMARY 

A. Summar.y of Proposed Actions 

The applicant seeks approval of a tentative tract. The project being 
evaluated indudes the subdivision of the 15.70 gross acre (11.56 net acre) 
project site into 24 residential lots, as well as construction of roadways to 
serve the project area, extension of Pullman Street and possible construction 
of 24 single-family residences on the lots. All of the roadways will be 
constructed at one time. Construction of the single-family residences may 
be phased, depending on market conditions. 

The applicant also seeks the elimination of the currently approved 
antiquated street system for this site through a merger of these existing 
"paper" streets with the subdivision being proposed. This resubdivision of 
the property is requested in order to provide for a street system which meets 
today's standards for adequate access, street widths and engineering design. 

The approval of a haul route for 85,000 cubic yards of soil is also sought. 

B. Locatiou 

The project site is on an irregularly shaped parcel. It is located in the 
Northeast Los Angeles Plan Area, south of the southerly boundary line of 
the City of South Pasadena between Pueblo Avenue to the west and Corona 
Drive to the east. There is approximately 337 feet of frontage on the 
northerly side of Pullman Street, with additional frontage on Pueblo 
Avenue, Ringgold Drive, Glidden Drive and Corona Drive. (See Figures 1, 
2 and 3.) 

All of the streets noted above are currently "paper" streets within and 
adjacent to the site boundaries. The parcel also fronts onto the end of 
Lathrop Street on its eastern border. This existing street, along with an 
extension of Pullman Street, will serve as the access points for the 
development. 

- 1 -



'' ' 

i ' 

I 
l ' . 

I 
l ' 

Summary 

C. Background of Project 

This document discusses a revised project description for a 24-lot 
subdivision on approximately 15.7 gross acres. In 1984, the applicant 
originally sought approval from the Planning Department of TT35022 for 30 
single-family lots on 18.67 gross acres. 

The Environmental Review Committee (ERC) of the City of Los Angeles 
Planning Department considered the original development on May 16, 1984, 
and found that it might have a significant effect on the environment. The 
ERC required an Environmental Impact Report to address the following 
areas of potential impact: 

Major Land Forms (grading) 
Flood Hazard 
Right-of .. Way and Access 
Fire Protection 
Cultural Resources (Archaeology) 
Energy Conservation. 

The ERC required that an alternate grading plan be assessed for 30 or fewer 
single-family homes with a balanced cut and fill. (The proposed grading plan 
has been provided on Figure 4.) The ERC also required that the cumulative 
impact of the project, together with the vacant parcels surrounding the site, 
be assessed with relation to existing and proposed projects in the area. Since 
the time of the original application, a few new single-family homes have 
been constructed near the site. Several multi-family condominium buildings 
overlook the site from the west. 

A second Initial Study was prepared for the revised project in June 1989. As 
a result, the ERC reconsidered the project, and recommended that the 
following additional impact areas be assessed: 

Service systems (sewers), and 
Water conservation. 

Under the Zoning Consistency Program (AB 283) the zoning on the site was 
changed from R1 to RE20 in order to correspond to the Very Low Plan 
designation (see Figure 5). The project had to be redesigned to conform 
with the new zoning, thereby necessitating the reconsideration. 

- 2-
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Although one of the three proposed corridors for the Long Beach Freeway 
(I-710) extension bisects the project site, the Meridian Street alternative 
route (which passes 0.8 miles east of the site) is favored by Cal Trans. 
CalTrans has been authorized by the State Legislature to make a selection 
among the alternate routes for this extension. (See Figures 7 and 8.) 

D. Pre-circulation Issues 

During the initial pre-circulation period in 1984, responses were received 
indicating environmental concerns about the proposed 30 single-family 
homes. These letters are on file with the Department of City Planning, 
Environmental Review Section, Room 655, Los Angeles City Hall. Issues 
raised by public agencies included access, the alignment of the extension of 
Interstate Route 710 and the preservation of archaeological resources. 

The project was reduced from a 30- to a 24-lot single-family subdivision, and 
therefore required another pre-circulation. During this pre-draft circulation 
period, four responses were received by the Planning Department. 
Additional issues raised focused on sewer capacities and water conservation 
measures. 

E. Areas of Controversy 

There are three proposed corridors for the extension of the Long Beach 
Freeway (I-710). (See Figures 8 and 9.) Construction of the I-710 Freeway 
extension along the Westerly corridor, which bisects the project area, would 
create an area of controversy by producing a significant land use 
incompatibility. 

If the subdivision were constructed first, the State of California would later 
need to purchase land on which homes had just been built. The freeway 
would also cut through the center of the subdivision, creating major 
circulation problems and possibly requiring purchase of the remaining 
homes by the State. If the freeway were constructed first, the proposed 
project would be impossible to build and would need to be redesigned. 

However, it should be emphasized that the California Transportation 
Commission has indicated a preference for the Meridian corridor 
alternative, which parallels Meridian Avenue approximately 0.8 miles east 
of the project site. It is not likely that the Westerly corridor will be selected, 
as it is not favored by the City of South Pasadena nor Caltrans. 
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Two other areas of possible controversy associated with this project are soil 
instability and grading of the ridge. There is soil instability in one location 
on the site where fill was improperly placed prior to the current owner's 
purchase of the property. This pre-existing condition would be corrected 
during the grading process. As always, topsoils would need to be 
recompacted. Grading would also reduce the height of the ridge line 
approximately 15 feet. 

F. Identification of Alternatives 

Alternatives to this proposed project include no project, change in intensity 
of development, change in land use and construction of the project on an 
alternate site. These alternatives are discussed in greater detail in Section 
VII (Alternatives to the Proposed Action). According to CEQA, an 
environmentally superior alternative must be discussed if the no-project 
alternative is determined to be environmentally superior. 

1. No Project - Under this alternative, the project site would 
remain vacant and all construction impacts would be avoided. 

2. Change jn Intensity of Development -An alternate grading plan 
providing 18 lots was considered as a reduced intensity 
alternative. This alternative would reduce anticipated grading 
from a net export of 85,000 cubic yards to a net export of 
35,000 cubic yards. 

Change in Land Use - Under this alternative, the subject 
property would be acquired for public use and allowed to 
remain substantially in its natural state as an open 
space/recreation area. 

Alternate Site • Under this alternative, the proposed project 
would be relocated to an alternate location at 6200 Pinecrest 
Drive in Monterey Hills. 
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Adverse Impacts 

The project will 
result in extensive 
grading for prepara­
tion of building 
sites. Rldgeline will 
be lowered and approx­
imately 85,000 cUbic 
yards of eartb llill be 
exported from site. 

Aesthetic impact of 
hillside grading and 
reduction of ridge 
line. 

Landform alteration 
will also occur in 
conjunction with other 
related projects. 

--···--~-· .. 

SUKHARY ClllRT 

Barth Grading 

Mitigation Measures 

All grading shall be performed mder 
supervision of a licensed engineering 
geologist andfor soils engineer in accordance 
llith applicable provisions of the Municipal 
COde and the reca~~~~endations of the City 
Engineer and the Superintendent of Building; 

Implementation of the recommendations of 
geotechnical reports prepared specifically 
for the proposed project shall be adopted, 
including slope stability, excavation, 
shoring and foundation design and any 
necessary subdrain systems; 

The geologist and soil engineer shall inspect 
all excavations to determine that conditions 
anticipated in tbe report bave been encoun­
tered and to provide reCOIIIDendations for the 
correction of hazards found during grading; 

All reccmendations of the Geological and 
SOils Engineering Report prepared by Triad 
Foundation Engineering which are in addition 
to, or more restrictive than, Department 
requirements shall be incorporated into tbe 
plans; 

Het Unmitigated 
Adverse Impacts 

There will be an 
unmitigated alteration 
of the ridge lines on 
the property. 

Responsible 
Implementation 

A9fmg 

Project Applicant/ 
Developer 

1. Monitoring Phase 
2. Enforcement Agency 
3. Monitoring Agency 

1. Pre-grading 

2. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

3. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los lngeles 

1. Grading 

2. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

3. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 
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Mitigation Measures (cont.} 

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with 
the Department of Building and Safety with 
respect to grading in conformance with the 
Grading Ordinance of the Los Angeles Building 
Code prior to recordation of the final map; 

Ground wetting using only reclaimed water 
shall be done during grading and before 
landscaping for dust control and soil 
caupaction; 

Both the geologist and the soils engineer 
shall inspect and approve all fill and 
subdrain placement areas prior to placing 
fill. Both consultants shall include in their 
final reports a certification of the adequacy 
of the foundation material to support the 
fill without undue settlement and/or 
consolidation; 

Prior to the placing of canpacted fill, a 
representative of the consulting Soils 
Engineer shall inspect and approve the bottan 
excavations. He/she shall post a notice on 
the job site for the City Grading Inspector 
and the contractor stating that the soil 
inspected meets the conditions of the report, 
but that no fill sball be placed until the 
City Grading Inspector has also inspected and 
approved the bottcln excavations. A written 
certification to this effect shall be filed 
with the Department upon completion of the 
work. A report shall be submitted to the 
Department upon canpletion of the canpaction; 
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Mitigation Measures (cont.) 

All man-made fill shall be canpacted to a 
minim\111 of 90 percent relative compaction as 
required by Code Section 91.7006(d); 

All residences shall be supported on footings 
founded entirely within either bedrock, 
compacted fill or alluvium; 

Bench drains shall be designed so as to 
minimize their visual impact. This shall 
include soil-colored concrete, landscaping or 
curvilinear construction if necessary to 
conform with surrounding graded surfaces; 

Retaining walls shall be constructed with 
materials which are architecturally 
attractive and/or pemit the planting of 
vegetation to reduce their visual impact; 

All graded, brushed or bare slopes shall be 
planted with low-water consumption, native­
type plant varieties recommended by a 
landscape architect. Suitable arrangements 
shall be made with the Department of Building 
and safety with respect to continued 
maintenance of the recollllleJided plant 
varieties until they are established as an 
effective ground cover; 

Slope planting shall general! y consist of low 
ground cover to impede water flow on the 
surface. To provide greater slope protection 
against scour and erosion, the slope shall be 
covered with a jute mat or other suitable 
material to provide protection while the 
ground cover is being established; 
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Mitigation Measures (cont.) 

An approved haul route for the export of 
earth material shall be used; 

Contour grading techniques shall be used to 
reduce visual impact; 

Contour landscaping techniques shall be used 
to restore ridge lines. 
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Adverse Impacts 

Geologic studies 
indicate no movement 
of any fault or fold 
for at least 11,000 to 
15,000 years. 

These stable geologic 
conditions will not 
impact the project. 

Residents of project 
will be subject to 
gro\Did shaking during 
seismic events. 

-'-1'''"'' 

SUMMARY CHART 

Geologic Hazards and Seismicity 

Mitigation Heasures 

see previous grading recommendations; 

Residential structures shall be designed to 
meet minim111 seismic safety standards as set 
forth in the City of Los lngeles Building 
Code, subject to detennination and approval 
of the Department of Building and Safety and 
other responsible agencies; 

Project development shall be in confomance 
with the City's Seismic safety Plan, 
applicable portions of the Ht.micipal Code and 
seiSDic safety requirements of the Department 
of Building and Safety; 

Slopes and/or structures shall be designed in 
accordance with seismic safety standards. 
Project cut and fill slopes shall be 
engineered for seismic stability, and 
structures shall be set back fran steeper 
natural slopes. 

Net Unmitigated 
Adverse Impacts 

Residents will not be 
subject to danger as a 
result of their 
proximity to these 
faults and due to 
ground shaking during 
seismic events. 

Responsible 
Implementation 
~ 

Project Applicant/ 
Developer 

1. Monitoring Phase 
2. Enforcement Agency 
3. Honitoring Agency 

1. Pre-construction 

2. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

3. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

1. Project 
construction 

2. Department of 
Building & safety, 
Los Angeles 

3. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 
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Adverse Impacts 

The project will 
result in coverage of 
six of the 15.70 acres 
( 38%) of the project 
area with impervious 
surfaces. This in­
creased coverage will 
increase the amount 
and speed of runoff 
during storms into the 
local storm drain 
system. 

,..···-·!·-·-... 

sUMMARY cum 

Water--Surface water Runoff and Hydrology 

Measures Mitigation 

The project site shall be developed in 
acoordance with requirements of the City of 
Los Angeles' Flood Hazard Management Specific 
Plan (Ordinance Ho. 154,405}. This Plan 
requires that the project be designed in such 
a manner as to prevent flood-related damage 
to the project and to existing downstream 
developnent both during and after 
construction; 

Permanent drainage facilities, as recoumended 
by the project's geotechnical consultants, 
shall be constructed to control surface 
runoff and potential mudflows to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer and the 
Superintendent of Building; 

curbs and gutters shall be provided on all 
streets within the project area; 

All retaining walls shall be provided with a 
standard surface backdrain system and all 
drainage shall be conducted to the street in 
an acceptable manner and in a non-erosive 
device; 

Net Unmitigated 
Adverse Jmpacts 

Drainage patterns will 
be altered. 

Responsible 
Implementation 
~ 

Project Applicant/ 
Developer 

1. Monitoring Phase 
2. Enforcement Agency 
3. Monitoring Agency 

1. Pre-grading 

2. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Public Works, 
Bureau of 
Engineering 

Advisory Agency: 
Department of City 
Planning. 

3. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Public Works, 
Bureau of 
Engineering 
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Mitigation Heasures (cont.) 

Slopes shall be planted and a suitable 
watering system (in conformance with the 
Grading Code) installed upon completion of 
grading per the requiranents of the 
Department of Building and Safety and the 
City Engineer; 

Grading of streets being dedicated shall be 
required, subject to the approval of the City 
Engineer, Department of Building and Safety 
and other responsible agencies; 

Subject to the recommendations and approval 
of the City Engineer, paved drainage terraces 
shall be provided along terraces, at the top 
of cuts and behind retaining walls; 

Subdrains shall be installed in all natural 
drainage courses within which compacted fill 
is to be placed; 

TNo on-site debris basins shall be provided 
by the developers as required by the Bureau 
of Engineering; 

Energy dissipators shall be installed at any 
outlet structure where the velocity is 
considered erosive; 

'l'he applicant shall reduce the amount of 
runoff from the site, including the use of 
penneable paving materials (which pemit 
water penetration to a soil depth of 18 
inches or more or provides a coefficient of 
runoff, as detemined by the Rational Method, 
of 0.6 or less) and pervious concrete for 
pathways and other similar surfaces; 

1. Monitoring Phase 
2. Enforcement Agency 
3. Monitoring Agency 

1. Grading 

2. Department of 
Building & safety, 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Public Works, 
Bureau of 
Engineering. 

3. Department of 
Building & safety, 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Public Works, 
Bureau of 
Engineering 
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Mitigation lfeasures fcont.) 

111 applicable portions of the City's 
Landfor:m Grading Manual shall be complied 
with; 

Roof runoff shall be collected in a rain 
gutter and downspout system and directed to 
approved areas via non-erodible conductors; 

Adjustments to these improvements may be 
necessary and shall be allowed, if deemed 
necessary by the City Engineer; 

Also see measures listed under Grading. 

1. Monitoring Phase 
2. Enforcement Agency 
3. Monitoring Agency 

1. Construction 

2. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Public WOrks, 
Bureau of 
Engineerinq. 

3. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Public Works, 
Bureau of 
Engineering 
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Adverse Impacts 

The project will 
result in coverage of 
six of tbe 15.70 acres 
(38%) of the project 
area with impervious 
surfaces. This in­
creased coverage will 
increase tbe aJOOunt 
and speed of runoff 
during storms into the 
local stom drain 
system. 

SUHHARY CHART 

Water--Flood Hazard 

litigation Heasur§s 

see measures listed in the Surface Water 
Runoff/Hydrology and Grading sections. 

Net unmitigated 
Adverse Impacts 

Drainage patterns will 
be altered. 

Responsible 
Implementation 

AgE 

Project Applicant/ 
Developer 

1. Monitoring Phase 
2. Enforcement Agency 
~. Monitoring ~ncf 

See monitoring program 
under Surface Water 
Runoff/Hydrology 
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Adverse xomacts 

Completion of this 
project would increase 
traffic on neighbor­
hood streets. 

Street construction in 
a hillside area would 
result in a rearranged 
topography and might 
contribute to the 
instability of surface 
soil. 

,.. __ ,·t-··--

SUHKARY CHART 

Right-of-Way and Access 

Mitigation Measures 

All street alignments and grades shall be 
approved by the Department of Building and 
Safety and the Department of Public WOrks of 
the City of Los Angeles, and shall be 
improved in a manner satisfactory to the City 
Engineer; 

Dedication and improvement of Ringgold Drive 
and Corona Drive to Hillside Collector Street 
Standards ( 40-foot Mide roadt~ay in a 50-foot 
wide right-of-way). unused existing right-of­
way within the site bo\Didary shall be 
vacated; 

Pullman Street shall be improved for two 
lanes of traffic between the proposed 
subdivision and Harriman Avenue to provide 
the main access to the site. Lathrop Street 
shall provide a secondary means of access. 

Net Unmitigated 
Adverse li!IJ)aCts 

Completion of this 
project and related 
projects would 
increase traffic on 
neighborhood streets. 

Responsible 
Implementation 

Agm 

Project Applicant I 
Developer 

1. Monitoring Phase 
2. Enforcement Agency 
3. Monitoring Agency 

1. Pre-construction, 
Construction and 
Post-occupancy 

2. Department of 
Building & safety 1 

Los Angeles 

Department of 
Public Works, 
Bureau of 
Engineering 

Advisory Agency: 
~nt of City 
Planning. 

3. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Public Works, 
Bureau of 
Engineering. 
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Mverse Itgpacts 

Completion of this 
project would increase 
traffic on neighbor­
hood streets. 

The Westerly corridor 
of the tong Beach 
(710) Freeway would 
traverse the project 
site. lmpacts could 
not be mitigated 
without prohibiting 
the construction of 
the proposed project. 
If another corridor 
were selected for the 
freeway, impacts would 
be limited to a small 
increase in background 
noise. 

i""'-·j·......_..., 

SUMMARY CHART 

Transportation and Circulation 

Mitigation MeaSures 

See measures listed under Right-of-way and 
Access. 

Project traffic generation is nominal. lfo 
mitigation measures are necessary to reduce 
traffic voltJDes, 

If the Westerly corridor of the Long Beach 
Freeway wre selected, the project could not 
be built as proposed. If any of the other 
alternative corridors wre selected, double­
paned glass would be installed to minimize 
the impact of the small increase in 
background noise levels. 

Net Unmitigated 
Adverse Impacts 

Completion of this 
project and related 
projects would 
increase traffic on 
neighborhood streets. 

Impacts of the Route 
710 extension on the 
Westerly corridor 
would be totally 
unmitigated. If 
another corridor is 
chosen, there would be 
no unmitigated adverse 
impacts. 

Responsible 
Implementation 

Agency 

Project Applicant/ 
Developer 

1. Monitoring Pbase 
2. Enforcement Agency 
3. MDni taring Agency 

1. Pre-construction, 
Construction 

2. Department of 
Public Works and 
City Engineer, 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Transportation, 
State of California 

3. Department of 
Public Works and 
City Engineer, 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Transportation, 
state of California 
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Adverse Impacts 

The project will 
result in an increase 
in demand for fire 
protection services. 
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sUMMARY cum 

Public services--Fire Protection 

Mitigation Measures 

Prior to any construction, plot plans and 
drawings shall be suanitted for Fire 
Department approvals; 

The project shall comply with all applicable 
State and local codes and ordinances, and the 
guidelines folDld in the Fire Protection and 
Fire Prevention Plan, as well as the Safety 
Plan, both of which are elements of the 
General Plan of the City of Los Angeles; 

Access for fire apparatus and fire personnel 
to all structures shall be required; 

Fire lanes, where required, and dead-ending 
streets shall teminate in a cul-de-sac or 
other approved turning area. If dead-ending 
streets or fire lanes will be greater than 
700 feet in length, secondary access shall be 
provided; 

The project shall confom to the standard 
street dimensions shown on the Department of 
Public Works Standard Plan D-22549; 

Net Unmitigated 
Mverse Impact§ 

Implementation of the 
recommended mitigation 
measures would reduce 
impacts to fire pro­
tection services and 
the fire hazard to 
which future residents 
would be exposed to 
acceptable levels. 

The project would, 
however, still result 
in increased demand 
for fire protection 
services. 

Responsible 
Implementation 
~ 

Project Applicant/ 
Developer 

1. Monitoring Phase 
2. Enforcement Agency 
3 • Monitoring Agency 

1. Pre-construction, 
Construction and 
Post-occupancy 

2. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Public Works, 

Fire Department, 

Advisory Agency: 
Department of City 
Planning. 

3. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Public Works, 

Fire Department. 
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Mitigation Measures (cont. ) 

Where access requires accomodation of Fire 
Department apparatus, minimuu outside radius 
of the paved surface shall be 35 feet. In 
addi tiona! six feet of clear space shall be 
maintained beyond tbe outside radius to a 
vertical point 13 feet and 6 inches above tbe 
paved surface of the road~~ay; 

Residences shall be placed no further than 
150 feet from fire-access roadways; 

Irrigated and managed greenbelts around the 
perimeter of all structures shall be 
considered as a buffer between tbe bush and 
the proposed project. The buffer shall be 
irrigated by a drip irrigation system, and 
all new landscaping shall use only fire­
resistant plants and materials; 

The brush in the area adjacent to the 
proposed development for a distance of 150 
feet shall be cleared or thinned periodically 
under the supervision of the Los lngeles Fire 
Department in order to reduce the risk of 
brush fires spreading to the homes; 

There shall be at least two means of ingress 
and egress to tbe project site that will 
accomodate major fire apparatus and permit 
major evacuation during emergency situations; 

Ill nece~ public and/or private fire 
hydrants shall be provided to the 
satisfaction of the Fire Department; 
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Mitigation Measures (cont.) 

Private and/or public roadways constructed as 
a part of the proposed project shall not 
exceed a 15 percent grade; 

The following additional measures shall also 
be included for dwellings constructed on the 
project site: boxed-in eaves, double-strength 
or wired glass, and non-combustible roofs and 
exterior finishes. 
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Mverse Igcts 

The project will 
result in an increase 
in demand for police 
protection services. 

....... ,!-~-

SUHHIRY CHAR'l' 

PUblic services--Police Protection 

Mitigation Measures 

The following security measures shall be 
constructed in all residences: 

A tamper-resistant burglar alarm 
system; 

Visible and Mell-illllllinated main 
entry doors; 

Solid-core main entry doors 
containing "peep-viewer" and dead­
bolt locks. No glass shall be 
located within 40 inches of any 
door. 

Sliding glass doors shall have a 
secondary locking system. 

Net Unmitigated 
Bdverse Impacts 

Implementation of the 
recoomended mitigation 
measures would reduce 
impacts on police 
protection setvices to 
acceptable levels. 

However, it would 
still result in a net 
increased need for 
police setvices. 

Responsible 
Implementation 
~ 

Project Applicant/ 
Developer 

1. Monitoring Phase 
2. Enforcement Agency 
3. Monitoring Agency 

1. Construction 

2. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

Police Department, 
Los Angeles 

3. Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

Police Department, 
Los Angeles 
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Adverse Impacts 

Projected annual 
energy constJDption by 
the project includes 
259, ooo kMh of elec­
tricity and 2,592,000 
cubic feet of natural 
gas. Project construc­
tion would consl.llle 
80,990 gallons of 
gasoline and/or diesel 
fuel. 

-..-. ~, _,_........, 
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SUHKARY CHART 

Energy Conservation 

Mitigation Measures 

The Los Angeles Department of water and Power 
and the southern california Gas Company shall 
be consulted to detemine feasible energy 
conservation measures that could be 
incorporated into the design of the proposed 
project. 

All the energy conservation standards of 
'l'itle 24, established by the california 
Energy C00111ission, shall be complied 11ith. 
'l'hese standards relate to insulation 
requirements, use of caulking, double-qlazed 
windows and weather stripping. Title 24 
requires certain levels of energy 
conservation perfomance achieved at a 
minimum through certain prescriptive and/or 
performance measures. 'l'hese measures shall 
include, but are not limited to, themal 
insulation that meets or exceeds standards 
established by the State of california and 
Department of Building and safety, and tinted 
or solar reflective glass. 

'l'he developer shall also: 

Use flourescent lighting where 
appropriate; 

Use natural gas for heating and 

Net Unmitigated 
Adverse Impacts 

Mitigation measures 
would reduce project 
impacts associated 
with the depletion of 
non-renet~able 
resources, but the 
construction of the 
project would still 
result in increased 
consliiiPtion of non­
renewable resources. 

Responsible 
Implementation 
~ 

Project Applicant/ 
Developer 

1. Monitoring Phase 
2. Enforcement Agency 
3. Monitoring Agency 

1. Pre-construction, 
Construction and 
Post-occupancy 

2. Department of water 
& Power, City of 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

southern california 
Gas Company 

3. Department of water 
& Power, City of 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

southern california 
Gas Company 
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Mitigation Measures (cont. l 

Use solar energy to assist in hot 
water heating; 

Install attic fans or other devices 
to reduce attic temperatures; 

Install thermal insulation in walls 
and ceilings which meets or exceeds 
State and City standards; 

Use tinted or solar glass on 
appropriate exposures; 

Use double-paned glass on all 
windows; 

Plant deciduous trees to permit 
sunlight in the winter and provide 
shade in the summer; 

Insulate hot water pipes and ducts; 

Orient buildings so that window 
walls are not south facing. 
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Adverse Impacts 

The project is 
estimated to COnS\Ille 
8,640 gallons of water 
per day. 

_.,..,.. __ ........_ 

SUMMARY CBAR'l' 

Water Conservation 

Mitigation Measures 

The applicant shall incorporate water-saving 
designs and techniques into the design of the 
proposed project as required by City of Los 
Angeles Ordinance No. 163,532. Water 
conservation measures described in the 
Ordinance include, but are not limited to, 
the installation of low-flow shotier heads and 
toilet tank conservation devices. 

The applicant shall also comply with the City 
of Los Angeles xeriscape ordinance to further 
reduce water conSlJIIption, as well as the 
Sewer Allocation Ordinance (No. 165,615). 

Net Unmitigated 
Adverse Impacts 

Mitigation measures 
would reduce project 
impacts to an insig­
nificant level, but 
would still result in 
increased water usage 
in the area. 

Responsible 
Implementation 
~ 

Project Applicant/ 
Developer 

1. Monitoring Phase 
2. Enforcement Agency 
3. Monitoring Agency 

1. Pre-construction, 
Construction and 
Post-occupancy 

2. Department of Water 
& Power, City of 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

3. Department of water 
& Power, City of 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 
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Adverse Impacts 

'l'he project is 
estimated to generate 
7,920 gallons of 
sewage per day. 

SUMMARY CHART 

Sanitary Sewers 

Mitigation Measures 

The applicant shall comply with the pro­
visions of Ordinance No. 166,060 regarding 
sewer capacity allotment in the City of Los 
Angeles. 

The applicant shall incorporate water 
conservation measures required by City of Los 
lngeles ordinance Ho. 163,532 into the 
proposed project. 

Net Unmitigated 
Adverse Impacts 

Mitigation measures 
would partially 
mitigate impacts on 
the City's sewer 
capacity. 

Responsible 
Implementation 
~ 

Project Applicant/ 
Developer 

1. Monitoring Phase 
2. Enforcement Agency 
3. Monitoring Agency 

1. Pre-construction, 
Construction and 
Post-occupancy 

2. Department of 
Public Works, 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 

3. Department of 
Public works, 
Los Angeles 

Department of 
Building & Safety, 
Los Angeles 
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Adverse Impacts 

Because the project 
site bas been surveyed 
for archaeological 
sites, the potential 
tbat grading Mill 
unearch items of 
archaeological signi­
ficance is small. 
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SUHHAJIY CHART 

Cultural Resources--Archeological 

Mitigation Heasure~ 

If evidence of archaeological resources is 
encountered during project gradill(j, all earth 
moving activities in the vicinity of such 
finds should cease, the City shall be 
notified and a qualified archaeologist should 
be consulted to assess the significance of 
the the finds and to r:ecamnend appropriate 
mitigation measures. 

A Hative lmerican observer shall be present 
during the grading phase of the project. 
lcoording to the PUblic Resources Code 
(section 5097 .94(k)), the Hative American 
Heritage Calmission bas the responsibility to 
protect cemetery and other burial sites. The 
Coolllission shall expedite the preservation 
and protection of any remains. 

Ket Unmitigated 
adverse Impacts 

Reduced to an insig­
nificant level. 

Responsible 
Implementation 
~ 

Project Applicant/ 
Developer 

1. Monitoring Phase 
2. Enforcement Agency 
3. Monitoring Agency 

1. Pre-construction 

2. Institute of 
Archaeology, 
University of 
California, 
Los Angeles 

3. Institute of 
Archaeology, 
University of 
California, 
Los Angeles 
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Project Description 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. Statement of Objectives 

B. 

c. 

The applicant seeks approval of a tentative tract for the subdivision 
of the 15.7 gross acre project site for a 24-lot single-family residential 
development. The Project also includes the construction of roadways 
to serve the project area and the extension of Pullman Street. The site 
is zoned RE20 and has a Community Plan designation of Very Low 
Density Residential. (See Figure 5.) 

The applicant also seeks the elimination of the currently approved 
antiquated street system for this site through a merger of these 
existing "paper" streets with the subdivision being proposed. This 
resubdivision of the property is requested in order to provide for a 
street system which meets today's standards for adequate access, 
street widths and engineering design. 

Location and Boundaries 

The project site is on an irregularly shaped parcel. It is located in the 
Northeast Los Angeles Plan Area, south of the southerly boundary 
line of the City of South Pasadena between Pueblo Avenue to the west 
and Corona Drive to the east. There is approximately 337 feet of 
frontage on the northerly side of Pullman Street, with additional 
frontage on Pueblo Avenue, Ringgold Drive, Glidden Drive and 
Corona Drive. (See Figures 1, 2 and 3.) 

All of the streets noted above are currently "paper" streets within and 
adjacent to the site boundaries. The parcel also fronts onto the end 
of Lathrop Street on its eastern border. This existing street, along 
with an extension of Pullman Street, will serve as the access points for 
the development. 

Project Characteristics 

The 15.70 gross acre project area will be subdivided into 24 single­
family lots. The site plan shown in Figure 3 shows the location of the 
proposed lots in the project area. At an estimated 2.5 persons per 
unit, the proposed project is expected to bring approximately 60 
residents to the project site. 

- 30-
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Project Description 

The project site is located on a vacant hillside. It has been used as an 
off-road vehicle recreational area, although legal permission has 
never been granted by the owners for this purpose. The site is part of 
a larger (110-acre) undeveloped site adjacent to a residential area of 
single- and multi-family homes. No through streets enter the site from 
the City of South Pasadena to the north. With the exception of 
Lathrop Street, all other streets adjacent to the site are "paper" 
streets. 

Proposed streets are also shown on the site plan. Eighty percent of 
the area will be landscaped. Another 10 percent will be for roadways 
and only 10 percent will be built upon. No recreational facilities will 
be provided. On-site sewers will be constructed to connect with the 
existing sewer under Lathrop Street. 

The project site is characterized by steep topography and is subject to 
all applicable hillside ordinances. The preliminary grading plan for 
the project is shown in Figure 4. Cut and fill areas are indicated on 
the map. The project will result in the export of approximately 85,000 
cubic yards of soil. 

- 31-
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General Description of Environmental Setting 

III. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

A. Overview of Environmental Setting 

B. 

The project site is located in a currently vacant hillside area, 
approximately one-half mile north of Huntington Drive (a major east­
west thoroughfare), and approximately one mile east of Monterey 
Road (a major north-south thoroughfare). The City of South Pasadena 
borders the project area to the north. 

Major freeways surrounding the project site are the Pasadena Freeway 
(Interstate 110) to the north and west, the Golden State Freeway 
(Interstate 5) to the southwest, and the San Bernardino Freeway 
(Interstate 10) to the south. 

Major public facilities near the project area include California State 
University at Los Angeles and the Los Angeles/USC County Medical 
Center, both of which lie south of the project area. 

Surrounding land use is predominantly residential, including single­
and multi-family residences. There are also vacant parcels, 
particularly to the west of the site. A radius map showing land use and 
zoning on the project site and all properties within 500 feet of the 
boundaries of the total project is shown in Figure 5. 

The entire project site is designated Very Low Density Housing on the 
Northeast Los Angeles District Plan. Corresponding zones for Very 
Low Density Housing include RE20, RA, RE15 and REll. The zoning 
of RE20 is consistent with the Northeast Los Angeles District Plan 
designation. Allowable densities under this designation are from 1 to 
3 dwelling units per gross acre. The project proposes 24 units on the 
15.7 gross net acre site, or a density of only 1.5 units per gross acre. 

Related Projects 

Following is a list of related projects and their status as of March 15, 
1991. These projects are on record with the City of Los Angeles 
Departments of City Planning, Transportation, and Building and 
Safety. The locations of these related projects are shown in Figure 6. 
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The environmental documentation for these City of Los Angeles 
projects is available for review by the public at the City Planning 
Department Environmental Review Section, Room 655 City Hall, 200 
N. Spring Street. The council districts shown are those in existence in 
January 1991. 

1. Case No. 89-341-DB 

Located at 4968 Figueroa Street in the Northeast Plan Area, 
Council District 1. 

A density bonus was granted to allow the construction of two 
apartment buildings, consisting of a 54-unit building and a 42-
unit building on 1.32 net acres. Parcel zoned R4-1. Twenty-four 
units are reserved for persons of low to moderate income. 

Construction Status: Not yet begun. 

2. Case No. 89-1192-PM 

3. 

Located at 6420 Monterey Road east of Lomitas Drive in the 
Northeast Plan Area, Council District 14. 

Preliminary Parcel Map No. 6544 was approved for three 
single-family residences on 0.47 net acres. The area is zoned 
Rl-1 and R4-1. 

Construction Status: Not yet begun. 

Case No. 90-0442-SUB 

Located at 4100-4102 Abner Street in the Northeast Plan Area, 
Council District 14. 

Tentative Tract Map. No. 49389 was approved to allow the 
construction of a 9-unit condominium project on 0.39 net acres. 
The area is zoned R3-1. 

Construction Status: Completed. 
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General Description of Environmental Setting 

4. Case No. 90-0313-CUZ (DB) 

Located at 3707-3711 Baldwin Street east of Lincoln Avenue in 
the Northeast Plan Area, Council District 14. 

A conditional use and density bonus was approved to allow the 
construction of a 111-unit apartment building on 4.94 net acres. 
Parcel is zoned R3-1 and designated Medium Density 
Residential. 

Construction Status: Not yet begun. 
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Environmental Impacts 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 

A. Earth 

1. Grading 

Environmental Setting 

The site is situated along the top of a north-south trending 
ridge. Two moderately broad east trending ridges extend from 
the central ridge. Natural slopes on the flanks of these ridges 
range from llh: 1 to 3:1 (horizontal to vertical). The site ranges 
in elevation from approximately 650 feet at the end of Lathrop 
Street to approximately 840 feet near the southern end of the 
site. 

The site straddles a small local ridge line and does not include 
any canyons. Earth materials consist of two bedrock formations, 
colluvium, alluvium, top soils and artificial fill soils. 

A ·soils and geological investigation was performed by Triad 
Foundation Engineering, Inc. (See Appendix B.) This report 
found that the topsoils "are considered to be compressible 
under increased loads and are unsuitable for structural support 
in their natural condition. It The report further found that, in 
one small portion of the site which had been previously filled, 
"contact between the hill and the alluvial soils appears to be 
sloping, indicating that proper grading techniques were not 
used when the fill was placed." The soils report recommends 
that this fill area be removed and the underlying soils 
recontoured to properly support the proposed subdivision. 

The soils and geology report indicated that two major faults 
cross the subject site, as well as several other smaller faults. All 
of these faults are inactive. The project area is not located in 
a seismic special study zone as identified by the California 
Division of Mines and Geology, and is therefore not expected 
to be subject to surface rupture on any known fault. 

The report also concluded that no landslides or adverse 
geologic conditions were encountered at the test pits that would 
prohibit development or require correctional grading, with the 
exception of the above mentioned improperly filled area. 
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Environmental Impact 

The project would result in the grading of approximately 11.56 
net acres (85 percent) of the site for preparation of building 
sites with cuts and fills on the order of 15 feet in depth. 
Significant soil movement is anticipated--approximately 100,000 
cubic yards would be moved with approximately 85,000 cubic 
yards of dirt exported and 15,000 cubic yards remaining on site 
as fill. There are no trees currently on the site and, as a result, 
none would need to be removed. It cannot be determined at 
this time to where and by what route the exported material 
would be transported. It is estimated, however, in the Energy 
Conservation section of this report that there will be a total of 
5,670 trips required to haul the exported dirt at 15 cubic yards 
per trip. 

The preliminary grading plan for the project site is shown in 
Figure 4. After grading, the site would retain essentially the 
same basic form. Grading would provide roads and building 
sites. In order to reduce grading and emphasize an architectural 
solution in hillside development, building pads would not be 
provided. The center of the ridge line on the site would be 
lowered approximately 15 feet. Maximum fill depth would be 
approximately 25 feet. 

There would be two retaining walls placed on the property. The 
first would be surrounding the southeast corner of Lathrop 
Street and Corona Drive. This wall would have a length of 100 
feet and a maximum height of 5 feet at the intersection of these 
two streets. 

The second retaining wall would border the project site for part 
of its northern boundary. This wall would begin on the northern 
side of Corona Drive at the point where Corona Drive begins 
to veer to the west. The wall would continue in a westerly 
direction until that point where the right-of-way for Ringgold 
Drive deviates from the right-of-way of the currently existing 
"paper" street named Corona Drive. The length of this retaining 
wall would be 350 feet and the maximum height of the wall 
would be 15 feet. This maximum height would be achieved 
throughout the middle 60 percent of the wall's linear distance. 
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The ERC also required that an alternate grading plan for less 
than 24 homes be assessed. Discussion of this alternative is 
included in Section VII: Alternatives to the Proposed Action. 
Further, the Site Plan Review Committee by letter dated April 
26, 1989 recommended mitigation measures to reduce the 
impact of hillside grading and the alteration of the ridge line. 

Off-site grading will be required for the construction of Pueblo 
Avenue. 

The grading plan indicates that the maximum grade of cut and 
fill slopes is 2:1. There would be permanent alteration of ridge 
lines. 

Mitigation Measures 

All grading shall be performed under supervision of a 
licensed engineering geologist and/ or soils engineer in 
accordance with applicable provisions of the Municipal 
Code and the recommendations of the City Engineer and 
the Superintendent of Building; 

Implementation of the recommendations of geotechnical 
reports prepared specifically for the proposed project 
shall be adopted, including slope stability, excavation, 
shoring and foundation design and any necessary 
subdrain systems; 

The geologist and soil engineer shall inspect all 
excavations to determine that conditions anticipated in 
the report have been encountered and to provide 
recommendations for the correction of hazards found 
during grading; 

All recommendations of the Geological and Soils 
Engineering Report prepared by Triad Foundation 
Engineering which are in addition to, or more restrictive 
than, Department requirements shall be incorporated 
into the plans; 

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the 
Department of Building and Safety with respect to 
grading in conformance with the Grading Ordinance of 
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the Los Angeles Building Code prior to the recordation 
of the final map; 

Ground wetting using only reclaimed water shall be done 
during grading and before landscaping for dust control 
and soil compaction; 

Both the geologist and the soils engineer shall inspect 
and approve all fill and subdrain placement areas prior 
to placing fill. Both consultants shall include in their 
final reports a certification of the adequacy of the 
foundation material to support the fill without undue 
settlement and/ or consolidation; 

Prior to the placing of compacted fill, a representative of 
the consulting Soils Engineer shall inspect ·and approve 
the bottom excavations. He/ she shall post a notice on the 
job site for the City Grading Inspector and the 
Contractor stating that the soil inspected meets the 
conditions of the report, but that no fill shall be placed 
until the City Grading Inspector has also inspected and 
approved the bottom excavations. A written certification 
to this effect shall be filed upon completion of the work. 
A report shall be submitted to the Department upon 
completion of the compaction; 

All man-made fill shall be compacted to a minimum of 90 
percent relative compaction as required by Code Section 
91.7006(d); 

All residences shall be supported on footings founded 
entirely within either bedrock, compacted fill or 
alluvium; 

Bench drains shall be designed so as to minimize their 
visual impact. This shall include soil-colored concrete, 
landscaping or curvilinear construction if necessary to 
conform with surrounding graded surfaces; 

Retaining walls shall be constructed with materials which 
are architecturally attractive and/ or permit the planting 
of vegetation to reduce their visual impact; 
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All graded, brushed or bare slopes shall be planted with 
low-water consumption, native-type plant varieties 
recommended by a landscape architect. Suitable 
arrangements shall be made with the Department of 
Building and Safety with respect to continued 
maintenance of the recommended plant varieties until 
they are established as an effective ground cover; 

Slope planting shall generally consist of low ground cover 
to impede water flow on the surface. To provide greater 
slope protection against scour and erosion, the slope 
shall be covered with a jute mat or other suitable 
material to provide protection while the ground cover is 
being established; 

An approved haul route for the export of graded earth 
material shall be used; 

Contour grading techniques shall be used to reduce 
visual impact; 

Contour landscaping techniques shall be used to restore 
ridge lines. 

Adverse Effects 

The alteration of ridge lines and transportation of 85,000 cubic 
yards of soil off the site. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Landform alteration will occur in conjunction with other 
related projects. 

Geologic Hazards and Seismicity 

Environmental Setting 

The project site is located in an area which is geologically 
stable. The earth materials mapped on the site consist of two 
bedrock formations, colluvium, alluvium, topsoils and artificial 
fill soils. 
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The bedrock mapped on the site consists of the Topanga 
Formation of middle Miocene age and the Puente Formation of 
upper Miocene age. (See Figure 7.) The two formations are 
separated by Fault B, the principal fault on the project site. 

The Topanga Formation was mapped generally over all but the 
southeast corner of the site. Locally, it consists of gray and 
orange brown soft shale with occasional units of chert (a rock 
made of silica) and sandstone. This rock unit is in a dense and 
stable condition. Shale planes are generally of thin to medium 
thickness with occasional sandstone beds up to approximately 
six inches thick. The top 18 to 36 inches of rock is moderately 
weathered and has many fractures with a moderate to heavy 
caliche (crushed calcium carbonate) coating on most surfaces. 

The Puente Formation was mapped on a ridge in the southeast 
corner of the site south of Fault B. Locally, it consists of a light 
brown siltstone with occasional units of chert. The rock is 
moderately hard and is difficult to excavate with light 
equipment below five to six feet. Bedding planes are generally 
moderately thick to very thick with occasional massive sections. 
The more massive or thickly bedded sections are well jointed 
with a near rectangular pattern. Surface weathering has 
affected approximately the top 12 to 18 inches. This is noted by 
discoloration and loosening along jointed and bedding surfaces. 

There is also a small amount of colluvial and alluvial soils on 
the project site. Colluvial soils are those found on steep slopes 
or at the bottom of cliffs, while alluvial soils have been carried 
by water from their original locations. These soils consist of 
clayey silts in a moist and slightly firm to firm condition. The 
depth of the soils is estimated at approximately 12 feet near the 
limits of the tract development. They become thinner rapidly in 
the up slope directions. 

Natural topsoils covering the bedrock vary from one to 2.5 feet 
over most of the site area. The soils consist of clayey silts with 
some rock fragments. They are in a moist to very moist, slightly 
firm and very porous condition. These soils are considered to 
be compressible under increased loads and are therefore 
unsuitable for structural support in their natural condition. 
Because of this, all topsoils must be excavated during grading 
and recompacted prior to use. (Please see Grading section.) 
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GEOLOGIC FORMATIONS 
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Figure 7 indicates the geologic structure mapped on the site. 
There are two major strike slip faults (A and B) and several 
east/west trending fold axes. 

The two major faults trend in a northeast to southwest 
direction, with estimated dips to the northwest of 51 degrees to 
59 degrees. Each fault has relative movements in a left lateral 
direction. Disturbed zones along Fault A vary from approx­
imately 12 to 18 inches, while disturbed zones as long as 20 feet 
were observed on Fault B. However, the gouge material 
excavated along Fault B appears to be in a firm condition below 
the overlying topsoils. There are also several other smaller 
faults or shears on the site. They have random strike 
orientations and dips of 57 to 90 degrees toward the north. 

The age of the faults mapped on the site are estimated to be 
pre-Halocene in age. Natural topsoils overlying the faults have 
not been truncated or fractured by the faults, indicating no 
movement in at least the last 11,000 to 15,000 years. All the 
faults and shears on the site are therefore considered to be 
inactive. 

A number of folds were observed on the proposed project site. 
These undulations or warpings consist of a series of anticlinal 
folds (raised in the middle) and synclinal folds (depressed in 
the middle) with near parallel axes in a general east/west 
direction. Plunges on the folds appear to be slight. 

Within the Topanga Formation the folds appear to be small 
with very limited extent on the axis. Bedding planes and existing 
outcrops have dips ranging from 22 to 90 degrees to the north. 

Within the Puente Formation a single overturned synclinal fold 
of a larger scale was mapped having an east/west axis. The 
upper portion of the fold is overturned, and has dips trending 
nearly due north and ranging from 40 to 90 degrees. The lower 
portion of the fold has dips of 90 degrees to 29 degrees toward 
the south. 

The site is also located approximately 1.5 miles south of the 
Raymond Hills fault zone, which is a potentially active fault 
zone. Potentially active fault zones are those fault zones 
considered to have been seismically active during the last 
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3,000,000 years. The potential maximum earthquake magnitude 
along this fault is estimated to be 7.5. 

Environmental Impact 

Geologic studies performed on the project site indicate that 
there has been no movement in any of its faults or folds for at 
least the last 11,000 to 15,000 years. This indicates that the 
faults have not moved for the entire Halocene period. 

These stable geologic conditions will therefore not impact the 
proposed project in any way. Future residents will not be 
subject to danger as a result of their proximity to the faults. 
Standard grading procedures for hillside areas can also be used. 

The site is located approximately 1.5 miles south of the 
Raymond Hills fault zone. Movement along this fault would 
periodically cause moderate to high intensity ground shaking on 
the site. The principal seismic hazard to the proposed 
development is strong ground shaking. Such ground shaking 
could have the potential to cause significant damage to project 
structures during the lifetime of the project. 

Mitigation Measures 

See previous grading recommendations; 

Residential structures shall be designed to meet 
minimum seismic safety standards as set forth in the City 
of Los Angeles Building Code, subject to determination 
and approval of the Department of Building and Safety 
and other responsible agencies; 

Project development shall be in conformance with the 
City's Seismic Safety Plan, applicable portions of the 
Municipal Code and seismic safety requirements of the 
Department of Building and Safety; 

Slopes and/ or structures shall be designed in accordance 
with seismic safety standards. Project cut and fill slopes 
shall be engineered for seismic stability, and structures 
shall be set back from steeper natural slopes. 
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Adverse Effects 

Residents of the proposed project will be subject to ground 
shaking and other seismic risks periodically experienced in the 
Los Angeles basin. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed project, other projects on the 
related project list and the construction of single·family homes 
on existing vacant lots in the area will increase the number of 
structures and residents exposed to earthquake· related hazards. 
However, adherence to proper engineering practices and to the 
requirements of the Municipal Code can be expected to reduce 
hazards to an acceptable level, although this will not eliminate 
them. 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

C. Water 

1. Surface Water Runoff/Hydrology 

Environmental Setting 

There are a total of 15.7 acres on the proposed site. A north· 
south trending ridge divides the property into eastern and 
western portions. Prior to development, the eastern portion of 
the site contains 9.0 acres~ while the western portion is 6.7 
acres in size. 

In accordance with the City of Los Angeles Storm Design 
Manual~ the isohyetal is 1.33 inches per hour for a 50-year 
frequency. Using a minimum time of concentration of 5.0 
minutes, the base peak runoff rate (BPRR) is 3.40 cubic feet 
per second ( cfs) per acre. 
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Assuming 100 percent imperviousness (a worst case hypothesis), 
the total runoff (Q) from the eastern portion of the site is 40.70 
cfs. The Q from the western portion is 30.30 cfs. 

There are existing storm drains located east of the site 
boundary on Lathrop Street just west of Van Horne Avenue. On 
the north side of Lathrop there is a 15 foot catch basin located 
735 feet east of the proposed site. On the south side of Lathrop 
there is a 30 foot catch basin starting 717 feet from the site 
boundary. At the easternmost portion of this catch basin is a 42 
x 54 inch grated storm drain. Twelve feet east of this grated 
drain is another drain, followed by another 12 feet of curb and 
another grated drain. 

These storm drains are more than adequate for the existing 
developments they serve. 

Environmental Impact 

A Hydrology Study was· conducted by M & C Associates, 
Consulting Engineers on January 16, 1990, and is included in 
this report as Section XI: Appendix A. 

When the site is graded for development there would be 
modifications to the size of the eastern and western portions. 
This is due to the modification of the ridge line and the 
installation of streets, which would change the direction and 
relative volumes of water flows. 

After development the eastern portion of the site would 
increase to 13.0 acres. The total runoff from this portion (Q) 
would rise to 58.80 cfs. Of this amount, 12.28 cfs would flow 
down Corona Drive and Ringgold Drive, leaving the site on 
Lathrop Street. The other 46.52 cfs would flow down the 
remaining surface area of this portion. 

The runoff capacity of Lathrop Street for the existing 2% street 
grade in the proximity of the proposed site is 67.4 cfs. The 
12.28 cfs that would drain onto Lathrop Street as a result of 
this subdivision would be only 18.2 percent of this capacity. The 
drainage flow would therefore be confined within the street 
right-of-way, eliminating the flood hazard. 
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The western portion of the site would decrease in size to 2.7 
acres. The total runoff (Q) would therefore drop to 12.21 cfs. 
Of this amount, 1.62 cfs would travel down Pullman Street, 
exiting the site on the proposed extension of Pullman Street 
west to Harriman. The other 10.59 cfs would flow down the 
natural surface area of the western portion. 

As a result, a total runoff of 13.90 cfs would drain down the 
streets of the subdivision. The other 57.11 cfs would flow on the 
remaining surface of the proposed site. 

Mitigation Measures 

The project site shall be developed in accordance with 
requirements of the City of Los Angeles' Flood Hazard 
Management Specific Plan (Ordinance No. 154,405). 
This Plan requires that the project be designed in such a 
manner as to prevent flood-related damage to the project 
and to existing downstream development both during and 
after construction; 

Permanent drainage facilities, as recommended by the 
project's geotechnical consultants, shall be constructed 
to control surface runoff and potential mudflows to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer and the Superintendent 
of Building; 

Curbs and gutters shall be provided on all streets within 
the project area; 

All retaining walls shall be provided with a standard 
surface backdrain system and all drainage shall be 
conducted to the street in an acceptable manner and in 
a non-erosive device; 

Slopes shall be planted and a suitable watering system 
(in conformance with the Grading Code) installed upon 

. completion of grading per the requirements of the 
Department of Building and Safety and the City 
Engineer; 
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Grading of streets being dedicated shall be required, 
subject to the approval of the City Engineer, Department 
of Building and Safety and other responsible agencies; 

Subject to the recommendations and approval of the City 
Engineer, paved drainage terraces shall be provided 
along terraces, at the top of cuts and behind retaining 
walls; 

Subdrains shall be installed in all natural drainage 
courses within which compacted fill is to be placed; 

Two on-site debris basins shall be provided by the 
developers as required by the Bureau of Engineering; 

Energy dissipators shall be installed at any outlet 
structure where the velocity is considered erosive; 

The applicant shall reduce the amount of runoff from the 
site, including the use of permeable paving materials 
(which permit water penetration to a soil depth of 18 
inches or more or provides a coefficient of runoff, as 
determined by the Rational Method, of 0.6 or less) and 
pervious concrete for pathways and other similar 
surfaces; 

All applicable portions of the City's Landform Grading 
Manual shall be complied with; 

Roof runoff shall be collected in a rain gutter and 
downspout system and directed to approved areas via 
non-erodible conductors; 

Adjustments to these improvements may be necessary 
and shall be allowed, if deemed necessary by the City 
Engineer; 

Also see measures listed under Grading. 
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Adverse Effects 

The project will result in coverage of six of the 15.70 acres 
(38%) of the project with impervious surfaces. This increased 
coverage will increase the amount and speed of runoff during 
storms into the local storm drain system. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed project, other projects on the 
related project list and the construction of single~family homes 
on existing vacant lots in the area will increase the amount and 
speed of runoff into the local storm drain system. Drainage 
patterns will also be altered. 

2. Ground Water 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

3. Flood Hazard 

Environmental Setting 

The 15.7 acre project site is located in a hillside area and is 
subject to the Flood Hazard Specific Plan Ordinance. The site 
is situated along the top of a north~south trending ridge, with 
two moderately broad east·trending ridges extending from the 
central ridge. Natural slopes on the flanks of these ridges 
range from llh: 1 to 3:1 (horizontal to vertical). 

While there are no perennial natural surface waters on the 
project site, a major drainage course passes two miles to the 
west. 

The existing tributary drainage area is 9 acres for the eastern 
portion of the site (east of the north-south trending ridge). 
West of the ridge the drainage area is 6.7 acres in size. There 
are no existing drainage facilities on the project site. The area 
surrounding the project boundary is protected by a storm drain 
system. 
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Existing peak runoff on the project site is 40.70 cfs (cubic feet 
per second) on the easterly side and 30.30 cfs along the 
westerly side, assuming 100 percent imperviousness. 

A Hydrology Study was conducted by M & C Associates, 
Consulting Engineers on January 16, 1990, and is included in 
this report as Section XI: Appendix A. 

Environmental Impact 

After development, the on-site existing easterly tributary area 
will increase to 13 acres (a 44% increase). Assuming 100% 
imperviousness, this increase in the size of the tributary 
drainage area will result in an increase of the amount and 
speed of runoff during storms. As calculated, development will 
increase the total runoff along the easterly side to 58.8 cfs--an 
increase of 44 percent. On the other hand, the existing 30.30 
cfs total peak runoff along the westerly side of the project area 
will decrease to 12.21 cfs·-a 60 percent decrease. 

The westerly street runoff (1.62 cfs) will be directed down to 
Pullman Street to drainage facilities on Collis Avenue. The 
easterly street runoff (12.28 cfs) will be directed down to 
Ringgold Drive and Corona Drive to Lathrop Street. These 
flows can be handled within typical street sections. Increases 
will not be significant. Development would be expected to 
reduce debris flows from the site. 

Mithtation Measures 

See measures listed in the Surface Water Runoff/ 
Hydrology and Grading sections. 

Adverse Effects 

The proposed dev.elopment may result in exposure of project 
area residents to flood and drainage hazards. Implementation 
of the above mitigation measures will reduce existing and 
potential hydrological hazards to an acceptable level. 
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Cumulative Impacts 

The amount of impervious surface area will be increased, and 
drainage patterns will be altered. Together with the 
development of other vacant single-family lots in the area, this 
will increase the amount of runoff into the storm drain system. 

D. Plant Life 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

E. Animal Life 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

F. Noise 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

G. Light and Glare 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

H. Land Use 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

I . Natural Resources 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

J. Risk of Upset 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 
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K. Population 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

L. Housing 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

M. Right-of-Way and Access 

Environmental Setting 

The site has a sloping hillside topography. Primary local access to the 
site will be provided by Pullman Street and Lathrop Street. 
Huntington Drive (which runs both south and east of the project area) 
and Monterey Avenue (which runs both north and west of the project 
area) are the two major arterials that serve the project area. 

There are several dedicated "paper" streets which currently exist on 
the project site, including Glidden Drive, Ringgold Drive, Corona 
Drive and an alley. The applicant is seeking the elimination of this 
currently approved antiquated street system through a merger of these 
existing "paper" streets with the subdivision being proposed. This 
resubdivision of the property is requested in order to provide for a 
street system which meets today's standards for adequate access, 
street widths and engineering design. 

The "paper" streets of Pueblo Avenue, Drysdale Avenue and Corona 
Drive are adjacent to the project site. No action is requested for these 
streets. Pullman Avenue, also adjacent to the site, will be improved 
by the applicant to provide a second access for project residents and 
emergency vehicles. 

There are several major freeways which provide regional access to the 
project area. These freeways are: the Pasadena Freeway (State Route 
110) on the northern and western side of the project area; Interstate 
5, which runs southwest of the project area; and the Long Beach 
Freeway (State Route 710), which currently begins south of the 
project area. 
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Environmental Impacts 

Environmental lmpa~t 

The proposed project will result in the construction of Ringgold Drive 
and Corona Drive, which together will circle the project. Corona 
Drive is proposed to be realigned from an existing right-of-way which 
runs to the city limits of the City of South Pasadena. There is no 
connecting street at the City of South Pasadena to create a potential 
problem from this realignment. 

Two access points will be provided to the project in accordance with 
access requirements of the Los Angeles City Fire Department. 
Lathrop Street, on the eastern boundary of the project area, will be 
extended to Corona Drive. Pullman Street, on the western boundary 
of the project area, will be extended westerly from the project area to 
the intersection of Harriman Avenue, where the pavement currently 
ends. Roadways to be constructed as part of the project are shown in 
Figure 3. 

The City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation has 
determined that this project would have an insignificant 
environmental impact and therefore did not require a traffic study. 

M'' . M ttlgatloneasures 

All street alignments and grades shall be approved by the 
Department of Building and Safety and the Department of 
Public Works of the City of Los Angeles, and shall be improved 
in a manner satisfactory to the City Engineer; 

Dedication and improvement of Ringgold Drive and Corona 
Drive to Hillside Collector Street Standards ( 40-foot wide 
roadway in a 50-foot wide right-of-way). Unused existing right­
of-way within the site boundary should be vacated; 

Pullman Street shall be improved for two lanes of traffic 
between the proposed subdivision and Harriman Avenue to 
provide the main access to the site. Lathrop Street shall provide 
a secondary means of access. 

Adyerse Effects 

Street construction in a hillside area would result in a rearranged 
topography and might contribute to the instability of surface soil. 



' -I 

L 

~ -
l 

r 
1 -
j 

l 
! 
L 

l 
L 

Environmental Impacts 

Cumulative Impacts 

Completion of this project and related projects would increase traffic 
on area streets, but street improvements should provide better access 
and traffic flow. 

N. Transportation/Circulation 

Environmental Setting 

The proposed site is currently a vacant hillside parcel. As a result, 
there is no traffic generation at this time. The access routes to the 
site were discussed in the preceeding section of this report. 

The project area also falls within, and adjacent to, one of the three 
proposed corridors for the proposed Long Beach Freeway (Interstate 
Route 710). See Figures 8 and 9. 

Environmental Impact 

The proposed 24-unit development will generate a total of 240 trips 
per day ( 10 per day per single-family residence). It is also expected to 
generate 24 PM peak-hour trips (one per residence). These totals 
were calculated using Planning Department trip generation figures. 

It is anticipated that 60 percent of the generated trips (144 daily, 14 
peak) will enter and exit the subdivision from the west via Pullman 
Street. This is due to the western entrance's greater proximity to the 
regional transportation system and to centers of employment. 
Residents will be able to reach the Pasadena Freeway (Route 110) by 
taking Pullman Street to Collis Avenue, then going north to Avenue 
60 and west to the freeway. Residents will also be able to reach 
Huntington Drive by exiting the site on Pullman and turning left onto 
Collis. These westerly routes will place residents closer to Downtown 
Los Angeles and other centers of employment than would be possible 
by leaving the site via the Lathrop Street exit. 

It has been estimated that 75 percent of the vehicles leaving the site 
on Pullman will turn right on Collis Avenue in order to reach the 
Pasadena Freeway. This equates to 108 daily trips and 11 peak-hour 
trips. The remaining 36 daily and 3 peak-hour trips will turn left on 
Collis to reach Huntington Drive. 
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Environmental Impacts 

The remaining 40 percent of the total generated trips (96 daily, 10 
peak) are expected to leave the site via the Lathrop Street 
exit/ entrance, which provides easier access to Huntington Drive 
eastbound, the cities of South Pasadena and Alhambra, and the Long 
Beach and San Bernadino Freeways. 

Since Portola and Van Horne streets are cui-de-sacs at the South 
Pasadena border, all of the estimated trips will turn right when they 
reach these streets. Since there is a crossing in the median strip on 
Huntington Drive at Van Horne Street (allowing residents to go east 
and west on Huntington), it is anticipated that 80 percent of these 
trips (77 daily, 8 peak-hour) will drive on Lathrop Street to Van 
Horne before turning right. The other 20 percent (19 daily, 2 peak) 
will turn right on Portola Street. 

The project may also be impacted by the proposed extension of Route 
710 freeway. The Westerly corridor for this freeway passes through 
the project site, and would make it impossible to construct the 
subdivision as currently proposed. The California Transportation 
Commission, however, has stated a preference for the Meridian 
corridor alternative, which would parallel Meridian Avenue through 
the City of South Pasadena approximately 0.8 miles east of the project 
site. The California Transportation Commission is waiting for 
concurrence from the Federal Highway Administration on its 
preferred alternative. 

The location of the Westerly corridor of the Route 710 extension as 
it would relate to the project area is shown in Figure 9. 

If the proposed subdivision were constructed first and the State of 
California later decided to construct the Westerly alignment, the 
State would need to purchase the land on which these homes had just 
been built. The freeway would also cut through the center of the 
subdivision, creating major circulation problems and possibly 
requiring purchase of the remaining homes by the State. 

If any of the other alternative corridors were selected, double-paned 
glass would be installed to minimize the impact of the small increase 
in background noise levels. 

The Monterey Hills area, in which the project is located, has been 
identified during the Route 710 environmental studies as a potential 
site for the placement of excess excavated material and for the 
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Environmental Impacts 

construction of replacement dwelling units. The property could be 
used in this capacity for all of the freeway corridor alternatives. 

M'' ' M 1t1gattoneasures 

All street alignments and grades shall be approved by the 
Department of Building and Safety and the Department of 
Public Works of the City of Los Angeles, and shall be improved 
in a manner satisfactory to the City Engineer; 

Dedication and improvement of Ringgold Drive and Corona 
Drive to Hillside Collector Street Standards ( 40-foot wide 
roadway in a 50-foot wide right-of·way). Unused existing right­
of-way within the site boundary shall be vacated; 

Pullman Street provides the main access to the tract. It shall be 
improved for two lanes of traffic between the proposed 
subdivision and Harriman Avenue. Lathrop Street shall provide 
a second access. 

Project traffic generation is nominal. No mitigation measures 
are necessary to reduce traffic volumes. 

If the Westerly corridor of the Long Beach Freeway were 
selected, the project could not be built as proposed. If any of 
the other alternative corridors were selected, double-paned 
glass would be installed to minimize the impact of the small 
increase in background noise levels. 

Adverse Effects 

The project site could no longer be used for the placement of excess 
excavated material from Long Beach Freeway construction, nor could 
it be used for the construction of replacement dwelling units. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Depending on which which freeway alignment is selected, certain 
residential areas would need to be demolished to make way for the 
freeway. 
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0. Public Services 

1. fire Protection 

Environmental Setting 

Fire protection adequacy for a particular land use is 
determined by the amount of fire-flow, that is, by the quantity 
of water necessary for fire protection. According to the Fire 
Department, the required fire flow for this project is 2,000 
gallons per minute. 

Fire protection adequacy is also determined by the distance to 
the nearest fire station. The Fire Protection and Prevention 
Plan, a part of the General Plan, establishes that the first-due 
Engine Company should be within 1.5 miles of the project site, 
while the first-due Truck Company should be within 2 miles. 

The following fire stations serve the project site: 

Fire Station 12 (Task Force Station) 
5921 North Figueroa Street, 1.6 miles 

Fire Station 47 (Task Force Station) 
4575 Huntington Drive, 1.25 miles from the intersection 
of Pullman and Pueblo, and 1.43 miles from the farthest 
portion of the project site 

Fire Station 16 (Single Engine Station) 
2011 North Eastern Avenue, 2.5 miles 

The project is not located within a mountain fire district or a 
buffer zone. 

Environmental Impact 

Project implementation would increase the need for fire 
protection and emergency medical services in this area. 
However, adequate fire-flow is available to the site and a fire 
station is located within 1.43 miles in conformance with Fire 
Department standards for response time. A second fire station 
is only 1.6 miles from the project site. 
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Environmental Impacts 

According to the Fire Department, improvements to the water 
system may be required. However, since all houses would be 
less than 1.5 miles from the fire station based on the new street 
alignment, homes would not have to be sprinklered. 

Mitigation Measures 

Prior to any construction, plot plans and drawings shall 
be submitted for Fire Department approvals; 

The project shall comply with all applicable State and 
local codes and ordinances, and the guidelines found in 
the Fire Protection and Fire Prevention Plan, as well as 
the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of the 
General Plan of the City of Los Angeles; 

Access for fire apparatus and fire personnel to all 
structures shall be required; 

Fire lanes, where required, and dead-ending streets shall 
terminate in a cul-de-sac or other approved turning area. 
If dead-ending streets or fire lanes will be greater than 
700 feet in length, secondary access shall be provided; 

The project shall conform to the standard street 
dimensions shown on the Department of Public Works 
Standard Plan D-22549; 

Where access requires accomodation of Fire Department 
apparatus, minimum outside radius of the paved surface 
shall be 35 feet. An additional six feet of clear space 
shall be maintained beyond the outside radius to a 
vertical point 13 feet and 6 inches above the paved 
surface of the roadway; 

Residences shall be placed no further than 150 feet from 
fire-access roadways; 

Irrigated and managed greenbelts around the perimeter 
of all structures shall be considered as a buffer between 
the bush and the proposed project. The buffer shall be 
irrigated by a drip irrigation system, and all new 
landscaping shall use only fire-resistant plants and 
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Environmental Impacts 

materials; 

The brush in the area adjacent to the proposed 
development for a distance of 150 feet shall be cleared 
or thinned periodically under the supervision of the Los 
Angeles Fire Department in order to reduce the risk of 
brush fires spreading to the homes; 

There shall be at least two means of ingress and egress 
to the project site that will accomodate major fire 
apparatus and permit major evacuation during emergency 
situations; 

All necessary public and/ or private fire hydrants shall be 
provided to the satisfaction of the Fire Department; 

Private and/ or public roadways constructed as a part of 
the proposed project shall not exceed a 15 percent grade; 

The following additional measures shall also be included 
for dwellings constructed on the project site: boxed-in 
eaves, double-strength or wired glass, and non­
combustible roofs and exterior finishes . 

Adverse Effects 

Project development would expose residents to fire hazards. 
Implementation of the above mitigation measures would reduce 
the fire hazard. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative impact of the proposed and related projects in 
the area may result in the need for: 1) increased staffing for 
existing facilities; 2) additional fire protection facilities; 
and/ or 3) relocation of existing fire protection facilities . 
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2. Police Protection 

Environmental Setting 

The proposed residential project is in the Los Angeles Police 
Department's Hollenbeck Area Reporting District (RD) 409, 
which has an above average crime rate. The Hollenbeck Area 
has 202 sworn officers and the average response time is 7.9 
minutes (slightly above average). 

Environmental Impact 

The estimated 60 new residents for this project would likely 
have a minimal impact on police services. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following security measures are recommended by the Los 
Angeles Police Department for all residences: 

A tamper-resistant burglar alarm system; 

Visible and well-illuminated main entry doors; 

Solid-core main entry doors containing "peep-viewer" and 
dead-bolt locks. No glass shall be located within 40 
inches of any door. 

Sliding glass doors shall have a secondary locking system. 

Adverse Impacts 

No adverse impact is anticipated. However, implementation of 
the above mitigation measures will serve to reduce the need for 
police services and simultaneously protect private property. 

Cumulative Impacts 

This residential development will have a small, though 
cumulative, impact on the demand for police services. 
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3. Schools 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

4. Parks/Recreational Facilities 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

5. Libraries 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

P. Energy Conservation 

Environmental Setting 

Currently, no electrical energy or natural gas are consumed at the 
project site. 

The importance of energy conservation has been made clear to the 
public in recent years as a result of increases in the price of energy. 
There has been greater recognition that it is in the national interest 
to reduce dependence on foreign energy sources. There has also been 
increasing concern about the environmental impact of coal and 
nuclear sources on which the U.S. will depend to a large degree for 
expansion of generating capacity. 

Environmental Impact 

During site preparation, energy would be consumed through grading 
and construction activities. This energy consumption is indicated on 
Table 1. The removal of approximately 85,000 cubic yards of fill 
material from the project site and required grading is expected to 
require some 16 working weeks to complete. This will result in a total 
grading phase gasoline/ diesel consumption of 69,500 gallons. (See 
Table 1.) 
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TABLE 1 
CONSTRUCTION ENERGY CONSUMPTION 

Usage Factor, 
Grading Phase Usage Gai!Qo /unit 

• 

Tracklaying Tractor 80 days (640 hrs) 5 galjhour 
Wheeled Loader 80 days (640 hrs) 6 galjhour 
Large Scraper 60 days ( 480 hrs) 12 galjhour 
Haul Truck* 113,400 miles 2 mijgal 

TOTAL CONSUMPTION 

CQostructiQn Pbase 

Tracklaying Tractor 60 days ( 480 hrs) 5 galjhour 

Light Truck** 54,000 miles 8 mijgal 

Automobile*** 
162,000 miles 15 mijgal 

TOTAL CONSUMPTION 

TOTAL SITE DEVELOPMENT ENERGY CONSUMPTION 

Total Gas/Diesel 
ConsumptiQn. gal. 

3,200 

3,840 

5,760 

56,700 

69,500 

2,400 

6,750 

10,800 

89,450 

Assuming 5,670 trips carrying 15 cu.yds. at 20 miles per trip. 

*** 

Assuming a 90-day working day period for 30 trucks and an average trip 
length of 20 miles per day per truck. 
Assuming a 90-day working day period for 30 automobiles, each making 
3 worker trips per day with an average trip length of 20 miles. 

Source of consumption factors: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, .. Compilation of 
Air Pollutant Emission Factors", Third edition, 1977. 
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The estimated five pieces of construction equipment would consume 
approximately 9,150 gallons of diesel fuel during the construction 
period. Materials delivery and construction worker travel would 
consume an additional 10,800 gallons of gasoline and diesel fuel. 
Total construction phase energy consumption would therefore be 
19,950 gallons. Total site development energy consumption is 
estimated at 89,450 gallons. (See Table 1.) 

Once the subdivision is occupied, residents would consume additional 
energy. Based on an assumed travel volume of 10 trips per home X 10 
miles per trip, it is estimated that the project would generate 2,400 
vehicle miles of travel per day. Provided that resident vehicles get an 
average rate of 15 miles per gallon, this would result in a daily 
gasoline/diesel fuel consumption of 160 gallons. 

Table 2 shows that the anticipated annual electrical energy 
consumption for the project when completed would be 259,000 
kilowatt-hours. Table 2 also shows that the total anticipated annual 
electrical consumption for the proposed project and the four related 
projects identified in Section liB would be 1,457,000 kilowatt-hours. 

Table 3 indicates that the proposed project would also consume 
2,611,200 cubic feet of natural gas per year. When the four related 
projects are included, this total rises to 15,897,600 cubic feet per year. 

The growth anticipated as a result of this project is a small proportion 
of regional growth and does not represent a significantly different 
energy use compared to growth in other locations in the region. The 
impact of this growth increment on regional energy resources is 
therefore not expected to be significant. However, all excess energy 
use is of concern and mitigation measures should be considered to 
reduce energy consumption. 

Mitigation Measures 

Energy consumption can be reduced by the utilization of the following 
mitigation measures, which shall be instituted: 

Consultation with the Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power and the Southern California Gas Company to determine 
feasible energy conservation measures that could be 
incorporated into the design of the proposed project. 
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TABLE 2 
ELECTRICAL ENERGY USE FACTORS AND PROJECT ENERGY CONSUMPTION 

RELATED PROJECTS 

96 Apartment Units 

3 Single..family Units 

9 Condominium Units 

111 Apartment Units 

TOTAL RELATED PROJECTS 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

CUMULATIVE TOTAL 

Abbreviations: 

ANNUAL USE FACTOR TOTAL GENERATION 

(kwh I unit/yr) 

5,400/du 

10,800/du 

5,400/du 

5,400/du 

10,800/du 

du = 
kwh = 
mwh = 

dwelling unit 
Kilowatt-hours 
Megawatt-hours 

(mwhjyr) 

518 

32 

49 

599 

1,198 

259 

1,457 

Source of usage factors: The Arroyo Group, modified from the City of Los Angeles 
Environmental Impact Report Manual for Private Development Projects, 1978. 
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TABLE 3 
NATURAL GAS FACTORS AND PROJECT ENERGY CONSUMPTION 

RELATED PROJECTS ANNUAL USE FACTOR ANNUAL CONSUMPTION 

96 Apartment Units 

3 Single-Family Units 

9 Condominium Units 

111 Apartment Units 

TOTAL RELATED PROJECTS 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

CUMULATIVE TOTAL 

Abbreviations: 

(cfjunitjyr) 

60,000 

108,800 

60,000 

60,000 

108,800 

cf 
yr 

= 
= 

cubic feet 
year 

(cfjyr) 

5,760,000 

326,400 

540,000 

6,660,000 

13,286,400 

2,611,200 

15,897,600 

Source of usage factors: The Arroyo Group, modified from the City of Los Angeles 
Environmental Impact Report Manual for Private Development Projects, 1978. 
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Compliance with Title 24, established by the California Energy 
Commission regarding energy conservation standards. The 
standards relate to insulation requirements, use of caulking, 
double-glazed windows and weather stripping. Title 24 requires 
certain levels of energy conservation performance achieved at 
a minimum through certain prescriptive and/ or performance 
measures. Possible measures should include, but are not 
limited to thermal insulation that meets or exceeds standards 
established by the State of California and Department of 
Building and Safety, and tinted or solar reflective glass on west­
facing exposures. 

The developer shall also: 

Use flourescent lighting where appropriate; 

Use natural gas for heating and cooking; 

Use solar energy to assist in hot water heating; 

Install attic fans or other devices to reduce attic temperatures; 

Install thermal insulation in walls and ceilings which meets or 
exceeds State and City standards; 

Use tinted or solar glass on appropriate exposures; 

Use double-paned glass on all windows; 

Plant deciduous trees to permit sunlight in the winter and 
provide shade in the summer; 

Insulate hot water pipes and ducts; 

Orient buildings so that window walls are not south facing. 

Adverse Effects 

Project implementation will result in an increase in energy 
consumption. Mitigation measures such as those identified above 
would reduce project consumption of energy and help reduce impacts 
associated with the depletion of non-renewable resources. 
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Cumulative Impact 

As discussed in Section II B, there are several other projects which 
are proposed or which have been developed on vacant parcels within 
the project vicinity. These projects will also consume energy in the 
form of electricity, natural gas and gasoline/diesel fuel. Tables 2 and 
3 present the estimated annual electrical energy and natural gas 
consumption by these other projects and the proposed project. The 
cumulative effect of the related projects would be an increase in the 
usage of fuel from non-renewable sources. 

Q. Water Conservation 

Snvironmental Setting 

The project site is currently vacant. An existing 6-inch water line 
under Lathrop Street will serve the project area. Water service to the 
area is provided by the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power. 

The City of Los Angeles is currently subject to a mandatory water 
conservation program (Ordinance No. 163,532). This program was 
developed as a result of recent drought conditions as well as capacity 
problems with the City's sewage treatment system. Specific 
requirements of the program include the retrofitting of existing 
industrial, commercial and multi-family residential structures with 
low-flow showerheads and toilet tank conservation devices. 

Similar water-conserving devices are required to be installed in all 
single-family homes. These structures cannot be sold until they have 
been inspected by certified installers to determine compliance. The 
program also requires residents to repair leaking faucets and toilets 
and to voluntarily reduce water consumption by 10 percent. The 
hosing of sidewalks and driveways by residents is prohibited. The 
program requires a substantial reduction in the amount of water used 
for landscaping purposes through the planting of drought-tolerant 
species and the installation of water conserving devices on all large 
turf areas. The use of recycled water for irrigation purposes is being 
explored, and recycled water for dust emission control during the 
grading and construction phases of the project is also available from 
the Department of Water and Power. 
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Environmental Impact 

The proposed project of 24 single-family residences would consume 
an estimated 8,640 gallons of water per day. The existing six-inch line 
along Lathrop Street can accommodate the anticipated domestic 
water requirements for the proposed project. 

Although the proposed project represents increased water 
consumption, the following mitigation measures shall serve to reduce 
the environmental impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

The applicant shall incorporate water-saving designs and techniques 
into the design of the proposed project as required by City of Los 
Angeles Ordinance No. 163,532. Water conservation measures 
described in the Ordinance include, but are not limited to, the 
installation of low-flow shower heads and toilet tank conservation 
devices. 

The applicant shall also comply with the City of Los Angeles xeriscape 
ordinance to further reduce water consumption, as well as the Sewer 
Allocation Ordinance (No. 165,615). 

Adverse· Effects 

The estimated use of 8,640 gallons per day represents an adverse 
impact. The adverse impacts of water consumption by this project 
shall be mitigated through the implementation of the recommended 
mitigation measures . 

Cumulative Impacts 

Related projects are estimated to consume 48,600 gallons of water per 
day, as shown in Table 4. The proposed and related projects are 
estimated to consume a total of 57,240 gallons of water per day. 
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96 Apartment Units 

3 Single-Family Units 

9 Condominium Units 

111 Apartment Units 

TOTAL RELATED PROJECTS 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

CUMULATIVE TOTAL 

TABLE 4 
WATER CONSUMPTION 

CONSUMPTION RATE 

220 galjunit 

360 galjunit 

220 galjunit 

220 gal/unit 

360 galj unit 

Environment a/Impacts 

TOTAL CONSUMPTION 

(gallons/day) 

21,120 

1,080 

1,980 

24,420 

48,600 

8,640 

57,240 

NOTE: Consumption rates assume an average of two bedrooms per unit 
and a worst-case consumption rate of 110 percent of sewage generation. 

Source of generation factors: City of Los Angeles , Wastewater Program Management 
Sewer Facilities Charge Guide and Generation Rates, August 1988. 

- 71-



' . 

' . 

f . 

L 

! . 

' ' -l . 

I . 

! 

I 
L 

Environmental Impacts 

R. Sanitar.y Sewers 

Environmental Setting 

The project site is vacant and currently generates no sewage. An 
eight-inch sewage pipe line located in the center line of Lathrop 
Street serves the area in which the proposed project is located. 

Wastewater from the site is currently treated at the Hyperion 
Treatment Plant (HTP) located in Playa Del Rey, directly west of the 
Los Angeles International Airport. The HTP treats wastewater from 
virtually the entire City of Los Angeles as well as seven contract cities 
including Santa Monica, Beverly Hills, Burbank, Culver City, El 
Segundo, Glendale and San Fernando. Portions of Los Angeles 
County and 29 contract agencies are also served by HTP. 

The HTP currently has a nominal capacity of 420 MOD (million 
gallons per day). All flows receive primary treatment and 100 MOD 
receives secondary treatment through the activated sludge process. 
The treated liquids (effluent) from the. primary and secondary 
processes are mixed together and discharged into the ocean through 
two outfalls into Santa Monica Bay. The solids (sludge) captured by 
the primary and secondary processes are biologically digested, and 
since December 31, 1987 the sludge has been dewatered and 
processed to recover energy, hauled to a sanitary landfill, used for soil 
amendment purposes, or chemically modified to produce a soil-like 
material used for landfill cover. The digestion process produces 
methane gas used to power electrical generator and air compressor 
equipment at the plant. 

Within the past four years the available surplus capacity at HTP has 
been significantly reduced due to increased development in the City 
of Los Angeles. It was anticipated that the Hyperion Treatment Plant 
would reach capacity in another four years, assuming that growth 
continued at the rate it had in past years. 

The City of Los Angeles responded to the sewage capacity problem by 
limiting growth in the system from projects in the City to five MOD. 
Effective May 12, 1988, the City Council's adopted an interim 
ordinance which temporarily limited the future issuance of sewer 
connection permits, and hence building permits in the Hyperion 
Service Area of the City of Los Angeles. This interim ordinance was 
extended 180 days to July 27, 1989, and a new interim ordinance (No. 
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164,964) providing the same regulation until treatment plant facilities 
are upgraded was adopted on June 16, 1989. This ordinance was in 
place for 180 days from the effective date, at which time the City 
Council extended the ordinance for an additional 90 days. The City 
Council then adopted Ordinance No. 165,615, which extended the 
limitation to July 17, 1990. 

Ordinance 165,615 limits available sewerage in the City of Los 
Angeles to a monthly allotment of 416,667 gallons per day. Five 
percent of the total monthly allotment can be utilized for priority 
projects approved by the City Council. Of the remaining 95 percent, 
approximately 65 percent of the monthly allotment is for use by 
residential projects and 35 percent is for use by all other non­
residential projects. Priority is given for low and moderate income 
housing, shelters for the homeless and other special residential 
projects. 

Under the ordinance, sewer availability for individual projects is 
determined on a first come-first served basis, unless the project is 
otherwise exempted or prioritized by the ordinance. The Department 
of Public Works will determine if sewer capacity is available during 
the plan check phase of a project. If capacity is available and the 
applicable sewer fees have been paid, the Department of Building and 
Safety will process the applicant's building permit. If sewer capacity 
is not available, the applicant is placed on a waiting list for the next 
available allotment. A building permit will not be issued until sewer 
capacity is available and applicable fees have been paid. 

A second ordinance was also adopted that would place restrictions on 
other contract cities and agencies that utilize the HTP. It is 
anticipated that these ordinances will remain in effect until the 
TWRP improvements are operational in 1992, at which time sufficient 
capacity could be provided. 

Many projects are underway at HTP to provide a significant 
improvement in the quality of discharges into Santa Monica Bay. 
Recently completed and in the start-up/operational stages as of late 
1987 is the Hyperion Energy Recovery System (HERS). HERS was 
designed to stop the discharging of sludge into Santa Monica Bay. By 
the HERS process, the sludge is dehydrated and combusted into ash 
which is then trucked off-site for reuse as a copperflux replacement. 
One important usable by-product of the HERS process is steam which 
is harnessed to generate additional electricity for the plant. 
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Environmental Impacts 

The next major series of projects at HTP will provide full secondary 
treatment by December 31, 1998. Accomplishing full secondary 
treatment requires new facilities, refurbishing or modernizing others, 
as well as removing and replacing a number of facilities that have 
exceeded their useful life. When the projects become operational, 
only secondary effluent will continue to be discharged into the ocean. 
Although other uses might be available for the effluent, it is likely 
that ocean discharge will continue via the two outfalls. 

Other improvement projects now in the planning, design or 
construction stage are being implemented within the Hyperion 
Treatment System. These improvements include additions, repairs, 
and replacements of sewer lines and pumping stations that make up 
a large part of the collection system. The improvement projects are 
being implemented to mitigate the impacts from new development and 
the additional wastewater generation in order to prevent overflows 
and reliably transport wastewater to the treatment plants. 

Environmental Impact 

This 24-unit single-family residential development is estimated to 
generate 7,920 gallons of sewage per day (330 gallons per dwelling per 
day). Project sewage generation would represent .0018% of the 440 
million gallons per day currently carried by the HTP system, and 
.0198% of the remaining system capacity of 40 million gallons per day. 

According to the City's Bureau of Engineering the existing eight-inch 
sewer line on Lathrop Street has adequate capacity to service the 
proposed project. This sewer has a high flow capacity due to the 10 
percent slope in the line as it travels east to Portola Street. Moreover, 
all of the sewers in this neighborhood of the city have low flow 
characteristics since the sewage system begins at the South Pasadena 
municipal border, just to the north of the project site and the 
surrounding area. 

The Bureau of Engineering has not conducted any measurements of 
the sewage flows in the immediate vicinity of the project. Engineering 
staff indicated that this is not necessary due to the residential nature 
of the area, the proximity of the South Pasadena border, and the size 
of the lines in the neighborhood. 
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Environmental Impacts 

The Lathrop Street sewer flows east to Van Horne Avenue, then 
proceeds south to Huntington Drive. There the sewer flows southwest 
to Eastern Avenue, where the size increases to 10 inches. It goes 
south on Eastern to Lombardy Blvd., where the sewer's dimension 
increases to 15 inches. It then continues southwest under Eastern 
Avenue to Klamath. Here the sewer's size rises to 18 inches. 

The closest gauging station to the project site is at Eastern Avenue 
and Klamath Place. At this location the sewer has a design capacity 
of 3.65 cubic feet per second (cfs). The current flow is 2.1 cfs. It 
should be noted that by this point the sewer collects sewage from the 
entire eastern portion of the Monterey Hills and much of El Sereno 
as well. 

New development and growth in the HTP service area is constrained 
by existing sewage treatment capacity limits. Eventually, treatment 
capacity for future growth within the areas served by the HTP system 
will be provided through construction of additional facilities at other 
locations. Nevertheless, the impact of any sewage generation increase 
within the system may be considered adverse because of the ongoing 
plans to redesign the HTP system and the concurrent reduction in 
available sewage treatment capacity. 

Mitigation Measures 

The applicant shall comply with the provisions of Ordinance 
No. 166,060 regarding sewer capacity allotment in the City of 
Los Angeles. 

The applicant shall incorporate water conservation measures 
required by City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 163,532 into the 
proposed project. 

Adverse Effe~ts 

The proposed project would add 7,920 net gallons of sewage per day 
to the HTP catchment area. The impact of any sewage generation 
increase within the system may be considered adverse until the new 
sewage treatment plant comes on-line in 1992. These impacts will be 
partially mitigated by the implementation of the recommended 
mitigation measures. 
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RELATED PROJECTS 

96 Apartment Units 

3 Single-Family Units 

9 Condominium Units 

111 Apartment Units 

TOTAL RELATED PROJECTS 

PROPOSED PROJECT 

CUMULATIVE TOTAL 

TABLE 5 
SEWAGE GENERATION .. 

GENERATION RATE 

200 gal/ unit 

330 galj unit 

200 gal/ unit 

200 galjunit 

330 gal/ unit 

Environmental Impacts 

TOTAL GENERATION 

(gallons/day) 

19,200 

990 

1,800 

22,200 

44,190 

7,920 

52,110 

t . NOTE: Generation rates assume an average of two bedrooms per unit. 

I -

i 
t . Source of generation factors: City of Los Angeles , Wastewater Program Management 

{ . 

I 
I ' 

f 
L. 

Sewer Facilities Charge Guide and Generation Rates, August 1988. 
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Cumulative Impact 

Related projects are estimated to generate 44,190 additional gallons 
of sewage per day, as shown in Table 5. This related project sewage 
generation would account for .0132 percent of the daily sewage flow 
currently carried by the HTP System and .145 percent of the 
remaining system capacity. 

Until additional treatment facilities become available, sewage 
generated by any new project~-including the related and proposed 
projects--can be considered cumulatively adverse. 

S. Safety 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

T. Aesthetics/View 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

U. Cultural Resources 

1. Archaeological 

Environmental Setting 

A records search of archaeological resources was completed in 
December of 1984 by the Institute of Archaeology at the 
University of California in Los Angeles. (A copy of this records 
search is available for review in Room 655 of the Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning in City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street.) 

Nearly the entire project area has been surveyed. One survey 
included the northeast section of the project area and was 
completed in 1974. A 1983 survey covered the entire southwest 
portion of the project and included the 1974 area as well. 
Neither survey discovered any indication that archaeological 
sites exist on the project site. Nearby surveys have also failed 
to locate archaeological sites in the vicinity. The nearest 
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2. 

3. 

Environmental Impacts 

recorded sites to the project area are in downtown Los Angeles, 
about five and one~half miles from the project area. 

Environmental Impact 

Because the project site has been surveyed for archaeological 
sites, and nearby surveys have also failed to locate 
archaeological sites in the area, the probability that grading 
will unearth items of archaeological interest is small. 

Mitigation Measures 

If evidence of archaeological resources is encountered during 
project grading, all earth moving activities in the vicinity of 
such finds shall cease, the City shall be notified and a qualified 
archaeologist shall be consulted to as~ess the significance of the 
the finds and to recommend appropriate mitigation measures. 

A Native American observer shall be present during the grading 
phase of the project. According to the Public Resources Code 
(Section 5097.94(k)), the Native American Heritage 
Commission has the responsibility to protect cemetery and 
other burial sites. The Commission shall expedite the 
preservation and protection of any remains. 

Adverse Effects 

None are anticipated. 

Cumulative Impacts 

None are anticipated. 

Paleontological 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 

Historical 

Determined not significant by Initial Study. 
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Long-Term Implications of the Proposed Project 

V. LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

A. Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of Man~s 
Environment and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long­
Term Productivity 

B. 

The project site is located within an intensely urbanized zone which 
has been part of the Los Angeles metropolitan area for many decades. 
As a result, the environment of this site and its environs has been 
extensively altered. No additional change is expected as a 
consequence of this development as relates to native species or plants 
which may have existed in the past. The project, however, would 
involve a long-term loss of vacant open space land. 

This 15.7 gross acre site is too small to support a unique environment. 
Therefore, retention of the site as open space would not result in the 
enhancement of the surrounding environment's long-term 
productivity. 

Irreversible Environmental Changes Which Would Be Involved in 
the Proposed Action Should It Be Implemented 

Some non-renewable resources would be irreversibly committed in the 
construction and operation of the proposed project. Resources 
committed during project construction would include materials and 
fossil fuels consumed during construction. Commitment of resources 
during operation of the project would include electric power and 
natural gas used to operate the residences and a commitment of the 
project area to residential uses. Grading of the previously little 
modified site would be an irreversible environmental change to the 
topography. 

Commitment of the project site to residential uses would likely 
restrict future generations to the same use for the life of the project, 
or approximately 40 to 50 years. 
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Growth-Inducing Impact of the Proposed Project 

VI. GROWTH-INDUCINQ IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

A. How Project Could Foster Growth 

B. 

This project would have a direct impact on population growth by 
providing additional residential units on the project site. A total of 
24 residential units might be constructed, with an estimated 60 people 
ultimately living on the project site. 

The construction of Pullman Street would eliminate an obstacle to 
development of adjacent parcels. As can be seen on the radius map 
(Figure 5), a number of existing "paper" lots, which are undevelopable 
today because of terrain limitations, are potentially served by Pullman 
Street. As can be seen on the project Vicinity Map (Figure 2), the 
proposed project represents approximately 20 percent of the currently 
undeveloped land area between Collis Avenue, Van Horne Avenue, 
Huntington Drive and the City of South Pasadena. The number of 
dwelling units which might ultimately be constructed in this area 
depends on the zoning in place when these units are built. 

Cumulative Impacts of Related Projects 

Construction of the four related projects would have cumulative 
impacts in a number of areas. Population would increase, resulting in 
a rise in water and energy consumption. There would also be an 
increase in sewage generation, as well as growth in air pollution and 
traffic volumes. The demand for public services would be affected too. 
Quantitative measurement of many of these impacts is discussed 
under the individual impact sections of this report. 
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Mitigation Monitoring Program Overview 

VII. MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM OVBR¥IEW 

Effective January 1, 1989, the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) was amended to add Section 21081.6, implementing 
Assembly Bill (AB) 3180. 

As part of CEQA (state-mandated) environmental review procedures, 
AB 3180 requires a public agency to adopt a monitoring and reporting 
program for assessing and ensuring the efficacy of any required 
mitigation measures applied to proposed developments. As stated in 
Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code, 

". . . the public agency shall adopt a reporting or 
monitoring program for the changes to the project which 
it has adopted, or made a condition of project approval, 
in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the 
environment." 

AB 3180 provides general guidelines for implementing monitoring and 
reporting programs. Specific reporting and/or monitoring require­
ments, to be enforced during project implementation, shall be defined 
prior to final approval of the project proposal by the responsible 
decision maker(s). In response to established CEQA requirements 
and those of AB 3180 (Public Resouces Code Section 21000 et seq.), 
the proposed mitigation monitoring program shall be submitted to the 
Planning Department for consideration prior to completion of the 
environmental review process to _ enable the · decision-maker's 
appropriate response to the proposals. 

The proposed program should be included in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (DEIR) to allow public circulation of the proposal. A 
mitigation monitoring program must be provided in the Final EIR. 

The proposed monitoring program for the Pueblo Avenue Subdivision 
is included as Section XIII: Appendix B of this Environmental Impact 
Report. Specific elements of the program are defined within the 
appendix. 

In addition, pursuant to Section 21081(a) of the Public Resources 
Code, findings must be adopted by the decision maker coincidental to 
certification of the Environmental Impact Report. The following 
language shall be incorporated as part of the decision-maker's 
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Mitigation Monitoring Program Overview 

Findings of Fact in response to AB 3180, and in compliance with 
requirements of the Public Resources Code: 

"In accordance with Section requirements of Section 21081(a) and 
21081.6 of the Public Resouce Code, the Advisory Agency has made 
the following additional findings: 

a) That a mitigation reporting and monitoring program shall be 
implemented as specified in the final decision relative to the 
subject project; 

b) That through covenant and agreement, prior to the recordation 
of the final map, certificate of occupancy, and/or building 
permit, the applicant shall identify an appropriate licensed 
professional to provide certification that compliance with the 
required mitigation measures has been effected; 

c) Site plans and/ or building plans, submitted for approval by the 
responsible monitoring agency, have included required 
mitigation measures/ conditions; and, 

d) That an accountable enforcement agency and monitoring 
agency shall be identified for mitigation measures/ conditions 
adopted as part of the decision-maker's final determination 
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Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

VIII. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Four alternatives to the proposed project were studied. They include the no· 
project alternative, a reduction in the intensity of the proposed 
development, a change in land use, and an alternate site for the project. 
There is a discussion of the environmentally superior alternative after these 
four alternatives have been described. 

A. No Project 

Under the no-project alternative, the proposed project would not be 
implemented and the 15.7 gross acre site would be allowed to remain 
in its present condition. 

Earth··Grading 

The site would remain in its natural state and the topography 
would not be altered. There would be no grading under the no­
project alternative. The one existing area of unstable fill would 
remain. 

Earth--Geologic Hazards and Seismicity 

There would be no change in the existence or visibility of the 
faults on the site. 

Surface Water Runoff/Hydrology 

Current natural water flows would remain. There would be no 
change to the ridge line, and therefore no modification in the 
relative flows on each side of the trending ridge. 

Flood Hazard 

Existing flood hazards to the surrounding areas would continue 
unabated by the construction of streets and channeling of flows 
into the City's storm drain system. 

Right-of-Way and Access 

The substandard "paper" streets on the project site would 
continue to exist. Pullman Street would not be extended, 
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Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

denying a second means of access for fire vehicles to those 
areas east or west of the site. 

Transportation and Circulation 

There would be no traffic generation from the still-vacant site. 

Public Services--Fire Protection 

Since there would be no development on the site, there would 
be no demand for fire protection services. 

Public Services--Police Protection 

The still-vacant site would not generate a demand for police 
protection services. 

Energy ConservatiQn 

There would be no demand for energy under the no-project 
alternative. 

Water CQnservation 

There would be no demand for water under this alternative, 
either. 

· Sanitary Sewers 

No sewage would be generated on the still-vacant site. 

ArchaeQlQgical 

The site would remain unaffected by development. The remote 
possibility that archaeological artifacts might be disturbed by 
grading operations would therefore be eliminated. 

Other ConsideratiQns 

Under this alternative, opportunities for short-term 
construction employment, an expanded housing stock and an 
increased tax base would be lost. Further, the option to develop 
the site at a later date under the site's existing or planned 
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Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

zoning would remain open and unaffected. Given the site's 
value, location and proximity to utilities and services, plus the 
areawide demand for housing, proposals to develop the site 
would likely arise in the future. 

B. Reduction in Intensity of Project Development 

A total of 18 lots would be developed under this alternative, 
compared to 24 under the proposed project. 

An alternate grading plan which would reduce net export of soil from 
the site from approximately 85,000 cubic yards to 35,000 cubic yards 
is illustrated in Figure 10. Under this alternative, Ringgold Drive 
would not make a continuous loop from Corona Drive at the north 
end of the site back to Corona Drive on the southeast, but would 
instead follow the right·of-way of Glidden Drive to the southern tip 
of the site. 

Ridge line pad heights would be somewhat higher for this alternative 
(760-765 feet) than under the proposed project (758-760 feet). 
Retaining walls would be used to allow additional fill to be retained 
on the site. Retaining walls would be constructed at the intersection 
of Lathrop Street and Corona Drive (as high as 35-40 feet) and at the 
north end of the project site along Ringgold Drive (15-20 feet). Pads 
would be significantly larger than under the proposed project. Fill 
slopes would be similar to those of the proposed project, but 
modification of the peak at the south end of the site would be 
reduced. 

Because of the steep slopes on the project site, the applicant's 
engineer determined that a balanced cut/fill grading plan for the site 
could not be implemented. In order to maintain the City-required 
street gradients, the height of the ridge lines must be reduced, 
resulting in net export of fill from the project site. 

Earth--Grading 

Grading impacts would be substantially reduced by the 
alternate road alignment shown in the alternate grading plan in 
Figure 10. The net export of soil from the site would be 
reduced from approximately 85,000 cubic yards to 35,000 cubic 
yards. Grading would still occur over 70 percent of the site. 
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Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Earth--Geologic Hazards and Seismicity 

Surface evidence of the two faults on the site would be 
eliminated. However, since these faults have not moved for at 
least 11,000 to 15,000 years, this is not considered to have any 
significance. 

Surface Water Runoff/Hydrology 

Under the alternate grading plan, Ringgold Drive would be 
constructed east of the location shown on the site plan for the 
proposed project. This more closely corresponds to the existing 
ridge line for the north-south trending ridge on the site. As a 
result, the hydrological characteristics of the site under this 
alternative approximate the existing conditions on the site. 

For example, the eastern tributary area would remain around 
9.0 acres, while the western tributary area would contain the 
remaining 6.7 acres on the site. There would be a modest 
increase in the amount of surface water leaving the site due to 
the rise in impervious surface area resulting from construction 
of the project's streets. This increase, however, would be less 
than that caused by the proposed project. 

Elood Hazard 

Existing flood hazards to the surrounding areas would be 
reduced due to construction of the proposed streets and the 
channeling of flood waters into the City's storm drain system. 

Right-of-Way and Access 

This alternative would result in the construction of fewer 
streets within the project site. Instead of Ringgold Drive being 
a circular street connecting with Corona Drive at two points, 
there would only be one point of intersection in the northern 
portion of the site. A cul-de-sac called Glidden Drive would be 
constructed in the southern part of the site, following largely 
the right-of-way of the existing "paper" street with this name. 
Street widths would remain the same. 

The site would continue to have two points of access--at 
Pullman Street on the west and Lathrop Street on the east. 
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Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

TransportatiQn and Circulation 

Since traffic generation is directly proportional to the number 
of single-family residences, total traffic generation would 
decrease by 25 percent--from 240 trips per day to 180 trips. All 
trip destination and turn characteristics would remain the same. 
Therefore, the actual number of vehicles leaving/ entering by 
each point of access and their turn movements would be 25 
percent below that of the proposed 24-unit development. 

Public Services--Fire Protection 

Demand for fire protection services would similarly be reduced 
by 25 percent. Fire flow requirements would remain the same. 

Public Services--PQlice Protection 

Demand for police protection services would decline by 25 
percent. 

Energy Conservation 

Energy consumption would decline due to the reduced amount 
of grading during project construction and the 25 percent 
reduction in residential units to be developed . 

Anticipated fuel consumption during the grading phase of the 
project would drop 58 percent due to the reduction in the net 
export of soil from 85,000 cubic yards to 35,000 cubic yards. 
There would be a 25% reduction of the anticipated fuel 
consumption in the construction phase of the project because 
of the reduction of the number of the dwelling units from 24 to 
18. 

There would also be a 25 percent reduction in the anticipated 
electricity and natural gas consumption of the project when 
completed because of the reduction of the number of dwelling 
units. Electrical demand would drop to 194 mwh/yr, while 
natural gas consumption would decline to 1,958,400 cf/yr. 
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Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Water Conservation 

Water consumption would diminish 25% to 6,480 gallons per 
day. 

Sanitary Sewers 

Sewage generation would similarly drop to 5,940 gallons per 
day. 

Archaeological 

Archaeological surveys indicate that the probability of finding 
remains or artifacts on the site is remote. However, as with the 
proposed project, an observer would be retained to assure that 
there was no dislocation of archaeological objects. 

Change in Land Use 

Under this alternative the subject property would be acquired for 
public use and allowed to remain substantially in its natural state. A 
primary advantage would be the provision of more accessible open 
space to the surrounding urban population and the avoidance of 
virtually all impacts projected to occur from the proposed project. 
Open space and/or recreation uses are the only other potential uses 
of the project site that would be compatible with surrounding land 
uses. 

Earth --Grading 

Except for limited parking and/ or picnic areas, the site would 
remain in its natural state and the topography would not be 
altered. The one existing area of unstable fill would remain. 

Earth--Geologic Hazards and Seismicity 

There would be no change in the existence or visibility of the 
faults on the site. 
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Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Surface Water Runoff/Hydrology 

Current natural water flows would remain. There would be no 
change to the ridge line, and therefore no modification in the 
relative flows on each side of the trending ridge. 

Flood Hazard 

Existing flood hazards to the surrounding areas would continue 
unabated by the construction of streets and channeling of flows 
into the City's storm drain system. 

Right-of-Way and Access 

The substandard "paper" streets on the project site would be 
eliminated when the site was converted to a park. Pullman 
Street would not be extended, denying a second means of access 
for fire vehicles to those areas east or west of the site. 

Pedestrian access through the site could be provided, however, 
through a series of nature trails. 

Transportation and Circulation 

The site would become a popular recreational destination, 
especially on weekends. This would create increased traffic 
flows on Lathrop Street--the only feasible means of vehicular 
access to the park. The precise volume of traffic would depend 
on the amenities provided. 

Public Services--Fire Protection 

Since there would be virtually no development on the site, there 
would be fewer demands for fire protection services than with 
the proposed project. However, visitors could build bonfires or 
improperly extinguish barbeques, leading to conflagrations on 
the hillsides of the site. 

Public Services--Police Protection 

The public park would likely create even more demand for 
police services than the proposed subdivision--especially on 
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Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

weekends and holidays. Again, service requirements would 
depend on the amenities provided. 

Energy Conservation 

Except for possible lighting of parking lots, there would be no 
demand for energy under this alternative. 

Water Conservation 

Except for possible drinking fountains and restrooms, there 
would be no demand for water under this alternative. 

Sanitary Sewers 

Unless restrooms were provided in the park, there would be no 
sewage generation on this nearly vacant site. 

Archaeological 

The site would remain largely unaffected by development. The 
remote possibility that archaeological artifacts might be 
disturbed by grading operations would therefore be eliminated. 

Alternate Site 

The alternate site for the proposed subdivision is located at 6200 
Pinecrest Drive, approximately 0.8 miles west of the Lathrop Street 
site in the Monterey Hills. This location is indicated on Figure 11. 

This alternate site has a total of 18.5 net acres, located east and south 
of Pinecrest Drive and west of Oak Hill Avenue. The southern 
property line of this site is the northern boundary of properties 
fronting onto the north side of Avenue 60. The western and northern 
property line of the parcel is one block east and south of Monterey 
Road, respectively. The site is zoned R1-1 and has a Community Plan 
designation of Low Density Residential. It is located in Council 
District 14. 

This site is 2.8 net acres larger than the Lathrop Street site, and at 
one time had been approved for subdivision and the construction of 
81 single-family residences. However, due to financing difficulties, the 
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Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

project was never completed and the permit for the construction 
expired. 

It should also be noted that this alternate site is currently not owned 
by Greenhills Investment, nor is it available for purchase at this time. 

Earth--Grading 

Grading of the alternate site could be problematical. In a 
report included in the file for the previously approved 
subdivision the Los Angeles Grading Division indicated that the 
site is located "in a steep hillside terrain underlain by 
complicated geological formations which will present unusual 
grading and drainage problems." The report also noted that 
landslide masses in the immediate area are "considered to be 
active." 

Another complication is that four independently-owned parcels 
exist in the center of the alternate site. This creates potential 
negative ramifications, since necessary grading would raise the 
finished grade of the land surrounding these parcels, resulting 
in flooding and possible mudslides. 

Earth--Geologic Hazards and Seismicity 

As indicated in the previous section, the site has proven 
geological hazards. There have been several mud slides on the 
alternate site. This has required the city to send work crews to 
the site to clear Pinecrest Drive for traffic circulation. 

Underlying soils in the immediate environs of this project have 
also been shown to be unstable. 

Surface Water Runoff/Hydrology 

The alternate site has deficiencies in drainage and ground 
stability. The site is located just north of the Community 
Revelopment Agency's Monterey Hills project, where drainage 
problems and soil instability led to multi-million dollar lawsuits 
and hardships for residents. While part of the problems in the 
redevelopment project were caused by poor engineering and 
construction practices, hydrological problems also played a 
major role. 

- 93-



( . 

! 
I . 

I ' 

t. 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

flood Hazard 

Flood hazards would increase dramatically for the four isolated 
parcels located inside the boundaries of the alternate site. The 
exact extent of post-development flood hazards would depend 
on the approved street layout and the extent of required off-site 
improvements. 

Right-of-Way and Access 

The Pinecrest Drive site have the advantage of being closer to 
the Pasadena Freeway, which serves as the regional 
transportation link for this section of the city. It is also closer 
to a major arterial street. The alternate site is 0.1 miles east of 
Monterey Road, while the Lathrop Street site is 0.6 miles north 
of Huntington Drive. This proximity to the highway network 
would minimize the transportation impact on local streets in 
the areas surrounding these sites. There is also bus service on 
Monterey Road (Line 256) and on Huntington Drive (Line 48). 

However, most of the streets in the area of the alternate site 
are substandard in width. The principal access road to the site 
(Pinecrest Drive) is a narrow road with only 20 feet of 
pavement from curb-to-curb. It therefore is unable to handle 
the increased traffic that the development would bring. 

Although there is a 40 foot right-of-way on this street, buildings 
have been constructed right up to the property lines, making 
widening of this roadway problematical and environmentally 
negative. Pinecrest can therefore only be widened within the 
limits of the subdivision. However, since the street has been 
built into the slope of the hillside, widening it would mean 
cutting even more deeply into the hill--producing additional 
land slippage. 

The other access roads to the subdivision are just as bad. 
Lomitas between Pinecrest and Monterey is also only 20 feet 
curb-to-curb, with shallow setbacks and slopes ranging up to 20 
percent. Oak Hill is even narrower, with portions only 15 feet 
in width. Grades have been estimated at 15 to 18 percent. 
There is also a blind curve, which could cause serious safety 
problems and perils to children, pedestrians and bicyclists. The 
intersection of Oak Hill and Avenue 60 is virtually a blind 
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Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

corner, producing additional safety problems. 

Transportation aod Circulation 

Since the development would have 24 units in both locations, 
the traffic generation would be the same (240 trips per day). 

However, due to the alterate site's proximity to the Pasadena 
Freeway and Monterey Road, traffic flows from the site would 
be more unbalanced than with the proposed site. Some 90 
percent of the generated traffic would be expected to exit to the 
west of the site. Seventy percent of this traffic would travel 
south on Pinecrest Drive to Avenue 60, then continue on this 
avenue until reaching Monterey Road southbound or the 
Pasadena Freeway. The remaining 30 percent of this traffic 
would travel north on Pinecrest and Lomitas in a "shortcut" 
through a residential neighborhood to reach Monterey Road 
northbound. Only 10 percent of total traffic would exist to the 
east of the site, which accesses a low-density area residential 
area of adjoining South Pasadena. 

Public Services--Fire Protection 

Since the development would have 24 units in both locations, 
demands for fire protection would be the same. There is a fire 
station located 1.0 mile west of the alternate site near the 
intersection of Figueroa Street and Avenue 59. This distance is 
measured from the furthest point in the alternate subdivision. 

Public Services--Police Protection 

Since the development would have 24 units in both locations, 
demands for police protection would be the same. The 
alternate development would also be served by the Hollenbeck 
Police Station. 

Energy Conservation 

The development would utilize 259 mwh/yr of electricity and 
2,611,200 cf/yr of natural gas at either the alternate or the 
proposed site. 
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Persons and Organizations Consulted 

IX. ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED/LEAD AGENCY 

A. Agencies, Organizations and Private Individuals Consulted 

City of Los Angeles Agencies 

Department of City Planning 

Environmental Review Section 
Merryl Edelstein, Senior City Planner 
Charles Rausch, Jr., Unit Head 
Lynn Wyatt, Former Unit Head 
Simon Pastucha, Project Coordinator 
Cheryl Rogers, Former Project Coordinator 
Evelyn Garfinkle, Former Project Coordinator 
Room 655, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 485-3443 

Fire Department 
Bob Collins, Former Fire Inspector 
Bureau of Fire Prevention 
City Hall East 
200 North Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 485-5969 

Public Works Department Bureau of Engineering 
Art Almeraz, Civil Engineer 
Room 700, City Hall East 
200 North Main Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 485-2418 
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Persons and Organizations Consulted 

State of California Agencies 

Department of Transportation 
W .B. Ballantine, Chief 
Environmental Planning Branch 
District 7 
P.O. Box 2304 
Los Angeles, CA 90051 
(213) 620-3550 

Division of Mines and Geolog)! 
Venice Huffman, Regional Administrative Officer 
107 South Broadway 
Room 1065 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 620-3560 

Native American Heritage Commission 
John D. Smith, Executive Assistant 
Native American Heritage Commission 
915 Capitol Mall 
Room 288 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 653-4082 

Uniyersit)! of California, Los Angeles 
Susan Colby, Survey Archaeologist 
The Institute of Archaeology 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 
(213) 825-1980 

CQnsultants 

BIR Mana~ement 
Dave Tuttle, President 
Urban Development Consultants 
650 Venice Boulevard 
Venice, CA 90291 
(213) 821-7909 
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Persons and Organizations Consulted 

Grading, Hydrology and Site Planning 
G.F. Montemayor, Professional Engineer 
Montemayor and Associates Civil Engineers 
1617 South Waverly Glen Way 
Hacienda Heights, CA 91745 
(818) 964-6800 

Soils and Seismic 
Frank C. Stillman, Project Engineer 
Triad Foundation Engineering 
17231 East Railroad Street 
City of Industry, CA 91748 
(818) 964-2313 

Alternate Grading Plan 
J.E. Nelson, President 
Nelson Consultants Inc. 
2500 East Colorado Blvd. 
Suite 300 
Pasadena, CA 91107 
(818) 795-1844 

Lead A&eney 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
Room 655, City Hall 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
(213) 485-3443 
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ERG Action, Initial Study and Worksheet 

SECTION X. PLANNING DEPARTMENT DOCUMENTATION 

A. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA REQUIREMENT 

B. INITIAL STUDIES AND CHECKLISTS 

C. WORK SHEET 

D. INITIAL STUDY TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA REQUIREMENT 

EIR NO. 172-04-r.nn 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: •entativA Tract 35022 for 30 single-f~ily 

residential lot111 on 13 net acres, zonod Jtl•l. .. 

PROJECT LOCATION/ADDRESS: 440n-98 "tteblo 1\ve., 1401-99 Pullman 1\ve., 
4302-449RRinCJCJOld Dr., 4329-48 Glidden Dr. & 4301-449 .. Corona Dr.:· 
tlortheast. 

In accordance with the provisions of Article 3, Sections··'-65940 through 65944 of 
the Government Code and the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 and 
adopted City Guidelines, this Department has reviewed . the Environmental 
Assessment Form for the above•decribed project and heref?y finds that the 
proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment and the 
following data necessary to properly evaluate said effects are required to be 
submitted to this Department in an acceptable form prior to the acceptance of 
the application as complete: 

~. nradinCJ - ~roj~ct will r~tire CJradiDCJ of aporoximatelv 250,000 
cubic v11rds of dirt which will he exnorted. 

2. Flood Jlazard - Project site ifll located in the hillside area and 
subject to the Floorl nazard ,,anaCJerr&ent nrdinance. 

1. Access - DuP. to existinq naper streetaJ realiCJnment of. streets: 
substandard streets. 

4. Fire - Fire nepnrtment concerns relatinCJ to Pire ~afety should 
be addrefiiRocl. 

· (continued on naqe 2) 

Pertinent data should be prepared and submitted addressing these impacts as 
well as project alternatives: appropriate mitigatiqn measures: energy 
conservation measures and economic data. where necessary to evaluate the 
feasibility of a mitigation measure or alternative In order that the Planning 
Department may prepare the necessary Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as 
required by the- Environmental Review Committee. Questions regarding this 
matter may be directed to Alta Shigeta at 485·3443. 

Jt--~ z t~' APPROVED BY: _lob ~P:SC~n11n ERC 
Environmental Review Committee 

Date: 05-16-84 

APPLICANT OR REPRESENTATIVE NOTIFIED: ___ JIAY __ 2_3_198_4 ____ _ 
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s. 1\rchneoloqical - Site i~ located in an area likelv to vield 
unrecorder1 A i tea. •. 

6. P!ne~gv Conservation - niscuasion required by C~A. See 
1\~~ndix P nf the ~ity•s Ouidelines to tmploment r.EOI\. 

~n altnrnnte qradinq plan fnr 30 ~r less si~ie-tamilv hom~a is 
re~ired which should aho~ a halanced cut ' fill schftmatic. 

"l'he CUI"\Ulative im~11ct of the projP.ct toqether with .the v~tcant 
parcel A surroundin11 the site sho11ld hf! assessed in addition to 
ornposed proj-.cts in the area. 
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IIIITIAL STUDY 
AID CHECKLIST 

-/'-'-8~ .·· 

r:J DOll haw tlgntflcant changei from pf'ftfOUI ectlona. . -:-. , :: . ~ il~ 3 

Cl DOD NOT haw tlgnlflcant changee fn:Mn ~action&.. · · •.. . , ·· 

7~ ... ,t. ~~~c~ ,o~-35d.U /:.,. 3o s.-1:?1. ~~".'/:";~~:.::-:~-i/ /415-
o~ /~ ,ef qe!""e.r,;~ZDM~tY Rl-/. · t•c.· ·· "· ·'·"~ • 

,.A ''"!: o• ·" ,, !!!1.. . 0 .. " o~ 
~, .. , .. 

.. ,.. .. 

... 
I • ·tt• ' \ 

•:- • .,, t.,q• ; l" I 'W f-t ,, 

••• , -:'t . . ... .... ... ,. 
... . . . .. ,.. .. 

Cl I tlnd the Pftlpa lid Plaflat. COULD NOT haw allgnlflcant tfteol on lie environment. 
Md a NEGATIVE DECLARAnON wtl be ......-.cL :. · . · ... · 

C I find tllllllllhougtl the prapoMd PfOJICt could htMI a tlonlfiOMt effec:t Oft the envtron­
ll*lt, lhere wtl not be allgnlftcint effect In thll cae becaule the mitigation meaures 
d-=rtbed Oft • attached lhHt htMI been aclcled to the proJect. A CONOmONAL 
NEGATIVE DECLARAnON · WILL BE PREPARED •. (SMII:Iachld condlllan(a)) 

• 1 • . . 
I flncNhe propoaed proJect MAY haw a tlgnlftcant effect. ~ the em~.......:.m. n an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT II ntqul~... :.\V .::.. . . .,.z _ 

.•• i. 

~"it?~ 
Tm.l . .... ,._,_, .......... ~, 
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niTIAL STUDY CHECKUST (To be l..~.npleted by Lead City Agency) 

.. JIF' BACKGROUND 

- fAOPONEHT NAME 

i . 'ROPOHENT ADDRESS 

IPt«)NE 

"~~~~~------------------~~~--IGEHCY REQUIRING CHECK DATE SUBMITTED 

f 

ill .. 
*
. 
I 
. 

, ·~ 
' 
I 

r f. 
! 1 

INVIRONMIHT.AL IMPACTS 

1. EARTH. Will the proposal result in: 
L Unstable earth condftlone or In chang• In geologic IUbttructuree?''·. 
b. Dlaruptlone. dleplllcements. compaction or ovwcovertnv of the toll? 
o. Ch~~nge In topogf'IIPhY or ground turface relief featurea? •••••••••• 
d. The deetructlon, ccmtrtnt or modmcatlon of MY unique geologic or 
phyaiC81 featurea? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
e. Any lncreue In wind or water aroaton of 10111. either on or off the 
alte? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
f. Ch~~ng• In depotltlon or eroalon of beach unda. or chllllg• In 
alltatlon. clepoeltlon or erosion which may modify the ch~~nnel of a 
rtver or ttrum or the bed of the oce.n or MY bay, Inlet or lake? ••••• 
g. Eapolunttof people or property to geologic hazardt IUCh u earttt­
quakee. IMdtJidee. mudllldet, ground failure, or llmllar hazards? •••• 

2. AIR. Will the proposal result In: 
L Air emllllonl or deterioration of tmblent air quality? ••••••••••••• 
b. The creation of obJectionable odors? •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
c. Alteration of air movement. moisture or temperature, or any chqe 
In climate, either locally or regionally? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
d. !xpoH the proJect mldenta to uvere air pollution condltlona? 

3. W.A TIR. Will the proposal result in: 
L ch~~ng• In currents. or the couru or direction of water movements. 
In either marine or frelll watera? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
b. CMna• In ablorptlon rat-. dralntlge pattern~, or the rate and 
-.nounta of IUrface watttr nmotr7 ••••••••••••• ·• •••••••••••••••••• 
c. Alteration• to the COUIW or flow of flood wat.,.? •••••••••••••••• 
d. Change In the amount of aurf~~ce water In ., water body? •••••••• 
L Dl8ctlarge Into aurfllce water8,· or In atr'/ ....aon of IUrfllce .... 

=:::t,~~.~-~-~~-~~-~~. ~~. ~ 
f. Alteration of the dlnlctlon or rate of now of ground waters? •••••••• 
g. Change In the quantity of ground waters. either through direct ad­
dltlona or wtlhdrawaltl, or through Interception of an aquifer by cuta 
orex~1 ••••• 1 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

h. Reduction In the tmount of water otherwiH available for public 
water Mlppla.t .......................... · •••••••••••••••••••••• 
I. Expoaure of people or property to water related hazards aucll • 
ftoodlng or tidal ..,..,, •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
J. Ch~~ng• In the temperature. now. or chemiC81 content of turface 
thermalaprtngL · 

4. PUHT LIFE. Will the proposal result in: 
L Change In the dMirllty of ·apec~ee, or number of any apect• of 
ptanta (Including t,.... lhrube. grue. crops and aquatic pl~~ntaJ? ••••• 
b. Reduction of the numbers of atrJ unique, rare or endllllgered · 
Spec I.. of planta? • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • •• 
c. Introduction of new apecl• of pl1111ta Into 1111 area. or 11 a barrier to 
the norm., replenllhment of exlltlnt ~I•? •••••.••••••••••••••• 
d. Reduction In acreage of any agricultural crop? •••••••••••••••••• 
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· 5. ANIMAL LIFE. Will the proposal result in: TU MAn• NO 

L Change In the diversity of species. or numbers of any apecln of 
anlmeJ1 (birds. land animals Including reptllea, fllh and lhelmlh, ~ ~ . benthic organlllftl or Insects) 1 •.••••.......•....•.•...•••••••... 
b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endengered / epecJn of 1nlmall? . . • . • • . • • • • . • • • • . . • • . . • . • . . • • • • • • • • . • • • • . . . . 

~ r c. Introduction of new species of animals Into an area. or reault In a 
barrier to the migration or movement of animals? .•••••••.••••••••• 
d. Deterioration to existing fish or wildlife habitat? ••••••••••••••••• 

r 6. NOISL Will the proposal result in: -+ a. lncreaaea In existing noise levels? ............................ 
b. Expoaunt of people to..,.,. nolle Ieveii? ••••••••••••••••••••• 

7. LIGHT AND GLARE". Will the propoul 
' 

n ,/ 
L P1'0duce new light or glare from ltreet llghta or other IOUrca?_ • • •• 

,/ b. Reduce ICC .. to eunllght of adJacent propertl81 due to 
shad .. and ~~~~ •••••••••••••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

n 8. LAND USL Will the proposal result in an alteration of 
the present or planned land use of an area? / 

n 9. NATURAL RESOURCES. Will the proposal result in: 
~ a. lnentaM In the rate of use of any natural ruourcee? ••••••••••••• 

b. Depletion of any non-renewable natural ruource? ••••••••••••••• 7 , 1 0. RISK OF UPSET. Will the proposal involve: 
a. A rtatc of an explosion or the ntleue of haardoue aubltancee (In-
eluding, but not limited to, oil, peetlcldea, chemicals or .-.dlatlon) In IL.. ·- the ,:r: of an acctdent or upset conditione?' 

" 
b. ble Interference with an emergency reaponH plan or an emer- ../ 
gency evacuation plan. 

11. POPUU TION. Will the proposal result in: 

~ 
L The retoatlon of any persons because of the effecta upon housing. ./ commercial or Industrial facilities? 
b. Chenge In the distribution, density or growth rate of the human _,/ ·. ' population of an area? 

" 12. HOUSING. Will the proposal: ./ 
l L Affect 4IXIIIIng houllng, or create a demand for additional houllng? ' ' ;;'_ I ' b. Have an Impact on the available rental housing In the community? 

r' c. Reeult In demolition, relocation or remodeling of ~at. com- ,L merclal. or lndultrtal bulkllnga or o11er factlltlea? 

13. Tnn1p0rtatlon/Circ•latl•. Will the proposal result in: ' . 

~ 
a. Generation of additional Ylhlcua. movement? •••••••••••••••••• --;-} b. Effacta on exlldng parking facllltlel, or demand tor new parking? •• -c. Impact upon alltlng lranlportatlon ty8tem1? ••••••••••••••••••• ~ 

~ 
d. Altllatlona to pNient pattema of circulation or movement of people 
llldfor goocla? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• w:::: i? e. Altendlona to waterborne. rail or air traffic? ••••••••••••••••••••• 
f. lncreaM In tn11c haardl to motor vehlcl... blcyclllta or peel .... ./ trl_, ........................................................ 

14. PUBLIC SERVICES. Will the proposal have an effect upon, 
or result in a need for new or altered gavemmental services In 
any of the following areas: · 

L L Fire protection? ••••••••• · ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

=* b. Pollee protectl011? •• ; •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
c. 8choola 7 • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • . • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
d. Parkl or other ntereatlonal facllltl81? •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
e. Maintenance of public facllltln, lnc;ludlng roada? •••••••••••••••• =± f. Oilier goverr~......., MIVIca? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

15. ENERGY. Will the prcposal result in: / L UM of excaptlonal amountl of fuel or energy? •••••••••••••••••• 
b. lnentiHin demand upon existing sources of energy, or require the 
devetopment of new eourCft of energy? . . • . . ... • •••••••••••••••••• 
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t 6. ENERGY. Will the proposal result in: 
L Use of exceptional amounta of fuel or energy? ••••••.••••••••••• 
b. Significant Increase In demand upon existing sourcea of energy, or 
require the development of new sources of energy? •.•••••••••••••• 

17. UTILITIES. Will the proposal result in a need for new 
systems, or alterations to the following utilities: 

L Power or natural gas? •••••••••••••••••.••••••••.• • • • • · • • • • • • 
b. Communlcatlona system•? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • • • • • • • • 
c. Water? •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
d. Sewer or aeptlc tank•? .••••••••..••.•••••.••••••••.•••••••• • 
e. Storm water drainage?. • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••••••• • • • • • ••• 
f. Solid wute a.nd dl~? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

18. HUMAN HEALTH. Will the proposal result in: 
L Creation of .ny health haunt or potentl., health haard (excluding 
mental health)? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
b. Exposure of people to potential health hiiZIU'da? ••••••••••••• ~\ • 

19. AESTHETICS. Will the proposed project result. in: 
L T'he obstruction of .ny acenlc vllta or view open to the public? 
b. The creation of an aesthetically offenatve an. .01*' to public view? 
c. The destruction of a atand of treea, a rock outcopplng or oth" 
locally recognized d811rable aeethlc natural feeture? 

,.,. d. Any neg.UV. aeetheUc effect? 

I: :• 20. RECREATION. Will the proposal result In an Impact upon the 
' · quality or quantity of existing recreational opportunities? 
r. 21. CULTURAL RESOURCES: 
li • L Will the propoaal reault In the alteration of or the deatructlon of a 

prehlltortc or historic IIChaeologlcal alte? 
,._ b. Will the proposal t'81Uit In adverH phyllcal or Hlthetlc elrecta 
J ,. to a prehlatortc or hlltorlc building. atructure, or obJect? 

c. Doel the proposal have the potential to c.auae a p..,_cal charige 
which would affect unique ethnic cultural valuee? 

,._ d. Will the proposal rettrtct exlatlng retlgloua or lacnd .,... wtthln : l• the potenUallmpact area? 
' ' 22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCI. 
..- L Doel the protect have the potential to degrade the quality of the en-
! -. vtronllllftt. aubttantlally reduce the habitat of a flah or wildlife lfMICiee. 

cawe a tlah or wildlife population to drop below MlfiUitalnlng --. 
threaten to eliminate a ptant or ulmal community. Nduce the number 

• 
or rettrlct the range of a rare or enct.ngered plant or animal or ...,..... j nate Important uamplea of the mator pertod8 of Callfomla hlltoly or 

: # prehbdory? ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••••••••••• 
b. DHittw Droleclhave tbe potenual to achieve.........., 10 a. dfe. 

.. advantage of loilg-twm. envlron..nl goala. r :- c. Doea the proJect have lmpacta which are Individually ftmHed, but 
cumul~ ~wabJe?• •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Jl d. DHI the profect have environmental effecta which cauH IUb-
i , atanUal ac:tverae ·tlfecll on hUIIIIII belnga, ....._ diNCitf or lndlntetly? [ ~ . "Cumut...., OOfllllll,..... .............................. ol ............ ...... 
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Work Sheet 

b. Geolggic Hazards . 

'. 
2. Air: -

a. Mobile :if~~ <:::Jo c VI" .I'-.. M,~J / ..6/ 
2. 83• I J' o a 8 c!S 1-r,.., 

~ 5\ c.$;'/ p .,t,.~: 
• 9.1!l- ~ 63 o!,c~..P 

j~IJ ooo (?,:,;{, £,..,.:~ .IU~/p;~) 
vehicle miles/day 235,000 vehicle miles/day 

b. Stationary • A.Q.M.O. pennit Is not required. 

c. 

3. Water: 

a. Surface Water Runoff/Hydrology .. • 
l-t!rJ -~~-~§"o t::~e.~ /Awl t'l"ee .. 

b. Ground Water 

c. Flood Hazard 

CP·1212 (9/82) 
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Work Sheet 
Significant 

Yes No 

•• Plant Life: ~.,£ ~..,,.;('cq...,-/ .fr.eu b 
w/h 6~ r~',;ho J/~t:;C 

.. 
s. Animal Life: 

.A/c::;A e 

6. ~= 

I. Mobile ,fj-17/-, n,v:rl' ~ill nul ~ 

b. StatlonaQ! 
I~('«- ~Ai~~ rrc.y ee-l-

- L 
7. Light: 

I. Artificial S'-lr~~~ /(jA-Ir ..\Q 

b. Natural -
~ 

8. L1nd Use: 

I. Zoning ,lo -
b •. Community or District P11n ..\::., 

c. General Plan Elements - ~ 

d. A!Sional 1 State or Federal Pl1ns 
j_ 

-\...) 
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.. Work Sheet 

If 
9. N1turaf Resources: #4 t 

~ 

-

i. 
10. . Risk or Ueset: /14 ' ~ 

E 
" • ,N# ' tt •. Poeutatlon:. . 
. 
: 

:: .. 

12. Housing:- #A 
•. 

Right-of·W:; and Access: ~#rw::. f" ~f ... 
,. 

~ 13'. 

~=&f. 
~~ir-~~ 

14. s '-"""" ~ 
: Transeortat10n an Circu ation: · 

•• 
~0,~e,/r ;;t:J~ -fht. Ot~tf. 

Traffic 011" '-".rl't:J- -/qno~~t..J .. 
: sl_;;le k7Z- &uidZ/r~ b. Parking:. .. 
7 ,, ~c . ,?o,.t! ~-f 
• 

15. Public Services: 
t 

47-·c- _h,,~ ~ 
' e. ~..., Protection I :J,. _ /. F:. 

6'os.bt... ~~ '"'~,.,.;s ../ ~i/fi'?~.S 
b.. Pollees Protecttin < 'S 3 3 

< 
. pe,-s~~ 

' . 
' S'chool& 30 d,"j < 4-t; a'.,uJ c:. 

~ 

! 

cit tJ&Nri .. £/ S e,_.t"',. i) 

•• f'11rlc•/Rac:reatldft Facilities 
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16. En•!:SX Conservation: 
t}\~C..USSth\.. 
~GE:Q.A 

~u..u~ 

17. Utilities:-

... ~ower < :l"!t:!to du.f. 
' 

b. ~ < bOO Q";v.r 
~ ... 

•· 
c. Communication Sxstems. - .. 

-
d. Water -
•• Sewers ~c:·/~ ( ~.~;tt,;d 
' 

f. Storm Water Drainas• 

g~ Solid Wast• and Disposal ----. 

18. Safety: -
19. AestheticsNiew: -
20. Cultunl Rnources: 

-·· Lc.c"'-ff'c{ 1~. ~ er~ 
•• Archaeological fi"/:-e 'J -/-o 4ftt:/q' Unr£Goreiea 

s,t~. 
b. Paleontological -
c. Historical 

21. Other: -
CP-1211 (9/82) 
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ROOM 395, CITY HALL 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AC" 

INITIAL STUDY 
AND CHECKLIST 

(Article IV- City CEQA Guidelines) 

I .EVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO. 0 DOES have significant changes from previous actions. 
0 DOES NOT have significant changes from previous actions. 

;' ;OJECT LOCATION 44o()- "]7~}?8 ·lfle];fbA~@. /<f('1j -i?P?/2?.;1/mt'/·"-' /4~f'·; </JcJ,:,":'-4tf!-9a' 
'iJr{JJ'':/d .Ot; 9'~..29- )Uf/,9 &,;b;/~ L/'r-.. ~,at·" ?'6t:::'/ -¢¢9,9 Co~/7,:._ C ,;-,. .. 
I ANNING DISTRICT STATUS: 

d~9 ; 

A£,.:~4'<5'-/. 
0 PRELIMINARY 

..... ~~POSED I 
. z 

' ' 
OPTED date 

.,; 

ISTING Z~NG MAX. DENSITY ZONING PROJECT DENSITY 

.J-1 - //3¢v/' 
~L.JINNED ~ND USE & .ZONE • 

~ .. M,... :ow ~q.r,i?t 
MAX. DENSITY PLAN 

..- .34d'v.i ~~~S CONFORM TO PLAN 
0 DOES NOT CONFORM TO PLAN .( .AJf DENSITY RANGE / 

/ -1..-...:1' . 
PROJE2 DENSITY ~ 
•· .::! .::?fv.r 0 NO DISTRICT PLAN 

r ' i 11F' DETERMINATION (to be completed by Lead City Agency) 

On the basis of the attached initial study checklist and evaluation: 
~·------------------,-------------------------------------------------------------------------1 

0 I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

al.iGATIVE 
DECLARATION 
r •. 
tl-------------------------+-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
MITIGATED 
~~GATIVE 
l ~:CLARATION 
L 

~JVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT 

r:POAT 
,1 

l 

0 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environ· 
ment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures 
described on an attached sheet have been added to the project. A MITIGATED NEGA.­
TIVE DECLARATION WILL BE PREPARED. (See attached condition(s).) 

md the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

1 .----------------~~~~~~~~~---------------.... 

l. G•n. 151- Page 1 of 4 (R543l Append c11 8 end I) -111-
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_... BACKGROUND 
' PROPONENT NAME 

PROPONENT ADDRESS 

AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST 

PROPOSAL NAME (If applicable) 

_... ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (Explanations of all "yes" and "maybe" answers 
are required to be attached on separate sheets.) 

..J., 

1. EARTH. Will the proposal result in: 
a. Unstable earth conditions or in changes in geologic substructures? 
b. Disruptions, displacements, compaction or overcovering of the soil? 
c. Change in topography or ground surface relief features? ...•.....• 
d. The destruction, covering or modification of any unique geologic or 
physical features? ........................•.................... 
e. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off the 
site? .................................... · . · . · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 
f. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, or changes in 
siltation, deposition or erosion which may modify the channel of a 
river or stream or the bed of the ocean or any bay, Inlet or Jake? ..... 
g. Exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as earth· 
quakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or similar hazards? .... 

2. AIR. Will the proposal result in: 
a. Air emissions or deterioration of ambient air quality? ....•........ 
b. The creation of objectionable odors? ......................... . 
c. Alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or any change 
in climate, either locally or regionally? ........................... . 
d. Expose the project residents to severe air pollution conditions? 

3. WATER. Will the proposal result in: 
a. changes in currents, o·r the course or direction of water movements, 
in either marine or fresh waters? .............•.........•....••.. 
b. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and 
amounts of surface water runoff? ..•...•.............•....•......• 
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 ad­
ditions or withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer by cuts 
or excavations? ............................................... . 
h. Reduction in the amount of water otherwise available for public 
water supplies? ...................................•........... 
i. Exposure of people or property to water related hazards such as 
flood_ing or tidal waves? ....................................... . 
j. Changes in the temperature, flow, or chemical content of surface 
thermal springs. 

4. PLANT LIFE. Will the proposal result in: 
a. Change in the diversity of species, or number 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? ............................................ . 
c. Introduction of new species of plants into an area, or is a barrier to 
the normal replenishment of existing species? .............•....... 
d. Reduction in acreage of any agricultural crop? ................. . 
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5. ANIMAL LIFE. Will tr.;ie proposal result in: 

a. Change in the diversity of species, or numbers of any species of 
animals (birds, land animals Including reptiles, fish and shellfish, 
benthic organisms or insects)? •.•.•.•••••••••••..•....••••••.••• 
b. Reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered 
species of animals? •.••••...•.•....•••.•••.••••••..•••.•••••••• 
c. Introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result 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 
a. Produce new light or glare from street lights or other sources? •.. 
b. ReCiluce access to sunlight of adjacent properties due to 
shade and shadow •......................•....•..............• 

8. LAND USE. Will the proposal result in an alteration of 
the present or planned land use of an area? 

9. NATURAL RESOURCES. Will the proposal result in: 
a. Increase in the rate of use of any natural resources? .....•......• 
b. Depletion of any non-renewable natural resource? .............. . 

10. RISK OF UPSET. Will the proposal involve: 
a. A risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances (in­
cluding, but not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals or radiation) in 
the event of an accident or upset conditions? · 
b. Possible interference with an emergency response plan or an emer­
gency evacuation plan. 

11. POPULATION. Will the proposal result in: 
a. The relocation of any persons because of the effects upon housing, 
commercial or industrial facilities? 
b. Change in the distribution, density or growth rate of the human 
population of an area? 

12. HOUSING. Will the proposal: 
a. Affect existing housing, or ·create a demand for additional housing? 
b. Have an impact on the available rental housing in the community? 
c. Result in demolition, relocation or remodeling of residential, com­
mercial, or industrial buildings or other facilities? 

13. Transportation/Circulation. Will the proposal result in: 
a. Generation of additional vehicular movement? ................. . 
b. Effects on existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking? .. 
c. Impact upon existing transportation systems? ........•.•....•... 
d. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people 
andfor goods? ........•..•.......•......•...•.••.•.......•.... 
e. Alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic? ...........•..••..... 

:~ia~sc;e~~~. ~~ .t~~~~~ .~~~~r~~. ~~. L"A~ ~~~~~:C '~~~.i~t~. ~~. ~~~~~~ 
1 4. PUBLIC SERVICES. Will the proposal have an effect upon, 

or result in a need for new or altered governmental services in­
any of the following areas: 
a. Fire protection? ..•........................•................ 
b. Police protection? ..................................•.•..•... 
c. Schools? ..............•.............................•....• 
d. Parks or other recreational facilities? •...........•.....•....... 
e. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads? ..........•..... 
f. Other governmental services? •.•.........•.......•............ 

15. ENERGY. Will the proposal result in: 
a. Use of exceptional amounts of fuel or energy? ................. . 
b. Increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or require the 
development of new sources of energy? ......................... . 
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16. ENERGY. Will the proposal result in: 

(:~ 
~ 

a. Use of exceptional amounts of fuel or energy? •......••.•.•..... 
b. Significant increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or :J 

7 
require the development of new sources of energy? ......•.•....... 

1 . UTILITIES. Will the proposal result in a need for new 
systems, or alterations to the following utilities: 

i ' 

a. Power or natural gas? ...................................... . 
b. Communications systems? ...................•.•.............• 
c. Water? .•...........•...................................... 
d. Sewer or septic tanks? ........................•............. 
e. Storm water drainage? .....•...............•••..........•.... 
f. Solid waste and disposal? ........................•.......... 

18. HUMAN HEALTH. Will the proposal result in: 
a. Creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard (excluding 
mental health)? ............................................... . 
b. Exposure of people to potential health hazards? ............... . 

19. AESTHETICS. Will the propos.ed project result in: 
a. The obstruction of any sc~nic vista or view open to the public? 
b. The creation of an aesthetically offensive site open to public view? 
c. The destruction of a stand of trees, a rock outcopping or other 
locally recognized desirable aesthic natural feature? 
d. Any negative aesthetic effect? 

20. RECREATION. Will the proposal result in an impact upon the 
qua I ity or quantity of existing recreational opportunities? 

21. CULTURAL 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 aesthetic effects 
to a prehistoric or historic building, structure, or object? 
c. 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? 

22. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. 
a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the en­
vironment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or elimi­
nate important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? .................•...•............. · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · 
b. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the dis­
advantage of long-term, environmental goals. 
c. Does the project have impacts which are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable?• ..............................••.... 
d. Does the project have environmental effects which cause sub­
stantial adverse effects on human beings, eith~r directly or indirectly? 

• "Cumulatively considerable" means that the Incremental effects of an individual project 
are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects 

YES 

,/ 

of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects. 

l- ~ DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Attach additional 
sheets If necessary) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL NOTATIONS 

EIR NO.: 172-84-SUB(REC) ~E: 05/31/89 

APPLICANT: Green Hills Investment Corp. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Tentative Tract No. 35022 to subdivide 15.7+ 
gross acres, zoned R1-1~into 24 single-family residential lots. 

Areas of Possible Environmental Impact: 

1. Earth {Grading} Site development would require the 
excavation of 110,000 cubic yards and export of 
approximately 85,000 cubic yards of earth material. 

2. Water <Flood Hazard) - The project site is located in a 
hillside area and is subject to the Flood Hazard Management 
Specific Plan Ordinance. 

3. Access - Some of the local streets adjoining the project 
site are either substandard or do not physically exist and 
will require dedication and improvement and/or realignment. 

4. Public Services !Fire Protection) -Fire protection services 
may be inadequate due to response distance. 

5. Energy Conservation - The California Environmental Quality 
Act requires that the proposed project be considered in 
light of its potential energy impacts. 

6. Cultural Resources . (Archaeological) The project site is 
located in an area likely to yield unrecorded sites. 

1. service Systems {Storm Drainage, Sewers, Solid Waste 
Disposal) -The proposed project may have a. 

cumulative impact on existing service systems. 

8. Water Conservation - The California Environmental Quality 
Act r.equires that the proposed project be evaluated relative 
to water use and water conservation measures in accordance 
with State guidelines. 

1 
1 Possible Mitigation Measures r: 

L 

-
f 
l ' 

1. 

2. 

Earth CGradingl - Conformance with the recommendations of a 
geotechnical report prepared for the project site and 
applicable provisions of the Municipal Code including an 
approved haul route for the export of graded earth. 

Water !Flood Hazard) Provision of adequate drainage 
facilities and conformance with applicable provisions of the 
Flood Hazard Management Specific Plan Ordinance. 
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3. Access - Dedication and improvement andjor realignment of 
local streets adjoining the project site to the satisfaction 
of Advisory Agency and City Engineer. 

4. Public Seryices (Fire Protection Conformance 
applicable prov1s1ons of the Municipal Code and 
recommendations of the Fire Department. 

with 
the 

5. Energy Conservation - Incorporation of energy conservation 
design features into the proposed project which would avoid 
or reduce the inefficient consumption of energy from 
nonrenewable sources. 

6. Cultural Resources <Archaeological) - Provision of an expert 
on site during the grading phase of site development with 
authority to order protective measures for any significant 
artifacts discovered. · 

7. Service Systems (Storm Drainage, Sewers, Solid Waste 
Disposal - Investigation should address 

adequacy of existing systems and potential impacts resulting 
from the project development. Mitigation measures may 
include: 

- compliance with requirements of the City Interim Sewer 
Ordinance No. 163,559. 

8. Water Conservation - Investigation should address potential 
consumption rates and adequacy of existing water supply. 
Mitigation measures may include: 

- compliance with the City's Water Conservation Regulations 
defined in Ordinance No. 163,532. 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project: No Proiect; Change of 

Intensity; Change of Land Use; Alternate Site 

Attachments: Vicinity Map; Tentative Tract Map 
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3. Would the proposal impede or prohibit implementation of the Community 
Plan: yes no X: • 
a. For zone changes, parcel maps and subdivisions: Would the proposal 

be in conflict with the' intent of the Community Plan? 
yes no • (Calculate net density on basis of equivalent 
zone, not gross density). -

b. For Zone Variances: If all other necessary findings can be made, 
would the proposal adversely affect the Community Plan? 
yes no __ 

c. F.or Conditional Uses: Will the proposed use be incompatible with the 
objectives of the community plan? yes no __ 

Note: If any of the above are answered yes, see 6, General Comments on 
Page 3. 

4. Other General Plan Elements 

Would the approval of this proposal conflict with any other element(s) of 
the General Plan? yes no X 

Name of element: 

5. Related Plan and Implementation References 

(See General Comments 
Section 6 on Page 3.) 

The subject proposal involves property which is directly affected by 
provisions of those additional plans or. ordinances checked and described 
below. 

Note 
Checked 

Items Type . 

a. Coastal Plan 

b. Specific Plan 

c. Redevelopment Plan 

d. Moratorium 

City Plan Case 
or Ordinance 

or Title 
CPC 

Approved 
Council 
Adopted 

Ordinances: The subject property is directly affected by: 

Name/Ord. No. CPC 
Approved 
On: 

Council 
Adopted 
On: 

Expiration 
Date: 

Note: The relevant text section is attached and the status of the above is 
described in the General Comments on the next page. 

-117-



j 
I . 

' . ; 
' T • 
; 

I 
I 
I . 

I 
l . 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING· 
COMMUNITY PLANNING CASE REVIEW AND COMMENTS 

Community Plan 1?/"t!hfztp-CJ..<JiZ: Application Filing Date: {;;r/£-Ptj' 
Hearing Date: Case Number --------------------

CPC 

Z.A. 

T.T. ------ Division Received: d?-d.l. - £9 
P.M. -----Division Deadline: /-/'f-<:R? 

C.D.P. PWA Legal Due Date: 

Other 1]1- -9Lf 
Unit Log In: Unit Deadline: Unit Log Out: -----
COMMENTS REVIEWED AND APPROVED: 

Section Head Date: -----
Unit Head-~...;;;;...;;:;....:~~--

---
Date: (,·7(., 

Prepared 
8 y: JIMMY A.t:~CJuu.,Jq 

UNIT COMMENTS: 

Community Plan Oates and Oesignataons ~ 1"~ 1 t-1 ' 

~~~~-
a. Date Adopted: ..lJL- ~ "11 • Date Amended: lt\AY-¢!~ • (I-re.~ ~L· ~~~ 

The Plan is being revised, or is being amend : -L /'<:::.:PR ./ 

1. 

(If yes, see Comment 6 on Page 3) ---yres o 

b. Community Plan land use designation(s} and corresponding zone(s): 

l/aP;I~-)-ff'l{ftJ<>frllffiN~if}c£1:1Jb'?ifFfi_#;t::,f{~~z< 
c. Community Plan Height District: · . 

2. 

d. Community Plan Street Oesignatton{s): La;AL. ~E€7$ 

e. Applicable Plan text sections are attached. Yes 

Plan Relationship to the. Proposal 

a. 
b. 
c. 

X No Comments. conforms with plan. 
This matter Is not addressed in the community plan. 

- The investigator/decision-maker should be aware of the 

No 2( 

-- signhkant items which affect the subject site as described in 
Comments 3-6. 
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\ INITIAL STUDY 
TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 

EIR. cAsE No.: CJ!t -8tf-su.0 TRANSMITTAL DATE: o- cQI -(~7 
P1tOJECT DESC~IPTION:Jf~fa.h·v~'7fncT Jlo. ;a50ci24. :fOt .,30 

l 

Sit\t:iR· fo.~il~ \~tdt11Cts... on /,3 11rf; Qcf!..L, '{ (!11c>r.J.., 

,~ ) _. I . (! 8 ' '7 {)rbl~ (l CffJ) 

PROJECT LOCATIONs <S'~t... o....ttc.l JJt>cl . 

EXISTING tONES: --.:....f\...,1;....-_ . ..L..f ---- PLANNED ZONES : _K_..._I_-_J ----

PROJECTED GENERATED TRIPS: :fm -D1'Af 
7

, _3d? ,PeA( 

----.,..-~.,..·---ADT ________ TPH _______ _ 
(Street) 

-----n~~~----ADT ________________ TPH ______________ _ 
(Street) 

CRITICAL INTERSECTIONS: 

_________________& 

NB 

sa 

AM PM 

______________ _._& 

AM PM 

f EB 
! 
I . 

! . 

I . 

I . 

t 
l ' 

1 
l . 

I 
! 
l ' 

WB 

COMMENTS: -----------------------...,..... 

IMPACT OF TRAFFIC GENERATION: 

~ "t)'t:" 

MAY BE 
SIGNIFICANT 

\ 
MAY BE 

CUMULATIVE 
TRAFFIC STUDY 

NEEDED 

PrePared by: ----~d-=l;....J.L¥m-.c:T. ~.2:!:W:;..a...______ Date: 0"-~ 7- 8 7 

CP-1206 (3/79) 
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APPENDIX A: HYDROLOGY STUDY 
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Appendix A 

HYDROLOGY STUDY 

On Eastern Portion of Project Site: 

With the proposed development of 24 single-family units, the drainage area 
increases from 9.0 acres to 13.0 acres. In reference to the City of Los Angeles 
Storm Design Manual, the isohyetal is 1.33 inches per hour for a 50-year 
frequency. Using a minimum time of concentration of 5.0 minutes, the base peak 
runoff rate (BPRR) is 3.40 cubic feet per second (cfs) per acre. 

Assuming 100% imperviousness, the runoff from the eastern portion before 
development is: 

Q = 9.0 X 1.33 X 3.40 = 40.70 cfs 

The total runoff from the eastern portion after development will be: 

Q = 13.0 x 1.33 x 3.40 = 58.80 cfs 

The developed Q (flow) for this portion is directed to Lathrop Street, in which the 
street capacity for a 2% street grade is 67.4 cfs. The drainage flow is confined 
within the street right-of-way, eliminating the flood hazard. 

On Western Portion of Project Site: 

After development, the drainage area of the western portion decreases from 6.7 
acres to 2.7 acres. Assuming 100% imperviousness, the runoff from this portion 
before development is: 

Q = 6.7 X 1.33 X 3.40 = 30.30 cfs 

The runoff after development will be: 

Q = 2.7 X 1.33 X 3.40 = 12.21 cfs 
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Calculations of Street Runoffs (On Site Only) 

Isohyetal (lso) = 1.33 inches/hour 
Storm Frequency = 10 years 
Relative One· hour Maximum Rainfall = 0. 762 inches 
Minimum Time of Concentration = 5.0 minutes 
Base Peak Runoff Rate (BPRR) = 3.40 
Runoff Factor = 1.00 
Runoff (q) = BPRR x Iso (adjusted) 

= 3.40 X 1.33 X 0.762 
= 3.45 cubic feet/ second/ acre ( cfs/ acre) 

On Eastern Portion of Project Site: 

Corona Drive and Ringgold Drive 
Area = 50 feet x 3,100 feet 

Q 

= 155,000 square feet 
= 3.56 acres 

= 
= 

3.56 X 3.45 
12.28 cfs 

On Western Portion of Project Site: 

Pullman Street Area = 
= 
= 

60 feet x 340 feet 
20,400 square feet 
0.47 acres 

Total Street Runoff (Q) = Area x q 
= 0.47 X 3.45 
= 1.62 cubic feet per second (cfs) 

Appendix A 

January 16, 1990 G. F. MONTEMAYOR 
RCE#25858 

Professional Engineer 
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Appendix B 

APPENDIX B: SOILS AND GEQLOGY REPQRT 
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TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING INC 
Foundation Engineering • Engineering Geology 

Material Testing • Construction Inspection 

17.231 EAST R~ILROAO STREET, CITY OF INDUSTRY, CALIF. 91748 
TELEPHONE (213) 964-2313 

SOILS AND GEOLOGIC FEASIBILITY INVESTIGATION 

~<lESTERLY OF THE PRESENT TERMINUS OF LATHROP STREET 

LOS A.."JGELES 1 CALIFOP.NI.11• 

JOB NDr.lBER 83-64 MAY 6 1 1983 

Requested By: 

Green Hills Investment Corporation 
1803 Pepperdale Drive 

Rowland Heights, California 91748 
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TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING INC 
Foundation Engineering • Engineering Geology 

Material Testing • Construction Inspection 

17231 EAST RAILROAD STREET, CITY OF INDUSTRY, CALIF. 91748 
TELEPHONE (213) 964-2313 

Green Hills Investment Corporation 
1803 Pepperdale Drive 
Rowland Heights, California 91748 

May 6, 1983 
Job # 83-64 

Subject: Soils and Geologic Feasibility Investigation 
Westerly of e1e present terminus of La~rop Street 
Los Angeles, California 

Gentlemen: 

This report presents the findings and conclusions of a soils and geologic 

feasibility investigation performed at the subject site. The purpose of 

this investigation was to obtain information on subsurface soils and 

geologic formations for evaluation on which to determine ~e feasibility 

for ~e development of the property. Our recommendations given in this 

report are intended for use in preliminary planning and preparation of 

grading plans for the development of ~e property. 

The field exploration consisted of a visual reconnaissance of the site and 

the excavating of 11 test pits to a maximum depth of 15 feet from the exist-

ing surface. A description of the methods used for the exploration and ap-

proximate locations of the test pits are presented in ~e Appendix of ~is 

report. 

INTRODUCTION 

Proposed Development: It is understood that the Tract will be developed for 

one or two-story single family residences of frame and stucco type construction. 
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Job # 83-64 Page -2-

The proposed structures are expected to be constructed on shallow founda-

tions and to have light loads. 

Grading plans are not available at this time, however, it is understood 

that the site will require mass grading for the development, with cut and 

fills on the order of 20 feet in depth. 

Site Descrietion: The property investigated consists of about 16 acres of 

hillside terrain located in the Monterey Hills area of the City of Los 

Angeles. Its northern border is the southern boundary of the City of South 

Pasadena. The present terminus of Lathrop Street is the approximate east 

boundary. Pueblo Avenue is the approximate western boundary and Pullman 

Street the approximate southern boundary. 

The site is situated along the top of a north/south trending ridge. Two, 

moderately broad, east trending ridges extend from the central ridge. These 

ridges are separated by a broad valley which will carry the extension of 

Lathrop Street. Natural slopes on the flanks of these ridges range from 

1 1/2:1 to 3:1 (horizontal to vertical). The western flank of the north/south 

trending main ridge slopes at an average ratio between 1 1/2:1 and 2:1 

(horizontal). The bottom of this ridge flank is off property. 

Drainage is by sheet flow generally toward the existing ravines for the east-

ern 2/3 of the property. The remaining area to the west drains by sheet flow 

down the west flank of the main north/south trending ridge towards a wide 

canyon located off the subject property. 
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The western slopes of the property are covered with native grasses, weeds 

and small to medium sized bushes. Some small trees are present. The eastern 

slopes are covered with a thick growth of native grasses and weeds with very 

little shrubs and trees. 

A moderate sized soil slump was noted on the north facing slope in the 

vicinity of the proposed lots 27, 28 & 29. It is nearly overgrown with a 

thick growth of brush and wild grasses. A small slump has occurred with the 

older scarp area and is probably the result of the recent winter rains. 

No permanent structures have been developed on the site. Neighboring 

property to the north and east have been previously developed with single 

family residences. The remaining adjacent properties are vacant. 

Past grading on the site consists of a few narrow tractor trails, {most of 

which are over grown with grasses and weeds), and a small cut area near the 

toe of the slope in the vicinity of Test Pit #7 (see Plate A). A small 

amount of fill soils have been placed near Test Pit #8. 

! . Past use of the site is unknown. It is currently being used for recreation 

by off-road vehicles. 

I 
l ' GEOLOGY 

Earth Materials: The earth materials mapped on the site consist of two bed-
j' 

rock formations, colluvium, alluvium, topsoils and artificial fill soils. 

They were all well exposed in the test pits excavated on the property and in 

natural exposures. 

I 
l . 
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Bedrock: Bedrock mapped on the site consists of the Topanga Formation 

of middle Miocene age and the Puente Formation of upper Miocene age. 

The Topanga Formation was mapped generally over all but the southeast 

corner of the site. Locally, it consists of gray and orange brown soft 

shale with occasional units of chert and sandstone. This rock unit is in 

a dense and stable condition. Shale planes are generally of thin to medium 

thickness with occasional sandstone beds up to approximately 6 inches thick. 

The top 18 to 36 inches of rock is moderately weathered and has many fractures 

with a moderate to heavy caliche coating on most surfaces. 

The Puente Formation was mapped on a ridge in the southeast corner of the 

site and was well exposed in Test Pits 6, 10 and 11. Locally, it consists 

of a light brown siltstone with occasional units of chert. The rock is 

moderately hard and is difficult to excavate with light equipment below 

5 to 6 feet. Bedding planes are generally moderately thick to very thick 

with occasional massive sections. The more massive or thickly bedded sections 

are well jointed with a near rectangular pattern., Surface weathering has 

affected approximately the top 12 to 18 inches. This is noted by discoloration 

and some loosening along jointed and bedding surfaces. 

Colluvium and Alluvium: A small amount of colluvial and alluvial soils were 
f . 

l- encountered in the vicinity of Test Pits 8 & 9. They consist of clayey silts 

in a moist and slightly firm to firm condition. The depth of the soils is 

estimated at approximately 12 feet near the limits of the tract development 

and becomrning thinner rapidly in the up slope directions. 

l' 
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Topsoils: Natural topsoils covering the bedrock vary from 1 to 2.5 feet 

over most of the site area. The soils consist of clayey silts with some 

rock fragments. They are in a moist to very moist, slightly firm and very 

porous condition. These soils are considered to be compressible under 

increased loads and are unsuitable for structural support in their natural 

condition. 

Artificial Fill: An estimated four feet of artificial fill soils were also 

noted in Test Pit #B. These soils consist of clayey silts with many rock 

fragments and are in a moist and slightly firm condition. Contact between 

the fill and alluvial soils appears to be sloping, indicating that proper 

grading techniques were not used when the fill was placed. Very little 

deleterious debris was noted in the soils. 

Structure: The geologic structure mapped on the site consists of two major 

strike slip faults and several east/west trending fold axis (see Geologic 

Map & Geologic Cross Sections, Plates A & B). 

Faults: The two major faults trend in a northeast to southwest direction, 

with estimated dips to the northwest of 51° to 59°. Each fault has relative 

movements in a left lateral direction. Disturbed zones along the faults 

vary from approximately 12 to 18 inches for the fault observed in Test Pit #1 

to more than 20 feet as observed in Test Pit #6. The gouge material in Test 

Pit #6 appears to be in a firm condition below the overlying topsoils. 

Several other smaller faults or shears were noted on the site. They have 

random strike orientations and dips of 57° to 90° toward the north. The 
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age of the faults mapped on the site are estimated to be pre-Pliocene in 

age. Natural topsoils overlying the faults were not trucated or fractured 

by the faults, indicating no movement in at least the last 11,000 to 15,000 

years. These faults are, therefore, considered to be inactive. 

Folds: Folds on the site consist of a series of anticlinal and synclinal 

folds with near parallel axis in a general east/west direction. Plunges on 

the folds appear to be slight. 

Within the Topanga Formation the folds appear to be small with very limited 

extent on the axis. Bedding planes logged in the Test Pits and existing 

outcrops have dips ranging from 22° to goo to the north. 

Within the Puente Formation a single overturned synclinal fold of a larger 

scale was mapped having an east/west axis. The upper portion of the fold is 

overturned and has dips trending nearly due north and ranging from 40° to goo. 

The lower portion of the fold has dips of goo to 29° toward the south. 

CONCLUSIONS AND .RECOMMENDATIONS 

I , 

j General: The information obtained during our investigation indicates that 

the subject site is suited for the proposed development. No landslides or 

adverse geologic conditions were encountered at the test pits that would 

prohibit development or require correctional grading. The soil slump on Lot 

28 is surficial and can be removed during grading. The following general 

recommendations are presented for development of the grading plans: 

Cut Slopes: Bedding planes in the bedrock generally have steep dips and 
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oriented into the natural hillside. Cut slopes can be safely constructed 

at gradients not exceeding 1 1/2 horizontal to 1 vertical. Normal drainage 

systems should be provided in accordance with the Los Angeles City Grading 

Code. 

Fill Slopes: Compacted fill slopes can be constructed to gradients not 

exceeding 1 1/2:1 up to 40 feet in vertical height with minimum safety 

factors required by the City. Surficial slumps on 1 1/2:1 fill slopes have 

developed during record storms and 2:1 slopes should be planned where possible. 

Grading: All topsoils should be removed and recompacted prior to placing any 

fill. Bedrock materials on the site should be rippable with conventional 

heavy equipment and can be used for structural fill. Compacted fills should 

be benched into firm bedrock in accordance with Figure 1. Fill slopes should 

be overfilled a minimum three feet and cut back to expose the compacted inner 

core. 

PROJECTED 
1.;-11 

TYPICAL FILL OVER NATURAL SLOPE 

BEDROCK OR FIRM 
FORMATION MATERIAL 

NOTE: WHERE NATURAL SLOPE GRADIENT IS 5:1 OR LESS, 
BENCHING IS NOT NECESSARY UNLESS STRIPPING 

DID NOT REMOVE ALL COMPRESSIBLE MATERIAL. 

FIGURE 1 
-136-



.. . 

I . 

l . 

r 

L 

Job # 83-64 Page -8-

SUMMARY 

This report is intended to provide general soils and geologic conditions on 

the site. Grading plans should be reviewed when they are available and ad-

ditional explorations made where major cuts and fills are planned and in the 

more inaccessible areas which will probably require a track-mounted backhoe. 

The opportunity to be of service to you has been appreciated. If you should 

have any questions, please do not hesitate to call. 

Respectfully submitted, 

INC. 

FCS ;WGU/lms 

Distribution: Addressee (1) 

tv~-{1 144 
w~~ /:. u4/ 

~·lilliam G. Uhl 
C.E.G. 502 

Nelson Consulting Group(3) 
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APPENDIX 

The fallowing Appendix contains a descripticin of methods and laboratory 

test results which were used in the engineering evaluations and recommenda-

tions contained in the report. Included are the following Maps and Plates: 

Geologic Map 

Geologic Cross Sections 

Plates 

Plates A-1 through A-ll ---------- Test Pit Logs 

Plates B-1 through B-6 ----------- Direct Shear Summaries 

Site Exploration 

On April 26, 1983, field explorations were made by excavating 11 test pits 

at the approximate locations indicated on the attached Geologic Hap, Plate 

A. A rubber tired backhoe equipped with a 24-inch bucket was used to advance 

the test pits to depths of from 4 to 15 feet below the existing grade. 

Relatively undisturbed samples of soils were obtained in the field using a 

barrel drive sampler with a tapered cutting shoe. The soil samples were re-

tained in 2 inch diameter by 6 inch tubes within the sampler and secured 

with moisture resistant caps as soon as taken to minimize the loss of field 

moisture while being transferred to our laboratory for testing. 

Continuous observations of the materials encountered in the test pits were 

I 
l -
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recorded in the field. The soils were classified in the field by visual 

and textural examination, and these classifications were supplemented by 

obtaining bulk soil samples for future examination or testing in the lab-

oratory to assure classifications in accordance with the Unified Soil 

Classification System. 

Descriptions of the visual observations of color and soil condition, depth 

of undisturbed cores or bag samples, field density, and field moisture con-

tent are presented on the Test Pit Logs, Plates A. 

Laboratory Tests and Results 

Direct Shear Tests: Direct shear tests were conducted on remolded and un-

disturbed samples of the investigated soils to determine the angle of internal 

friction and cohesion. Samples were inundated for a minimum of 24 hours 

under normal load before testing and shear loads were applied quickly in 

accordance with the standard procedure for consolidated undrained shear 

tests. Horizontal forces were applied to pass the peak shear and determine 

the ultimate shear strength of the soil specimen. The results and ultimate 

shear strengths under increased moisture conditions are shown on Plate D. 

l . 

r 
t -
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Project Green Hills Investment - Test Pit No. ------
Job No. 83-64 Drill Date --------- Logged By J LK 

Location see Geologic Map 

Driving Weight -------------

1---4-10 

J----11-- 1 5 -

t---1- 25 

t----41- 3 0-

UNIT (FILL, NATURAL, BEDROCK, etc.) : 
MATERIAL (SAND, SILT, CLAY. etc.) -
Description (color, moisture, density, etc.) 

ATTITUDE MEASUREMENTS: 
B - Bedding 
J - Joint 

F - Fault 
C - Contact 

END OF TEST PIT 6.0 FEET 
No Ground Water or Caving 

fl N83#59NW 
Bl N89E44N - south side of fault 
B2 N84W42N - north side of fault 

-

an approximate 12-14" wide crushed zone was 
located near the north end of test pit and ap- 1-

peared to be a fault. Topsoils at surface do no 
reflect any recent activity of any kind. The 1-

crushed zone has considerable caliche and is ver~ 
soft in relation to the less disturbed rock. 

r-

r-

1-

r-

1-

~ 

1-

TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING, Inc. 
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Project Green Hills Investment - Test Pit No. __ ~2 ____ __ 

Job No. 83-64 Drill Date 4/26/83 Logged By JLK 

Location see Geologic Map 

Driving Weight --------

0 

1----1- 5-

UNIT (FILL, NATURAL, BEDROCK, etc.): 
MATERIAL (SAND, SILT, CLAY. etc. ) -
Description (color, moisture, density, etc.) 

ATTITUDE MEASUREMENTS: 
B - Bedding 
J - Joint 

F - Fault 
c - Contact 

TOPSOIL: Clayey SILT - dark brown, moist, soft ML .... 
to slightly dense, very porous, with 
many rodent holes 

BEDROCK: SHALE - gray & orange brown, dense, 
well bedded with thin to medium 
bedding, moderate to very weathered tot­
about 3 feet into the rock with heavy 1--
caliche coating 

less weathered, trace of caliche 
has occasional diatomaceous lenses about 1/2" to!-

~ 1" thick - very moist & soft V 
~~~·-------------------------------------------------~/~-

1----lf- 1 5 -

1----1~ 20-

t---1- 25· 

1----1-30 

END OF TEST PIT 7.5 FEET 
No Ground Water or Caving 

Bl N68E35NW @ 4' 
B2 N86E34NW @ 6 1 

TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERIN_G, Inc. 
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I­

I-

1-
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1-

-B/C 
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Project 

Job No. 

0 

1---4-5-

Green Hills Investment - Test Pit No. 3 _.;:...... __ _ 
83-64 Drill Date 4/26/83 Logged By JLK 

UNIT (FILL, NATURAL, BEDROCK, etc.): 
MATERIAL (SAND, SILT, CLAY. etc.) -
Description (color, moisture, density, etc.) 

ATTITUDE MEASUREMENTS: 
B - Bedding 
J - Joint 

F - Fault 
C - Contact 

TOPSOIL: Clayey SILT - dark brown, moist, soft 
to slightly firm, very porous with 
many rodent holes - very wormy 

BEDROCK: SHALE - gray with orange stain, dense, 
has platy thin to medium bedding - top 
12-18" is moderately to very weathered 

END OF TEST PIT 6. 5 FEET 
No Ground Water or Caving 

1-----11-10 Bl NE/W 22N on east side of fault 
B2 N39E22N on west side of fault 

~-~ 

~-~ F N74W74N through center of test pit -

t-----11-l 5 -

1-----11- 2 0 -

~---~~-- 25-

t-~1- 30-

it appears that the east side has 
moved up about 4" relative to the 
west side - crushed zone is about 
l/2" to 1" wide 

TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING, Inc. 
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Location See Geologic Map 

Driving Weight -------------

.J-- :>.. 
-~ g Qj .jJ 

.jJ Qj ·.-l ~ 0\ fll-- s:: ~ f/)11-l 0 ttl Qj ~ 
&-...... UCQ ~Il-l 

Q) u 0 .jJ 
fll Q a. ~ -~ . ~ I I 

Qj 0 
~ Q) 0 

f:.-l UCQ ~ ll<~ 
Q),.O 0 ll<--

-
-
-
-

._ -
r- -

-
- -

-
- -

-
-
-
-
-
-

f- -
1- -

-
-
-
-

1- -
f- -

1- -
-

-
1- -

-
-

1- -
PLATE A-3 
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Green Hills Investment - Test Pit No. __ ~4 ____ _ Location see Geologic Map Project 

Job No. 83-64 Drill Date 4/26/83 Logged By JLK Driving Weight -------------

,.. 
<IJ 
+l 
nj 
::c 

J:lli.!..T. (FILL, NATURAL, BEDROCK, etc.) : 
MATERIAL (SAND, SILT, CLAY, etc.) -

..c: ...... Description (color, moisture, density, etc.) 
+l+l 
o_.<IJ 
<!) (1) MEASUREMENTS: ATTITUDE o!:! 

B - Bedding F - Fault 
J - Joint c- Contact 

0 
TOPSOIL: 

~----~ 
Clayey SILT - dark brown, moist, soft, 
to slightly firm, very porous with ~ 
many rodent holes - very wormy ~ 

t-1 ...;~ :>. 0 .~ g t~ 
<!) +l +l (1) 
~ 1::7\ •.-! c: ~ rn~.~-~ 0 nj rn ...... 

(1) ::"' tllu &'- Ulll C:l.l-1 u +l • (1) u 
o.tll !Jl Cl 0. ~ .~ • 3: I t ::"' . <IJ 0 

._. 
<!) 0 

o::> C:t-1 Ulll ~ p. :0: 
~ <IJ..Q Cl (.!) p. ..... 

-
-

- -
BEDROCK: SHALE - gray with orange & red stain, 

has platy thin to medium bedding, top -

....._--+- 5- 18" is slightly to moderately weathered_ _ 
with moderate to heavy caliche coating ~~------~--~-----+----~ 

f-

westside: 
1----1 

- thickly bedded siltstone with occasiopal 
. • f-

u~ts of sandstone - gray & l~ght 
brown, some caliche ~ 

f­
eastside: - shale, gray with orange & red stain, 

1----1-1 0 has platy thin to medium bedding f--

END OF TEST PIT 5.5 FEET 
No Ground water or Caving 

1-

~ 

I-

-
l S- f N72E90° - has 1/4" to 1 1/2" wide crushed zone -

Bl N63W46NE on west side of fault 
t----1 B2 N53W41NE on east side of fault 

1---1-20-

1-----1-25 

...._-+-30-

TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING, Inc. 
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Green Hills Investment - Test Pit No. 5 Location See Geologic Map -----Project 

Job No. 83-64 Drill Date 4/26/83 Logged By JLK Driving Weight --------------

0 

UNIT (FILL, NATURAL, BEDROCK, etc.): 
MATERIAL (SAND, ~ILT, CLAY. etc.) -
Description (color, moisture, density, etc.) 

ATTITUDE MEASUREMENTS: 

TOPSOIL: 

B - Bedding 
J - Joint 

F - Fault 
C - Contact 

Clayey SILT - dark brown, moist, soft, 
to slightly firm, very porous with 
many rodent holes, - very wormy -
some rock fragments / 

...... 
0 • tu: 
Vlu • 
g.U: 
oo 
l3 

ML ... 

1---1 BEDROCK: SHALE interbedded with 6-7" Sandstone 
beds, gray with orange stain, dense, 

1----1--5-

I 

moderate to well bedded. Has some to-
thin diatomaceous beds in Shale 
sections. The Shale shows definite 
deformations from older tectonics with/'­
thin Sandstone units _/ _ 

END OF TEST PIT 6.0 FEET 
No Ground Water or Caving 

-
1-

1----1 Bl N71W39NE @ 5.5' 1-

!---........... 25-

1----li- 3 0. 

1-

I­

I-

1-

t--

1-

I­

I-

1-

TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING, Inc. 
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~ 
Ul 
I 

.., uu "''· •.!ll.ber · tr ~; ----
~ 

________......,_ -----ISEOJ:IJG.ft . ' . • .-. Date: 4/26(83 

DESCRIPTION ENGINEERING PROPE. 
c:: 
z 
Cl 

~ 
r-ot 

0 
z 
~ z 
~ -z 
~ 
t?=::l 
~ -z 
0 

ATTITUDES 

BEDROCK - north of fault: 

BEDROCK - south of fault: 

I G~IgC:_~RE5_~t-ITATION NlOW 

f ...... : 

very disturbed SHALE - little or no real bedding 
for a distance of 25', very weathered, relatively 
soft, attitudes reflect strong fold action at 
north end of test pit 

Massive Silty CLAYSTONE - light brown with pink 
cast, dense, medium jointed becoming increasing 
fractured toward the fault - has many slickenside. 
which are mostly near horizontal, indicating a 
definite transcurrent fault. Rock is still 
competent near fault plane 

SCALE: 1" ... 10' Lookinq West 

-..... . >. 

~i t:~ . 
~ . ~ ·rl 0 -.-1 

Ill 0 ~ II) 
~=:--()Ul &~ Ql Qllt-4 . k l)\ 0 0 

Ull'lt 
II) 

0 Ill ~_e, . ~ • ::I Q,l 0 ()j'.Q 
0 0 l=:r-f I I 

k ~I'.Q 
(,)I'.Q 0 

"" 

SURFACE SLOPE: 

-.- --, -l- .• ''T- ,. l T I- I -, T -T T I 

'"d ~ 1:'"' 
!P _,_---...., 
tr.l 7l:! SOIL 

1" E .. 1-1 1144 
-f3&H6 B _, ,.~,.

1 
..... 5 

O"l J-Z HU • 11.'1 SG C-2 8-2. S .. z. N [,o -)Or/ 
·I s -!. "'~r · ::1.7r1 

Circled numbers represent sample or attitude locations. 
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. --. . - -
Project _..;.G..:.r..:e..:.e_n;,.,.;.H..:.~..:.· l:.:l;;.;s:._;;I..:.n.;;.v:...e;;.;s;;..t:.:m;;;.e:.:n.;;.t.;....._ 

Job No. 83-64 Drill Date 4/26/83 

Test Pit No. ____ ~7 __ __ 

Logged By JLK 

Location See Geologic Map 

Driving Weight --------------

1---1- 0 

UNIT (FILL, NATURAL, BEDROCK, etc.): 
MATERIAL {SAND, SILT, CLAY. etc.) -
Description (color, moisture, density, etc.) 

ATTITUDE MEASUREMENTS: 
B - Bedding 
J - Joint 

F - Fault 
c - contact 

TOPSOIL: Clayey SILT - dark brown, moist, soft ML 
1----1 to slightly firm, very porous with 

many rodent holes, - very wormy - j-
1----1 BEDROCK: SHALE - gray & orange brown, dense, 

medium to well bedded, moderately 
weathered to about 3 feet into rock -
heavy caliche coating on bedding & 
fracture surfaces in weathered section 

t---4- 5-! 

has occasional Sandstone beds about 6" thick 

t----1 hard 

J---+-10 
END OF TEST PIT 9.5 FEET 

No Ground Water or Caving 

1----1 Bl N86E33NW @ 4' 
B2 N59W53NE @ 6' 

1----1 
F - N55W57NE @ 9' 

t----+-15-

t---1-20-

..,._...,.._30-

TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING, Inc. 
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(11.-.. 
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2:~ 
u ~ 

Ill 
1-1 .~ . ); I I 

Ql 0 
t' &~ S:::.-1 UCQ 
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Project __ G_r_e_e_n_H_i_l_l_s_I_n_v_e_s_t_m_e_n_t __ Test Pit No. 8 ----- Location See Geologic Map 

Job No. 83-64 Drill Date 4/26/83 Logged By JLK Driving Weight -------

UNIT (FILL, NATURAL, BEDROCK, etc.): ..... _J..-.. t' (SAND, SILT, CLAY, etc.) 0 !Jl g MATERIAL - i~ 
Q) +J Q) •.-I 0 ·~ 

1-1 ..c:-- Description (color, moisture, density, etc.) !JliM 
1-1 tJ'I Ul-. 1:: 1-1 

Q) +J+J <hu &' 8~ I::IH Q) ::l 
ll!Q) Q) 0 0 +J +J . !Jl 1-1 .~ ttl Q) Q) ATTITUDE MEASUREMENTS: g.u; • ;3: I I Cl 11! 

3: c!! Q) 0 
...... 

~i1 B - Bedding F - Fault o::> ~~ Ua! ~ 
J - Joint c - Contact ~ ill._. Cl 

0 
FILL: Clayey SILT with many rock fragments - 1- ML --- brown, moist, slightly firm 

-
1- -

-
5- (net) ALLUVIUM: Clayey SILT - brown, moist, 1-- -

slightly firm to firm 
,... -
1- -
- -
1- -

10· -- -
.... -

no significant change ... -

- -
- -

15 

- -
... -

END OF TEST PIT 15.0 FEET 
No Ground Water or Caving ... -

- -
20- 1-- -

1- -
.... -
1- -
1- -

zs~ ~ -
1- -
1- -
1- -
1- -

30- 1-- -
1- -

TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING, Inc. PLATE A-8 
-147-
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Project Green Hills Investment Test Pit No._J.9 __ _ 

Job No. 83-64 Drill Date 4/26/83 Logged By JLK 

UNIT (FILL, NATURAL, BEDROCK, etc.): 
-"'MATERIAL (SAND 1 SILT, CLAY. etc. ) -

S-4 ..c: ...... Description (color, moisture, density, etc.) 
Q) .jJ.jJ 
.jJ O!Q) 
ttl Q) Q) ATTITUDE MEASUREMENTS: 3: o!!: 

B - Bedding F - Fault 
J - Joint c- Contact 

0 
TOPSOIL: Clayey SILT - dark brown to black, 

moist, slightly firm, very porous & 
wormy 

(gradational) 

COLLUVIUM: Clayey SILT - brown, moist, slightly 
firm to firm, slightly porous 

s-
trace of porosity 

Bl N67W55SW @ 13' 

10· .. 
BEDROCK: SHALE - well bedded - gray with orange 

stain, siliceous, moderately to very 
fractured, wet 

15 

END OF TEST PIT 15.0 FEET 
Seepage @ 12 feet & below 

free water @ bottom 

20- no caving 

25-

30-

TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING, Inc. 
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Location see Geologic Map 

Driving Weight -------------

.-i . 
0 • -iJ:;J :>. 

t~ 
U) 0 Q) .jJ 

.jJ Q) 
·r-1 0 •r-1 S-4 tJ'I 

til"'"' ~ S-4 tlllj..j 

8~ Ul() &' ~lj..j Q) :=' 

• ~~ 
u .jJ 

~~ 
til 

S-4 -~ • :J I I 
Q) 0 8!~ o:::> ~.-i u.n ~ 

~ Q),.Q Q 
f.!) p.. ....... 

ML -
-

-
-

f-. c -
!- -
!- -
1- -
f- -
~ -
1- -

-
!- -
1- -

1- -
1- -
1- -
1- -
f-. -
1- -
1- -
1- -
1- -
f-. -
r- -
1- -
1- -
1- -
~ -
1- -

PLATE A-9 
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Project Green Hills Investment Test Pit No. 10 --=-=---- Location See Geologic Map 

Job No. 83-64 Drill Date 4/26/83 Logged By JLK Driving Weight -------------

UNIT (FILL, NATURAL, BEDROCK, etc.): ...-1 ....... 
:>.. 

--"'MATERIAL (SAND, SILT, CLAY. etc.) -
0 ~~ 
i~ 

Q) +J +J Q) ..... 0 1-1 0'1 ..... 
1-1 .l:l ..... Description (color, moisture, density, etc.) 1/1..-. s:: 1-1 

"""" 
1/14-1 0 rei Q) :::3 

Q) fflu a!~ UIXI S::ll-l 
+J o,dl • ~ & 0 +J 

rei Q) Q) ATTITUDE MEASUREMENTS: g. a; • J: I I 1-1 .~ 
~ o!!! <U 0 

...... 
~~ B - Bedding F - Fault o=> S:::...-1 UIXI ~ 1-1 <U.Q 

J - Joint c - Contact t!l ~ ....... 0 

0 
TOPSOIL: Cl.ayey SILT with Sand - dark brown to ML -black, moist, slightly firm, very 

wormy with many rodent holes -
- -

BEDROCK: Cherty SHALE - hard, light gray to 
orange, very platy with thin to - -

5 
medium bedding -

SANDSTONE about 6" thick - gray 
Siliceous SILTSTONE - liqht qraq brown i- -

-

END OF TEST PIT 6. 5 FEET - -
No Ground Water or Caving - -

10- - -
Bl N55E8NW @ 2.5' - -
B2 N67W29SW @ 5.5' 

i- -
1- -
1- -

15- i-- -
- -
- -
!- -
1- -

20- f- -
i- -
1- -
i- -.. 
1- -

25~ 1-- -
j t- -
l 
t . 1- -

1- -
i- -

30- - -
- -

TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING. Inc. PLATE A-10 
. -149-
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Project _.:::;G.:::r.:::e;.;:e;:;.;n:....:.::H.:::i.:::l:.:l:;::s;.....;:I:.:.;n:.:;v..:::e:.::s:.,:;t~me=n:.::t:.-_ 

Job No. 83-64 Drill Date 4/26/83 

Test Pit No. __ all._ __ __ 

Logged By JLK 

Location See Geologic Mag 

Driving Weight -------------

0 

UNIT (FILL, NATURAL, BEDROCK, etc.): 
--w;;'l'ERIAL (SAND, SILT, CLAY. etc.) -

Description (color, moisture, density, etc.) 

ATTITUDE MEASUREMENTS: 
B - Beddinq 
J - Joint 

F - Fault 
c- Contact 

TOPSOIL: Clayey SILT with rock fragments -
dark brown, moist, slightly dense, very 

~~\~------~po~;r~o=us~----~~------~--~~--~~~ 
BEDROCK: SILTSTONE - light brown with pink -

1----1 has orange brown unit about 12" thick, !­

weakly bedded and well jointed - very 

...... 
0 

i~ 
(/)() 

• 
~~ 
o:::> 
H 
~ 

ML 

blocky, dense 
5- hard - difficult to excavate @ 4' /-

1----l~--------------------------------------------~ ~ 

END OF TEST PIT 4.0 FEET 
No Ground Water or Caving 

1---+-10 

Bl N75W84SW @ 2.5' 

J Nl8W72NE @ 2.5' 
~---~ J N65E67NW @ 2.5' 
~-~ J N86W62SW @ 2.5' 

1---1-15-

t----1-20-

t----1- 25-

t----1- 30-

TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING, Inc. 
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1-

-

I­

I­

I­

f-

1-

-
... 

-
-

J~ >o (/)t5 Q) +J +J Q) •.-1 0 H ~ ·.-I d H (/)4-4 
8~ 

(/) ...... 
Q) :::l 

Q)' dil-l 
~ (/) Q) 0 0 +J 

Q eli (/) . ) I I ....., ~ •.-l 
(Ll 0 

t' ll4~ d....t C.> lXI 
(Ll.Q Q 
llol ....... 
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PLATE A-ll 



Triad l"ounaatton tngmeenng J Utl IF: 83-64 
--.:::.....;;~----

BY: TD 
----..:::.~--

DATE:_~s~/~3~/8~3~------

DIRECT SHEAR SUMMARY 
2.5" RING 

400 0 420 

400 
380 
360 
340 

300 0 ....... 320 
/ 

/ 
300 
280 

200 

v 
/ v ,..... 

0 

""' / / 
// 

/. v 
VI 

(). ·L / 

/ 
• 100 
~ 

260 

240 ~ 
220 

(.!) 
:;:::, 

200 < 
(.!) 

180 

160 
140 

120 
100 

80 
60 
40 

20 
0 

0 .02 .04 .06 .08 • 0 .12 .14 •. 6 .18 •• 0 

STRAIN .,.., INCHES 

SAMPLE LOCATION: 

Test Pit #11 @ 3' 

SOIL CLASSIFICATION: 

Siltstone 

SAMPLE TYPE: 

Remolded 

i . 
c: 200 p.s.£. 

0 1000 2000 3000 4000 

NORMAL STRESS .,.., P.S.F. 

-151-
PLATE B-1 



JOB #: --------Triad Foundation Engmeenng 83-64 

BY: TO ____ ....;;.;;; __ DATE: ____ ~S/~3~/_8_3 ______ _ 

DIRECT SHEAR StJMMARY 
2.5" RING 

400 0 420 

400 

380 
360 
340 

. 300 0 
I 

320 

300 
280 
260 

~ 100 

_.... ;....-- ..... 
0 

./ 

/ 
/ ........... -

/ / f" 

/ / 
" L / -

/ 1----v.,.,. , 

200 

240 r.r.l 
220 0 

:;:l 

200 < 
0 

180 

160 
140 

120 
100 

80 
60 
40 

20 
0 

0 .02 .04 .06 .08 • 0 .12 .14 ~ 6 .18 • 0 

STRAIN ,_ INCHES 
0 
?· 
1! 
;) 3000 
{ •' 
D.:! SAMPLE LOCATION: 
::X:: 
~-, 

i Test Pit !2 @ 5.0 Feet 
i 

SOIL CLASSIFICATION: 

2000 
l Silt with Fine SAND 

SAMPLE TYPE: 
f 
l -

Remolded 

100 

c: 150 p.s.f. 

I 
I. 

0 1000 2000 3000 4000 

NORMAL STRESS ~ P.S.F. 

-152-
PLATE B-2 
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1 naa rounoauon r:.ugu1t:n:n aug 
BY: TD DATE: 5/2/83 

DIRECT SHEAR SUMMARY 
2" RING 

- --· --- ·-- ... ··-· .......... .. -- -··· -- . . - .... r-· . --1--·- ~-
1----+---1-.. ·-· .. ".. . . ..... .. . . - - .. - .... ·--- - .. .... .. ----- ----. ~. -- t---+---t·- ..... r---·--4-300 
t--+--+---t--+--+--·-+--+----·· . ... ----·- - --- --f--lf---+--·1---+--+- -+---i 
11----+--+----t--t--+--- f----- ·--- ·-·.- .. -- -··-· --- ...... --- ·--+-+---+-+--+-+-280 

4000~--+-~--+--+--+--+--+--+--+--+--+-~--~~--r--r--r--r--r--r--~260 
1---+---+---+---- .. ---· ........ .......... ---- ... - .. -- ~ ..... 

1----+--+---t--+--+--+-- !--- ··--- -·-. . .... .. .... ----- . .. -- r---- ·--+-----f--t 
t--+--+---t--+--+- ·--+--+---- _ .. _______ --·-· ...... --· -- 220 
--------- --- --- .. --· ----- ----· ...... __ .... ---· ......... .. ... ----. . .. --- ---- ,..____ 

3000 
·---f----·. --· 

7.....--..~-.. ~-:::' .... :: .. t=:::t:==t:=t=r--=- t------l-- -~-~:· ~--~ 1--+-180 ~ 

t---+--+---lr-... _·----1-~·~::,..C·-+~~ :-~---:-· ::_~·::~ ~~~ . = ==~~ ~--··_--·_+_-_ -__ +_ ·-... -. +-__ -__ -_ .-.-+_-' .. ·~-~-~-------=:-==~-160 ~ 

..... - -200 

/ 4----1---1---+--4----+-___,1-140 
2000~--+--+-/~~~~~--4--4--+--+--r-~~~~~--+--+--+--+--r-4 
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SAMPLE LOCATION: 

SOIL CLASSIFICATION: 
Siltstone with Silt 

SAMPLE 1YPE: 

undisturbed 

C: 450 P.S.F. 

PLATE B-3 
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TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING INC 
Foundation Engineering • Engineering Geology 

Material Testing • Construction Inspection 

17231 EAST RAILROAD STREET, SUITE 100, CITY OF INDUSTRY, CA 91748 
TELEPHONE (818)964·2313 

FAX (818) 810.0915 

November 29, 1989 
Job #83-064 

M & C Associates 
20279 Portside Drive 
Walnut, CA 91789 

Attention: Mr. Frank Carrillo 

Subject: Soils & Geologic Update 
Tentative Tract 35022 
Westerly of the Present Terminus of 
Lathrop Drive 
Los Angeles, California 

Reference: Soils and Geologic Feasibility Investigation 
By Triad Foundation Engineering, Inc. 
Dated May 6, 1983 

Gentlemen: 

Pursuant to your request we have inspected the subject site on 

June 28, 1989. The purpose of the site inspection was to update 

,, the referenced report for current development. 

' . 

l 
I' 

l . 
' 

l . 

l 
I 

I. 

To our knowledge, the referenced report was never submitted to 

the City and no review letters from the City are in our file. 

The property was found to be essentially in the same condition as 

existed at the time of the field investigation in April of 1983. 

No grading has been performed and no indication of significant 

erosion or soil movement is in evidence. 
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i : 

It is understood that current plans are to develop the site into 

24 residential lots by cut and fill grading techniques. Grading 

plans should be reviewed when available for geotechnical 

comments. 

This opportunity to be of service to you is appreciated. If you 

have any questions, please call. 

Respectfully submitted, 

TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING, INC. 

William G. Uhl 
C.E.G. 502 

WGU;FCS/thf 

Distribution: 

6 -]o-}z_ 

Addressee (4) 
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TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING INC 
Foundation Engineering • Engineering Geology 

Material Testing • Construction Inspection 

17231 EAST RAILROAD STREET, SUITE 100, CITY OF INDUSTRY, CA 91748 
TELEPHONE (818) 964-2313 

FAX (818) 810·0915 

February 21, 1990 
Job #83,..064 

Greenhills Investment 
20279 Portside Drive 
Walnut, CA 91789 

Attention: 

Subject: 

Mr. Frank Carrillo 

Update Geologic Map & Cross Sections 
Tentative Tract 35022 
Westerly of the Present Terminus of 
Lathrop Drive 
Los Angeles, California 

References: 1) Soils and Geologic Update 

Gentlemen: 

By Triad Foundation Engineering, Inc. 
Dated November 29, 1989 

2) Soils and Geologic Feasibility Investigation 
By Triad Foundation Engineering, Inc. 
Dated May 6, 1983 

Pursuant to your request a new Geologic Map and Structure 

Sections have been prepared and are attached as part of this 

report. The Geologic Formations were altered in accordance with 

the recently published Geologic Map of the Los Angeles Quadrangle 

by Thomas W. Dibblee, Jr., dated 1989. 

The proposed grading will not change the geologic stability of 

the site as stated in our preliminary report (Reference #2) and 

the grading recommendations should remain as valid. 
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As stated in our update report {Reference #1) the site was found 

to be essentially in the same condition as existed at the time of 

the preliminary field investigation. 

It is understood that current plans are to develop the site into 

24 residential lots by cut and fill grading techniques. Final 

Grading Plans should be reviewed by this office when available to 

insure the stability of the proposed development. 

This opportunity to be of service to you is appreciated. If you 

have any questions, please feel free to call at your convenience. 

Respectfully submitted, 

TRIAD FOUNDATION ENGINEERING, INC. 

/ 

/ ----- '' • ~ I ) 

John L. Kniffen 
C.E.G. 1209 

JLK;FCS/thf 

Enclosures: 'Geologic Map 

' / / 7f::;;~.:__ ~ I ~~ -h-(--t/ 
Frank.C. Stillman 
G.E. 805 

Geologic Cross Sections 

Distribution: Addressee (4) 
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APPENDIX C: ARCHAEOLOGY REPORT 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES UCLA 

BERKELEY • DAVIS • 111\'IN£ • LOS ANCELES • RIVERSIDE • SAN DIECO • SAil FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA • SANTA CIIUZ 

The Arroyo Group 
40 E. Colorado Blvd. 
Pasadena, CA 91105 

Attn: Peri Muretta 

THE INSTITUTE OF ARCIIAEOLOCY 
LOS ANCELES. CALIFORNIA 11002.4 

Dec. 5, 1984 

Re: Archaeological Records Search USGS 7.5' Los Angeles Quad, TT 35022 

Dear Ms. Muretta: 

Pursuant to your req,uest of Nov. 19, and receipt of lll&p sent Nov. 
30, we have searched all maps and records on file at the UCLA Archaeolog­
ical Survey relevant to the above-referenced project, also indicated 
on the attached up. 

Our records show that nearly your entire project area has beea 
surveyed for sites in the past (area bordered by yellow on the up). 
One survey (our report IL-115) was a transect through the northeast 
section of the property in 1974. A larger survey (L-1319) covered 
the entire southwest protioa and included the 1974 trasect as well. 
It was ione in 1983. Neither survey discovered any indications that 
archaeological sites exist on the property. 

Nearby surveys have also failed to tecate archaeological sites 
in the area, so it is doubtful that the r .. ining oall WISurveyed polrtion 
in the northeast will show evidence of aboriginal usage. 'nle nearest 
recorded·sites are in downtown Los Angeles. 

'nlerefore, cleanace can be rec.,...nded vi th the proviso that, 
should aaterial of 1111 archuologiul nature be encouatered .turing 
construction, all work in the area of such finds would cease \Dltil a 
qualified a:rchaeoloaist could be contacted to assess the significace of 
the finds and to reco-~nd ai~gation Masures if appropriate. 

If you have ay questions regarding the above, please call ae 
at (213) 825-1720, weekdays, 10 a.a to noon. 

erely, 

~s ., Colby (-vj 
Survey Archaeologist 

References 

L-115 Evaluation of the Archaeological Resources and Potential 
Iapact of Proposed Extension of the Lc:mg Beach Freeway (Rt. 7) 
North froa Valley Blvd. to Rt. 210 (Colorado Freeway) by 
Dr. C.W. Clewlow, Jr ••. UCLA, 8-22-74 
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L-1319 Archaeological Survey Report for Two Proposed Disposal 
Sites 07-LA 1 Routes 10 to 210 07204-020090 by John P. 
Roaani, Caltrans District 7. Sept. 28. 1983 

.. 
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MaUU\g A<lares.s: .v...-." ..... ,..,~ ............ ~·-·---·· --·--· 
California :·· · .. ,.·-· R · ""r. t UCLA lntdtute ci Archaeology 

i-·<,l:'.. ~ eg:. ..... a.. Fowler~usewnofCulturalHJ.story 
Arc:haeological "' '.> OtaAp Information t.osAngeies,e.A900l~1SlO 

Inventory '" · ~~~- Ca:!:!r Phone: lll-?2$·1980 FAX: lll-206-47'~ -----.:.......-- ... 
''<~::c. OCLA Archaeological Infomation Center:/~ 3;.6 7 

, . ·,": .. : CUltural Resources Records Search 

Lead Agency: "' ' c A ss~~:.t\11YS 
Permit/Project #: 'f:IB ll?:·ilf SuS oaee:_~l-"" ...... t-"'""f~--1 .... l ______ _ 
case Planner: ~1\RU.LQ At.eached usGS Quad: fc.DS Prn&Uftj 
B:!!._f Project Description, -:f:!,# ~: ~~ ~!Q461 8' 
~ ..... ~h~~-~·-~ --

* UCLA ARCHAEOLOGICAL INFORMATION CENTER INITIAL RECORDS SEARCH 

I X I The proj ec 1: area has been ~Yf)(part:ially) surveyed by a 
~r~fessional archaeo1o9ist and~ ~al resources were found. 

I I The project area has been {fully) (parcially) surveyed by a 
professional archaeologist and cultural resource5 were found. 

I I The project area h~s not been (fully) surveyed by a professional 
archaeologisc but cultural resources are likely tc be in ~he area. 

I I The project area ha& not been (fully) surveyed by a professional 
archaeologist. and cultural resources are not. likely to be in the area. 

UCOMMENDATIONS 

I I A Phase I •* archaeological survey should be done by a professional 
archaeologist prior to approval of project plans. 

I I A Phase II ** testing program for determination of significance. 

I I A professional archaeologist should be retained to monitor any earth 
moving operations. 

1 YJ No archaeological work is needed. prior to approval or the project 
• p~lns but a halt-work condit.ion should be in place in the event of cultural 

resources being discover~ during construction. 
! . 

*The initial records search does·~ot cover cultural heritage sites, either 
listed or pending, such as histqric buildings or points of interest. 

** Phase I survey and Phase II testing includes a 
field evaluation, and a final report with 1 

Oate completed: 'l· }.1 -1/ . 
Letter attached I I 

Signature:~~~~~~~~~~~~~­
a Archaeologist 

925-1.9 80 
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APPENDIX D: MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAMS 
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Appendix D 

Earth--Grading 

All grading shall be performed under supervision of a licensed engineering 
geologist and/or soils engineer in accordance with applicable provisions of 
the Municipal Code and the recommendations of the City Engineer and the 
Superintendent of Building; 

Implementation of the recommendations of geotechnical reports prepared 
specifically for the proposed project shall be adopted, including slope 
stability, excavation, shoring and foundation design and any necessary 
subdrain systems; 

The geologist and soils engineer shall inspect all excavations to determine 
that conditions anticipated in the report have been encountered and to 
provide recommendations for the correction of hazards found during 
grading; 

All recommendations of the Geological and Soils Engineering Report 
prepared by Triad Foundation Engineering which are in addition to, or more 
restrictive than, Department requirements shall be incorporated into the 
plans; 

Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Department of Building 
and Safety with respect to grading in conformance with the Grading 
Ordinance of the Los Angeles Building Code prior to the recordation of the 
final map; 

Ground wetting using only reclaimed water shall be done during grading and 
before landscaping for dust control and soil compaction; 

Both the Geologist and the Soils Engineer shall inspect and approve all fill 
and subdrain placement areas prior to placing fill. Both consultants shall 
include in their final reports a certification of the adequacy of the 
foundation material to support the fill without undue settlement and/ or 
consolidation; 

Prior to the placing of compacted fill, a representative of the consulting 
Soils Engineer shall inspect and approve the bottom excavations. He/she 
shall post a notice on the job site for the City Grading Inspector and the 
Contractor stating that the soil inspected meets the conditions of the report, 
but that no fill shall be placed until the City Grading Inspector has also 
inspected and approved the bottom excavations. A written certification to 
this effect shall be filed with the Department upon completion of the work. 
A compaction report shall be submitted to the Department upon completion 
of the compaction; 
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All man-made fill shall be compacted to a minimum of 90 percent relative 
compaction as required by Code Section 91.7006(d); 

All residences shall be supported on footings founded entirely within either 
bedrock, compacted fill or alluvium; 

Bench drains shall be designed so as to minimize their visual impact. This 
shall include soil-colored concrete, landscaping or curvilinear construction 
if necessary to conform with surrounding graded surfaces; 

Retaining walls shall be constructed with materials which are architecturally 
attractive and/or permit the planting of vegetation to reduce their visual 
impact; 

All graded, brushed or bare slopes shall be planted with low-water 
consumption, native-type plant varieties recommended by a landscape 
architect. Suitable arrangements shall be made with the Department of 
Building and Safety with respect to continued maintenance of the 
recommended plant varieties until they are established as an effective 
ground cover; 

Slope planting shall generally consist of low ground cover to impede water 
flow on the surface. To provide greater slope protection against scour and 
erosion, the slope shall be covered with a jute mat or other suitable material 
to provide protection while the ground cover is being established; 

An approved haul route for the export of earth material shall be used; 

Contour grading techniques shall be used to reduce visual impact; 

Contour landscaping techniques shall be used to restore ridge lines. 

Responsible Implementation Agency: Project Applicant/Developer 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-grading and Grading 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 
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Earth--Geologic Hazards and Seismicity 

See previous grading recommendations; 

Residential structures shall be designed to meet minimum seismic safety 
standards as set forth in the City of Los Angeles Building Code, subject to 
determination and approval of the Department of Building and Safety and 
other responsible agencies; 

Project development shall be in conformance with the City's Seismic Safety 
Plan, applicable portions of the Municipal Code and seismic safety 
requirements of the Department of Building and Safety; 

Slopes and/ or structures shall be designed in accordance with seismic safety 
standards. Project cut and fill slopes shall be engineered for seismic 
stability, and structures shall be set back from steeper natural slopes. 

Responsible Implementation Agency: Project Applicant/Developer 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-grading, Grading and construction 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 

Department of Building and Safety, Los Angeles 
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Water--Surface Runoff and Hydrology 

The project site shall be developed in accordance with requirements of the 
City of Los Angeles' Flood Hazard Management Specific Plan (Ordinance 
No. 154,405). This Plan requires that the project be designed in such a 
manner as to prevent flood-related damage to the project and to existing 
downstream development both during and after construction; 

Permanent drainage facilities, as recommended by the project's geotechnical 
consultants, shall be constructed to control surface runoff and potential 
mudflows to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and the Superintendent of 
Building; 

Curbs and gutters shall be provided on all streets within the project area; 

All retaining walls shall be provided with a standard surface backdrain 
system and all drainage shall be conducted to the street in an acceptable 
manner and in a non-erosive device; 

Slopes shall be planted and a suitable watering system (in conformance with 
the Grading Code) installed upon completion of grading per the 
requirements of the Department of Building and Safety and the City 
Engineer; 

Grading of streets being dedicated shall be required, subject to the approval 
of the City Engineer, Department of Building and Safety and other 
responsible agencies; 

Subject to the recommendations and approval of the City Engineer, paved 
drainage terraces shall be provided along terraces, at the top of cuts and 
behind retaining walls; 

Subdrains shall be installed in all natural drainage courses within which 
compacted fill is to be placed; 

Two on-site debris basins shall be provided by the developers as required by 
the Bureau of Engineering; 

Energy dissipators shall be installed at any outlet structure where the 
velocity is considered erosive; 

The applicant shall reduce the amount of runoff from the site, including the 
use of permeable paving materials (which permit water penetration to a soil 
depth of 18 inches or more or provides a coefficient of runoff, as determined 
by the Rational Method, of 0.6 or less) and pervious concrete for pathways 
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and other similar surfaces; 

All applicable portions of the City's Landform Grading Manual shall be 
complied with; 

Roof runoff shall be collected in a rain gutter and downspout system and 
directed to approved areas via non-erodible conductors; 

Adjustments to these improvements may be necessary and shall be allowed, 
if deemed necessary by the City Engineer; 

Also see measures listed under Grading. 

Responsible Implementation Agency: Project Applicant/Developer 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-grading, Grading, Construction and Post­
occupancy 

Department of Building and Safety, Grading 
Division, City of Los Angeles 

Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Engineering, City of Los Angeles 

Advisory Agency: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 

Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Engineering, City of Los Angeles 
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Appendix D 

Water--Flood Hazard 

See mitigation measures listed in the Surface Water Runoff/Hydrology and 
Grading sections. 

Responsible Implementation Agency: Project Applicant/Developer 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-grading, Grading, Construction and Post­
occupancy 

Department of Building and Safety, Grading 
Division, City of Los Angeles 

Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Engineering, City of Los Angeles 

Advisory Agency: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 

Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Engineering, City of Los Angeles 
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Right of Way and Access 

All street alignments and grades shall be approved by the Department of 
Building and Safety and the Department of Public Works of the City of Los 
Angeles, and shall be improved in a manner satisfactory to the City 
Engineer; 

Dedication and improvement of Ringgold Drive and Corona Drive to 
Hillside Collector Street Standards ( 40-foot wide roadway in a 50-foot wide 
right-of-way). Unused existing right-of-way within the site boundary shall be 
vacated; 

Pullman Street shall be improved for two lanes of traffic between the 
proposed subdivision and Harriman Avenue to provide the main access to 
the site. Lathrop Street shall provide a secondary means of access. 

Responsible Implementation Agency: Project Applicant/Developer 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-grading, Grading, Construction and Post­
occupancy 

Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Engineering, City of Los Angeles 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 

Advisory Agency: Department of City Planning, 
City of Los Angeles 

Department of Public Works and City Engineer, 
City of Los Angeles 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 
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Appendix D 

Transportation and Circulation 

See measures listed in Right-of-Way and Access. 

Project traffic generation is nominal. No mitigation measures are necessary 
to reduce traffic volumes. 

If the Westerly corridor of the Long Beach Freeway were selected, the 
project could not be built as proposed. If any of the other alternative 
corridors were selected, double-paned glass would be installed to minimize 
the impact of the small increase in background noise levels. 

Responsible Implementation Agency: Project Applicant/Developer 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-grading, Grading, Construction and Post­
occupancy 

Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Engineering, City of Los Angeles 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 

Department of Transportation, State of California 

Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Engineering, City of Los Angeles 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 

Department of Transportation, State of California 
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Appendix D 

Public Services--Fire Protection 

Prior to any construction, plot plans and drawings shall be submitted for 
Fire Department approvals; 

The project shall comply with all applicable State and local codes and 
ordinances, and the guidelines found in the Fire Protection and Fire 
Prevention Plan, as well as the Safety Plan, both of which are elements of 
the General Plan of the City of Los Angeles; 

Access for fire apparatus and fire personnel to all structures shall be 
required; 

Fire lanes, where required, and dead-ending streets shall terminate in a cul­
de-sac or other approved turning area. If dead-ending streets or fire lanes 
will be greater than 700 feet in length, secondary access shall be provided; 

The project shall conform to the standard street dimensions shown on the 
Department of Public Works Standard Plan D-22549; 

Where access requires accomodation of Fire Department apparatus, 
minimum outside radius of the paved surface shall be 35 feet. An additional 
six feet of clear space shall be maintained beyond the outside radius to a 
vertical point 13 feet and 6 inches above the paved surface of the roadway; 

Residences shall be placed no further than 150 feet from fire-access 
roadways; 

Irrigated and managed greenbelts around the perimeter of all structures 
shall be considered as a buffer between the bush and the proposed project. 
The buffer shall be irrigated by a drip irrigation system, and all new 
landscaping shall use only fire·resistant plants and materials; 

The brush in the area adjacent to the proposed development for a distance 
of 150 feet shall be cleared or thinned periodically under the supervision of 
the Los Angeles Fire Department in order to reduce the risk of brush fires 
to the homes: 

There shall be at least two means of ingress and egress to the project site 
that will accomodate major fire apparatus and permit major evacuation 
during emergency situations; 

All necessary public and/ or private fire hydrants shall be provided to the 
satisfaction of the Fire Department; 
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Appendix D 

Private and/ or public roadways constructed as a part of the proposed project 
shall not exceed a 15 percent grade; 

The following additional measures shall also be included for dwellings 
contructed on the project site: boxed-in eaves, double-strength or wired 
glass, and non-combustible roofs and exterior finishes. 

Responsible Implementation Agency: Project Applicant/Developer 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-grading, Grading, construction and Post­
occupancy 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 

Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Engineering, City of Los Angeles 

Fire Department, City of Los Angeles 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 

Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Engineering, City of Los Angeles 

Fire Department, City of Los Angeles 
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Appendix D 

Public Services--Police Protection 

The following security measures shall be constructed in all residences: 

A tamper-resistant burglar alarm system; 

Visible and well-illuminated main entry doors; 

Solid-core main entry doors containing "peep-viewer" and dead-bolt 
locks. No glass shall be located within 40 inches of any door. 

Sliding glass doors shall have a secondary locking system. 

Responsible Implementation Agency: Project Applicant/Developer 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Construction 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 

Police Department, City of Los Angeles 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 

Police Department, City of Los Angeles 
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Appendix D 

Energy Conservation 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and the Southern 
California Gas Company shall be consulted to determine the feasible energy 
conservation measures which could be incorporated into the design of the 
proposed project. 

All the energy conservation standards of Title 24, established by the 
California Energy Commission, shall be complied with. These standards 
relate to insulation requirements, use of caulking, double-glazed windows 
and weather stripping. Title 24 requires certain levels of energy 
conservation performance achieved at a minimum through certain 
prescriptive and/ or performance measures. These measures shall include, 
but are not limited to, thermal insulation that meets or exceeds standards 
established by the State of California and Department of Building and 
Safety, and tinted or solar reflective glass. 

The developer shall also: 

Use flourescent lighting where appropriate; 

Use natural gas for heating and cooking; 

Use solar energy to assist in hot water heating; 

Install attic fans or other devices to reduce attic temperatures; 

Install thermal insulation in walls and ceilings which meets or exceeds 
State and City standards; 

Use tinted or solar glass on appropriate exposures; 

Plant deciduous trees to permit sunlight in the winter and provide 
shade in the summer. 

Insulate hot water pipes and ducts. 

Orient buildings so that window walls are not south facing. 
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Responsible Implementation Agency: Project Applicant/Developer 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-construction, Construction and Post-occupancy 

Department of Water & Power, City of Los 
Angeles 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 

Southern California Gas Company 

Department of Water & Power, City of Los 
Angeles 

Southern California Gas Company 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 
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Appendix D 

Water Conseryation 

The applicant shall incorporate water-saving designs and techniques into the 
design of the proposed project as required by City of Los Angeles Ordinance 
No. 163,532. Water conservation measures described in the Ordinance 
include, but are not limited to, the installation of low-flow shower heads and 
toilet tank conservation devices. 

The applicant shall also comply with the City of Los Angeles xeriscape 
ordinance to further reduce water consumption, as well as the Sewer 
Allocation Ordinance (No. 165,615). 

Responsible Implementation Agency: Project Applicant/Developer 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-construction, construction and post-occupancy 

Department of Water & Power, City of Los 
Angeles 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 

Department of Water & Power, City of Los 
Angeles 

Department of Building and Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 
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Sanitary Sewers 

The applicant shall comply with the provisions of Ordinance No. 166,060 
regarding sewer capacity allotment in the City of Los Angeles. 

The applicant shall incorporate water conservation measures required by 
City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 163,532 into the proposed project. 

Responsible Implementation Agency: Project Applicant/Developer 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-construction, Construction and Post-occupancy 

Department of Public Works, Bureaus of 
Sanitation and Engineering, City of Los Angeles 

Department of Building & Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 

Department of Public Works, Bureaus of 
Sanitation and Engineering, City of Los Angeles 

Department of Building & Safety, City of Los 
Angeles 
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Appendix 0 

Cultural Resources 

If evidence of archaeological resources is encountered during project 
grading, all earth moving activities in the vicinity of such finds should cease, 
the City shall be notified and a qualified archaeologist should be consulted 
to assess the significance of the the finds and to recommend appropriate 
mitigation measures. 

A Native American observer shall be present during the grading phase of 
the project. According to the Public Resources Code (Section 5097.94(k)), 
the Native American Heritage Commission has the responsibility to protect 
cemetery and other burial sites. The Commission shall expedite the 
preservation and protection of any remains. 

Responsible Implementation Agency: Project Applicant/Developer 

Monitoring Phase: 

Enforcement Agency: 

Monitoring Agency: 

Pre-construction 

Institute of Archaeology, University of California, 
Los Angeles 

Institute of Archaeology, University of California, 
Los Angeles 
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APPENDIX E: 

PRE-CIRCULATION COMMENTS AND TEXT REFERENCES 
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PRE-CIRCULATION COMMENTERS 
AND TEXT REFERENCE LOCATION 

Correspondent 

California Department of Transportation 
Gary McSweeney 

California Department of Transportation 
W.B. Ballantine 

Los Angeles Fire Department 
Davis Parsons 

Los Angeles Police Department 
Garrett Zimmon 

Los Angeles Public Works Department 
Wastewater Program Management 
Bradley Smith 

Los Angeles Public Works Department 
Bureau of Engineering 
L.H. Burks 

Native American Heritage Commission 
John D. Smith 
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Text Location by Subject 

Transportation/Circulation 
p. 57-61 

Transportation/ Circulation 
p. 57-61 

Public Services--Fire Protection 
p. 62-64 

Public Services--Police Protection 
p. 64-65 

Water Conservation p. 72-74 
Sanitary Sewers p. 75-80 

Right-of-Way/ Access p. 55-56 
Transportation/Circulation 

p. 67-61 

Cultural Resources--Archaeological 
p. 80-81 
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STATE OF CAliFORNIA-BUSINESS AND TRANSPORTATION AOENCY GEORGE OEUKMEJIAN, Go-r 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 7, 120 SO. SPRING ST. 
LOS ANGELeS, CA 90012 
TOO ~13) 620..3.5.50 
( 213) 620-23 76 ~ t~.l~.!~~ [! 

July 25, 1989 

Ms. Evelyn Garfinkel 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 655 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Garfinkel: 

JUL 2 71989 

ENVIRONMENT AI.,; 
~VIE.W $~.0.. . 

IGR/CEQA 
City of Los Angeles 
NOP; Pueblo Ave. 
Subdivision 
SCH i89062136 
Rte 110 · 

• 

Thank you for including the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) in the environmental review process for 
the above referenced project. Based on the information received 
we find no apparent impact to our facilities. However, any 
mitigation proposed should be fully discussed in the document. 
Those discussions should include, but not be limited to, the 
following: 

* financing 
* scheduling considerations 
* implementation responsibilities 
* monitoring 

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

Gary McSweeney 
District 7 IGR/CEA Coordinator 
Transportation Planning and Analysis Branch 
120 So. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Ms. Garfinkel -2- July 25, 1989 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you have any 
comments regarding these comments, contact Gary McSweeney at 
(213) 620-2376. 

GARY cSWEE Y 
IG~t EOA ~oordin~ or 
Transportation Planning and 
Analysis Branch 

cc: State Clearinghouse 

-185-



I . 

T 
\ . 

j . 

··rATE OF CAliFORNIA-BUSINESS ANO TRANSP(;}!<TATION AGENCY 

.)EPART MENT OF TRANSPORT ATJON 
DISTRICT 7, P.O. BOX 2304, lOS ANGEUiS 90051 
(213) 620-5335 

November 27, 1984 ·v ~ ta ~ ~ w Ji 1 rn Notice of Preparation u CITY OF lf)c; ,AMI"!FIIIS ~: 

Mr. Horace Tramel 
City of Los Angeles 
Room 655 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4856 

Dear Mr. Tramel: 

DEC 3 1984 

ENVIRONMENT AU 
REYtEW SEC. 

!•1e have revi~wed the Notic"" of Pr~parat ion for the Pueblo Avenue 
Subdivision. Pending a December decision by the California Trans­
portation Commission (CTC) the Pueblo Avenue Subdivision may fall 
within and adjacent to the proposed right-of-way limits for the 
completion of the Long Beach Freeway (Route 7). 

The CTC is expected to choose between the Westerly alignment which 
would traverse the Pueblo Avenue Subdivision, the Meridian alignment 

•which would parallel Meridian Avenue through the City of South 
Pasadena, and no project. If the Westerly alignment alternative is 
selected by the CTC and later concurred with by the Federal Highway 
Administration the subdivision site may be required for future 
transportation use. 

For either of the build alternatives, Westerly or Meridian, this area 
of the Monterey Hills has been identified during the Route 7 environ­
mental studies as a potential site for the placement of excess 
excavated material and for the construction of replacement dwelling 
units. · 

The site of the proposed subdivision as it relates to the completion 
of Route ~will require additional coordination between our agencies 
and project proponent. Detailed project plans would enable us to more 
precisely locate and evaluate the potential impacts of the Pueblo 
Avenue Subdivision. 

Thank you for'this opportunity .to comment. 
contact Richard Simon at (213) 620-4038. 

Very truly yqurs, 

I()/)_ faL1J.-<--k~ 
W. B. BALLANTINE, Chief 
Environmental Planning Branch 
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FORM GEN. 180 (Rev. 6-80) CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

July 19, 1989 

TO: Ms. Evelyn Garfinkle, Project Coordinator 
Department of City Planning 
200 North Spring Street 
Room 655, City Hall 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4856 

FROM: Fire Department 

SUBJECT: PUEBLO AVENUE SUBDIVISION .: TENTATIVE TRACT 35022 
PRE-DRAFT REQUEST FOR COMMENTS 

This is a revised project description for 
subdivision on approximately 15.7 acres. 
for Pre-Draft Comments, issued Octoer 30, 
single-family subdivision on 18.7 acres. 

a 24-lot sin~le-family 
The original request 
1984, was for a 30-lot 

The project is on an irregular parcel frontin~ approximately 337 
feet on the northerly side of Pullman Street (partially 
improved) west of the intersection of said street with Drysdale 
Avenue; extendin~ northerly to the South Pasadena City boundary 
line, with fronta~es on Pueblo Avenue, Rin~~old Drive, Glidden 
Drive and Corona Drive. 

The adequacy of fire protection for a given area is based on 
required fire-flow, response distance from existing fire 
stations, and this Department's judgment for needs in the area. 
In general, the required fire-flow is closely related to land 
use. The quantity of water necessary for fire protection varies 
with the type of development, life hazard, occupancy, and the 
degree of fire hazard. 

Fire-flow requirements vary from 2,000 gallons per minute" 
(G.P.M.) in low-density residential areas to 12,000 G.P.M. in 
high-density commercial or industrial areas. A minimum residual 
water pressure of 20 pounds per square inch (P.S.I.) is to 
remain in the water system, with the required gallons per minute 
flowing. The required fire-flow for this project has been set 
at 2,000 G.P.M. from 3 fire hydrants flowin~ simultaneously. 
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Ms. Evelyn Garfinkle 
July 19, 1989 
Page 2 

Improvements to the water system in this area may be required to 
provide 2,000 G.P.M. fire-flow. The cost of improving the water 
system may be charged to the developer. For more detailed 
information regarding water main improvements, the developer 
shall contact the Water Services Section of the Department of 
Water and Power. 

Based on a required fire-flow of 2,000 G.P.M., the first-due 
Engine Company should be within 1.5 mile(s), the first-due Truck 
Company within 2.0 mile(s). 

The Fire Department has existing fire stations at the following 
locations for initial response into the area of the proposed 
development: 

Fire Station 47 
Task Force Station - Truck and Engine Company 
4575 Huntington Drive South 
Staffin,:z - io 

Fire Station 47 is approximately 1.25 miles from the proposed 
intersection of Pullman Street and Pueblo Avenue. Because the 
alignment of the proposed streets is unknown at this time, the 
adequacy of fire protection based on travel distance may be 
inadequate and may require the project to be fully sprinklered. 

The following comments are furnished in response to your request 
for this Department to review the proposed development: 

At least two diff·erent ingress/egress roads for each area, 
that will accommodate major fire apparatus and provide for 
major evacuation during emergency situations shall be 
required. 

Adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants 
may be r~quired. Their number and location to be determined 
after the Fire Department's review of the plot plan. 

Submit plot plans that show the access road and the turning 
area for Fire Department approval. 

Construction of public or private roadway in the proposed 
development shall not exceed 15' in grade. 
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Ms. Evelyn Garfinkle 
July 19, 1989 
Page 3 

Private development shall conform to the standard street 
dimensions shown on Department of Public Works Standard Plan 
D-22549. 

Private roadways for general access use and fire lanes, 
width shall not be less than 20 feet clear to sky. 

Fire lanes, where required, and dead ending streets shall 
terminate in a cul-de-sac or other approved turning area. 
No dead ending street or fire lane shall be greater than 700 
feet in length or secondary access shall be required. 

All access roads, including fire lanes, shall be maintained 
in an unobstructed manner, removal of obstructions shall be 
at the owner's expense. The entrance to all required fire 
lanes or required private driveways shall be posted with a 
sign no less than three square feet in area in accordance 
with Section 57.09.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. 

Fire lane width shall not be less than 20 feet. When a fire 
lane must accommodate the operation of Fire Department 
aerial ladder apparatus or where fire hydrants are 
installed, those portions shall not be less than 28 feet in 
width. 

No building or portion of a huilding shall be constructed 
more than 150 feet from the ed~e of a roadway of an improved 
street, access road, or designated fire lane. 

Access for Fire Department apparatus and personnel to and 
into all structures shall be required. 

The proposed project shall comply with all applicable State and 
local codes and ordinances, and the guidelines found in the 
Fire Protection and Fire Prevention Plan, as well as the Safety 
Plan, both of~hich are elements of the General Plan of the City 
of Los Angeles (C.P.C. 19708). 

Definitive plans and specifications shall be submitted to this 
Department and requirements for necessary permits satisfied 
prior to commencement of any portion of this project. 

The Los Angeles Fire Department continually evaluates fire 
station placement and overall Department services for the entire 
City, as well as specific areas. The development of this 
proposed project, along with other approved and planned projects 
in the immediate area, may result in the need for the following: 
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Ms. Evelyn Garfinkle 
July 19, 1989 
Page 4 

1. Increased staffing for existing facilities. 

2. Additional fire protection facilities. 

3. Relocation of present fire protection facilities. 

For any additional information, please contact our Hydrant Unit, 
at (213) 485-5964. 

DONALD 0. MANNING 
Chief 

1
ngineer •;d/:,.eral Manager 

'J/74, /1#~( -
avis 1(~~~~~ Assistant Bureau Commander 

Bureau of Fire Prevention 

DRP:SJF:cec/3140 

cc: Councilman Richard Alatorre 
Environmental Quality Board 
Fire Department Planning Section 
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LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT 

DARYL F. GATES 
Chief of Police 

July 6, 1989 

Ms. Evelyn Garfinkle 
Project coordinator 
Department of City Planning 
City Hall, Room 655 
200 North Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

TOM BRADLEY 
Mayor 

EIR Case No.: 172-84 (SUB) (REC) 

Dear Ms. Garfinkle: 

P. 0. Box 30158 
Los Angeles, Coli f. 90030 
Telephone: 
(2131185-2636 
Ref B. 4 

The proposed construction of the Pueblo Avenue Subdivision has 
been reviewed. The project is located in the Los Angeles Police 
Department's Hollenbeck Area, Reporting District (RD) 409. Past 
annual crime statistics indicate a crime rate above the Citywide 
average. Predominate crimes include burglary and auto theft. 
The current average response time to emergency calls in 
Hollenbeck Area is 7.9 minutes. The Citywide average response 
time to emergency calls in 1988 was 7.7 minutes. Hollenbeck Area 
currently has 201 sworn officers assigned over three watches. 

A project of this size will have minimum impact upon police 
services. It is estimated that approximately 75 to 100 persons 
would occupy the completed project during any given time period. 
Although the project will have an accumulating impact over time, 
the need to increase police personnel or facilities cannot be 
anticipated at this time. 

To mitigate any crime problems that could arise from this 
development, the following security measures are recommended: A 
tamper resistant burglar alarm system should be incorporated into 
the design of the homes; all main entry doors should be visible 
from the street and well illuminated; all main entry doors should 
be of solid core construction containing "peepviewers" and 
dead bolt locks; no glass should be present within 40 inches of 
any door, and windows should be planned in such a manner as to 
provide residents with a view of their immediate neighborhood; 
installation of sliding glass doors should contain a secondary 
locking system. 
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Ms. Evelyn Garfinkle 
Page two 
9.4 

The Department's Crime Prevention Unit (485-3134) should be 
contacted for security design assistance. 

Upon completion of the project, the developer should be 
encouraged to provide the Hollenbeck Area commanding officer with 
a diagram of the project. The diagram should include access 
routes, unit numbers, and any information that might facilitate 
police response. 

Questions regarding EIR's may be referred to Officer 
John Berkowitz, Planning and Research Division (213) 485-3070. 

Very truly .yours, 

DARYL F. GATES 
Chief of Police 

}-0'"'""~JL \; . ""-------..._ 
~ARRETT W. ZIMMON, Captain 
Commanding Officer 
Planning and Resea ch Division 
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FORM GEN. 160 (Rev. ll-601 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

JUN 2 7 1988 

Kenneth c. Topping, Director 
Department of City Planning 

Attn: Evelyn Garfinkle, 
Project Coordinator~~~~ 

Bradley M. Smith, Divisio~n;ineer v 
Wastewater Program Management Division 

JUN 2 9 1989 

ENVIRONMENT AJJ 
RE.~EW SEQ .. 

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO REVISED PRE-DRAFT REQUEST FOR COMMENTS -
PUEBLO AVENUE SUBDIVISION, TENTATIVE TRACT 35022 
EIR # 172-84 CSUBl CREC) 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the revised pre-draft 
document for this p~ject. We would expect to see the following 
items addressed in the OEIR. 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

The proposed project would contribute wastewater flow to the 
Hyperion Wastewater Treatment System. Capacity within the 
Hyperion system is presently limited and the City Council has 
enacted ordinances to limit its allocation. Associated with the 
problem of limited sewer capacity, the City is under contractual 
obligation, as per the 1982 Air Quality Contingency Plan (AQCP), 
to offset adverse air quality impacts associated with additional 
growth. Growth within the Hyperion Service Area has exceeded the 
1982 AQMP projections. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS: 

The applicant should review the recently enacted sewer Allocation 
and Water Conservation Ordinances, and discuss measures which 
will be included· in the project to conform to the applicable 
requirements of the ordina~ges. The document should include 
estimates of the qual~ty- and quantity of wastewater to be 
generated by the proposed project together with mitigation and 
water conservation measures which could result in reduced 
wastewater generation. The size, location and hydraulic capacity 
of local sewers and interceptors impacted by the project should 
be addressed. 

If you have any questions, 
my staff at 687-0259. 

BMS/LMEY:pdh5~ 

please telephone Larry Meyerhofer of 

.. 
l , ENV-2-1 
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.. ORM GEN. 160 (Rev. 6-801 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

'--.. ,.,- CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

November 30, 1984 

Mr. Calvin S. HamiTton, Director 
De:!&~~~~~~ity Planning 

~~-B~~~sion Engineer 
Street Opening and Widening Division 
Bureau of Engineering 

Subject: Request for Comments - Pre-Draft EIR No. 172-84-SUB -
North of ·Huntington Drive and East of Pueblo Avenue. 

Your referral dated October. 30, 1984, requested my comments 
on the Draft EIR fo~ a 30-lot single-family subdivision. 

The following areas of concern under my responsibility should 
be addressed in the EIR: · 

Streets: 

Ringgold Drive and Corona Drive -Dedicate and improve to 
Hillside Collector Street Standards (40-foot wide roadway 
in a 50-foot wide right of way). Unused existing right of 

·way should be vacated. 

Glidden Drive -Dedicate and improve to Hillside Street 
Limited Standards (28-foot wide roadway in a 36-foot wide 
right of way with a 39-foot radius cul-de-sac). 

Lathrop Street provides the main access to the tract. Pullman 
Street should be improved for two lanes of traffic between 
the tract and Collis Aven~~-t~ provide a second access. 

Sewers: Onsite sewers should be provided to connect the 
existing sewer in l~throp Street. 

LHB/MCW/riflt 
O&W/1 OV/28 
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STATe OF CAliFORNIA 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
915 Capitol Moll, Room 288 
Sacramento, California 95814 

(916) 322·7791 

November 9 1984 

Horace Tramel 
The City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, R. 655 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-4856 

RE: PUEBLO AVENUE SUBDIVISION 
THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
SCH # 84110709 

Dear Mr. Tramel: 

'·.. ·' . ~ / 
.• 

' ·-·. 
\ 

GEORGe OeUKMEJIAN, Governor 

RECEIVED 
ClTY OF LOS ANGELES 

NOV 131984 

Cl1Y PLANNING DEPT. 
ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW SEC. 

The Native American Heritage Commission appreciates the opportunity to express 
its concerns and comments in the environmental review process. As you may know, 
the Commission is mandated to preserve and protect places of special religious 
or social significance to Native Americans pursuant to Section 5097 et seq of 
the Public Resources Code. 

Since this project is located in an area which is likely to yield previously 
unrecorded sites, we strongly recommend that a Native American observer be 
present during the grading phase of the delelopment. If requested, the Comm­
ission will provide a list of those groups or individuals who have expressed 
their interest and are of the appropriate heritage to the project area. 

The Commission has the additional responsibility of assisting Native Americans 
in cer11etery and burial protection pursuant to Section 5097.94 (k) of the 
Public Resources Code. We request that the County Coroner's Office be con­
tacted if human remains of Native American origin are encountered during the 
project, pursuant to the procedures set forth in Section 7050.5 of the Health 
and Safety Code. Should this occur, the Commission will assist in expediting 
the preservation and protection of the remains. 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact the Commission. 

ry Tt:/ -·-""7f-
, ; Sm;th 

l tive Assistant 

.g. 
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