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October 13, 2017

Los Angeles City Council 
c/o Office of the City Clerk 
City Hall, Room 395 
Los Angeles, California 90012

Attention: PLUM Committee

Dear Honorable Members:

APPEAL SUMMARY, 12575 BEATRICE STREET; 12553 - 12575 WEST BEATRICE STREET; 
5410 - 5454 SOUTH JANDY PLACE; CF 17-1041

Project Background

The project involves the demolition an existing 23,072 square-foot office building (currently housing 
creative office uses), accessory structures and surface parking and the construction of a new, 10- 
story, 135-foot tall, creative office building, containing accessory cafe and retail uses in the Palms - 
Mar Vista - Del Rey Community Plan.

On July 27, 2017, the City Planning Commission approved a Conditional Use Permit to allow a Major 
Development Project and a Site Plan Review, to allow the construction of an approximately 200,000 
square-foot office building in the M2-1 Zone. The project did not seek, nor was it approved for any 
deviations from the Los Angeles Municipal Code. As a part of their action, the Commission found the 
project’s Mitigated Negative Declaration reflected the independent judgment and analysis of the City; 
found that mitigation measures have been made enforceable conditions on the project; and adopted 
the Mitigated Negative Declaration and the Mitigation Monitoring Program prepared for the Mitigated 
Negative Declaration.

The City Planning Commission’s determination letter was issued on August 18, 2017. During the 
appeal period, one appeal of the requested entitlements under case no. CPC-2016-1208-CU-SPR 
and the associated environmental case no. ENV-2016-1209-MND was filed by Susanna Karney 
Flaster, of Karney Management Company. Ms. Flaster represents the ownership of property located 
to the immediate north and northwest of the subject site.

Staff recommends that the PLUM Committee recommend for Council Action to deny the submitted 
appeal and sustain the City Planning Commission’s approval of the proposed project. The following 
statements have been compiled and summarized from the submitted appeal and responded below:

http://planning.lacity.org


PLUM Committee 
CF 17-1041 
Page 2

1. The project is limited to a 45-foot height limit.
The appellants states that the project is limited to a height of 45 feet, pursuant to LAMC Section 
12.22-A,23 and that the project’s proposed lot line adjustment does not evade this requirement.

STAFF RESPONSE:
Staff maintains that the project does not meet the definition of a Commercial Corner 
Development that would otherwise be subject to a 45-foot height limitation.

As defined by the Los Angeles Municipal Code, a Commercial Corner Development is any 
commercially used corner lot located in a C or M zone in Height District Nos. 1, 1-L, 1-VL, or 
1-XL, the lot line of which adjoins, is separated only an alley adjacent to, or is located across 
the street from, any portion of a lot zoned A or R, or improved with any residential use (except 
in an M zone).... The definition goes on to state that for the purposes of this definition, a 
Commercial Corner Development can be located on more than one lot only if the lots are 
adjacent, not divided by a public street, have a common parking, area, and one or more 
buildings are erected or are proposed to be erected upon the lots.

On February 1, 2017, the applicant filed a lot line adjustment (case no. AA-2017-397-PMEX). 
This adjustment will result in a 317 square-foot corner parcel to be used exclusively for 
landscaping and open space purposes. The proposed adjustment is a permitted action. This 
has been verified by the Department of Building and Safety who additionally verified that with 
no construction proposed on said lot, there is no minimum lot size and only 20 feet of street 
frontage is required. While this lot will be adjacent to the proposed creative office project, 
this proposed area was excluded from consideration of the larger creative office 
development, will not contain any structure, and will not require or share a common parking 
area with the larger project. The lot line adjustment is a ministerial action and was not under 
the purview of the City Planning Commission for review. The proposed project has been 
conditioned to require that prior to the issuance of the building permit, a copy of an approved 
Case No. AA-2017-397-PMEX shall be submitted to the satisfaction of the Department of 
City Planning. Therefore, as conditioned, the project is not subject to a 45-foot height limit.

2. The project violates LAMC Section 12.36.
The appellants assert that the project will also need at least a Conditional Use permit for beer 
and wine to operate the “anticipated bar and restaurant use” and that without information 
about all such approvals reasonably related and necessary to complete the project, the City 
cannot continue to process the case.

STAFF RESPONSE:
Staff maintains that the project does not violate Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.36. 
The project was approved with the following condition:

Condition No. 8: Ancillary Uses. Accessory cafe/restaurant and retail space shall not exceed 
3,400 square feet. Per LADOT Technical Traffic Memorandum (CTC15-103799) the 
commercial component of this development has been reviewed and approved at a trip 
generation factor equivalent to that of an office campus. Any accessory commercial use 
identified to have a trip generation factor equivalent to a restaurant or cafeteria and service 
retail facilities or below (as referenced in the ITE Trip Generation Manual) is allowed. The 
applicant shall submit final plans to LADOT to determine if the project conforms to LADOT 
Case No. CTC15-103799, or if additional review and analysis is required.

The ancillary uses that were assumed by the Department of Transportation during their 
review of the project’s traffic study did not fall under the general category of a bar or restaurant 
use, as described by the appellant. The ancillary 3,400 square-foot cafe/restaurant use will
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serve as an amenity of the proposed creative office, only. A conditional use to allow the sale 
of beer and wine is not a required approval to complete the project, nor was it ever a part of 
the proposed project.

The project will be limited to those uses conditioned by its approval and analyzed in its 
approved traffic study. Any unanticipated changes in the project description would be 
required subsequent entitlement requests and environmental review. As such, the project 
has not violated LAMC Section 12.36.

3. The required findings for a Major Development Project under LAMC Section 12.24-14 
or Site Plan Review under LAMC Section 16.05 cannot be made with substantial
supporting evidence.

STAFF RESPONSE:
Staff maintains that the project approval was supported by the required findings for a Major 
Development Project under LAMC Section 12.24-U.14 and Site Plan Review under LaMc 
16.05. The appellant states that the project approval did not make the appropriate findings, 
however, they do not provide any supportive analysis or discussion.

4. The Mitigated Negative Declaration is inadequate under CEQA.
The submitted appeal provides a list of environmental categories that it states the project’s 
MND was inadequate, however it does not provides any evidence to support its claims.

STAFF RESPONSE:
Staff maintains that the project’s MND fully complies with CEQA. On the day of the City 
Planning Commission meeting that considered the project, the appellant submitted a noise 
analysis peer review from DKA Planning, dated July 26, 2017. This peer review was received 
outside of the MND’s formal comment period and was, therefore, not responded to or 
included in any review of the project.

Subsequent to the approval of the project, a response to the peer review was received by the 
preparer of the original noise analysis. Upon review, the Department of City Planning concurs 
with report and maintains that the noise analysis completed for the proposed project 
appropriately analyzed the anticipated impacts of the project. A copy of the response has 
been attached herein for your reference.

In conclusion, Staff recommends that the PLUM Committee recommend for Council Action to deny the 
submitted appeal and sustain the City Planning Commission’s approval of the proposed project.

Sincerely,

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning

j^Kina Mon
City Planner

OS,

VPB:NH:JM

Enclosures: ATTACHMENT A: Response to Late submittal of Noise Analysis Peer Review



ATTACHMENT A: Response to Late submittal of Noise Analysis Peer Review

Responses to CommentsNew Beatrice West Project

Responses to Noise Analysis Peer Review (Peer Review) from DKA Planning, dated July 26, 2017, on 
the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) prepared for the New Beatrice West Project 
(ENV-2016-1209-MND) are provided below. The numbering system corresponds with brackets added to 
the Peer Review to address each point clearly.

It should be noted that the Peer Review was dated July 26, 2017 and received by the City on July 27, 
2017, outside of the IS/MND comment period and notably submitted by hand at the last minute at the 
City Planning Commission hearing on the project. Notwithstanding the late submittal, the following 
responses are provided.

COMMENT 1

On-Site Construction Noise Impact: Compliance with regulatory standards does not by itself 
ensure a less than significant impact.

Checklist Question 3.12(d) reads as follows:

Would the project result in ... [a] substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

In response to this checklist item on page 3-46, section (d), of the noise analysis, the analysis states that 
"[a]s discussed in Response to Checklist Question 3.12(a), the proposed project would result in a less than 
significant impact related to construction with implementation of Mitigation Measures XII-20 through 
XII-27 ." However, Checklist Question 3.12(a) only considers whether a project would generate noise or 
expose persons to noise "in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies." However, the response to Checklist Question 3.12(a) never 
quantitatively or qualitatively demonstrates that the project would not cause a significant increase in noise 
levels at nearby sensitive receptors and inappropriately reasons that the project's construction noise 
impact would be less than significant because it would comply with LAMC Section 112.05 and other city 
regulations pertaining to construction activities. But compliance with regulatory requirements is 
compulsory, and compliance with local and other regulations does not by itself guarantee or prove that a 
project would not result in "substantial temporary or periodic" increases in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity, the matter raised by Checklist Question 3.12(d).

The City of Los Angeles has published guidance defining what constitutes significant construction noise 
impacts. According to the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, "A project would normally have a significant 
impact on noise levels from construction if...[c]onstruction activities lasting more than 10 days in a three 
month period would exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise sensitive 
use .... " The analysis has utilized a similar 5 dBA threshold to determine the significance of the project's 
off-site construction noise impacts from construction vehicles, and therefore considers a 5 dBA threshold 
to be appropriate for the evaluation of the project's construction noises. As such, the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide's 5 dBA threshold should be utilized to determine the significance of the project's 
construction noise impact with respect to Checklist Question 3.12(d).

RESPONSE 1

The IS/MND utilizes the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) noise regulation standard to assess 
construction noise, while it applies the 5 dBA noise increase threshold to noise from project operations. 
(IS/MND, p. 3-39.)

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (Thresholds Guide) is “a guidance document that draws together 
practical information useful to City staff, project proponents, and the public involved in the environmental 
review of projects subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The Thresholds Guide is
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a resource available to provide information to those interested in the CEQA process.” (Thresholds Guide 
Introduction, p. 1.) The Thresholds Guide is not a binding document and has not been adopted by the 
City Council. Rather it is a reference guide for those interested in the CEQA process. The Thresholds 
Guide is not meant to “impact the existing discretionary authority of decisionmakers” and does not 
change the authority of the lead agency to “determine significance thresholds on a case-by-case basis 
dependent upon unique environments, evolving regulatory requirements, and the nature of projects 
encountered by each lead agency.” (Thresholds Guide Introduction, p. 2.)

The Thresholds Guide was issued in 2006 and does not contain the most up-to-date information regarding 
noise impacts for construction equipment, as many types of mitigation and state of the art technologies 
have changed. Therefore, the Thresholds Guide is not the most recent or up to date guidance in all 
situations. The Thresholds Guide is also not binding on the City, but rather the City has the discretion to 
utilize additional standards and practices to guide the measurement of potential noise impacts. With 
respect to construction noise, in Categorical Exemption and MND cases, the City uses a different standard 
when assessing potential noise impacts from in-fill development. According to City practice, compliance 
with regulatory measures including LAMC Chapter XI, Article 2, Section 112.05 for construction noise 
may be used to demonstrate that the project will not result in a significant impact. The LAMC noise 
regulations regulate a number of aspects of construction noise, including hours of operation, best 
practices, and noise levels. Under this standard, the IS/MND must demonstrate that the project as 
designed or mitigated will comply with LAMC Section 112.05, that all feasible noise mitigation will be 
required, and that construction noise as mitigated will not exceed the 75 dBA limitation within 50 feet. 
(See for example, CP-7828, Class 32 CE Specialized Instructions.)

Further, the Thresholds Guide includes an incorrect methodology for quantification of construction noise 
levels. The Thresholds Guide (p. 1.1-3 to 1.1-4) states that projected noise levels at the time of 
construction should be quantified as CNEL. CNEL is a weighted 24-hour measure of sound levels. CNEL 
includes a 10 dBA penalty for the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. and an additional 4.77 dBA penalty for 
the hours of 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. The use of this 24-hour metric would unfairly represent the short
term increase in noise levels expected from construction activity. The California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) has established a methodology to convert between CNEL and Leq and vice 
versa. However, it would be inaccurate to translate the stated 5 dBA CNEL threshold into an hourly noise 
level (Leq) increase and there are a number of assumptions that are necessary in order for the conversion 
to work. First, the assumption that each of the 24 hourly traffic mixes remains constant and that traffic 
speeds do not change. Second, the method assumes that the peak hour traffic coincides with the worst- 
hour Leq, which is often not true. Nevertheless, the methods of conversion discussed may be used if only 
average daily traffic (ADT) volumes are known and a reasonable estimate can be made of the percentage 
of peak hour traffic volume of the ADT. Another requirement is a reasonable estimate of the day and 
night traffic volume split for Ldn and day, evening, and night split for CNEL.1 As such, as numeric 
thresholds and not measured noise levels, it is not possible to convert the 5 dBA CNEL threshold to an 
hourly Leq noise threshold.

With respect to construction noise, the City has concluded that it would be improper to utilize an 
incremental noise level increase of 5 dBA CNEL to assess construction noise from in-fill projects, in part 
because construction activity is inherently noisy and will always be clearly audible when adjacent to 
developed properties. To further reinforce the inaccuracy of using this metric, most major jurisdictions 
(City of Santa Monica, City of San Francisco, City of San Diego) within California do not use a CNEL 
incremental increase threshold because it is inaccurate for describing short-term noise impacts associated 
with construction noise.

1 Caltrans, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, p.2-55, September 2013.

21394373.2
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Multiple recent examples of City precedent verify the City utilizes the LAMC noise regulations to assess 
construction noise impacts in the City. Recent examples of IS/MNDs that used compliance with the 
LAMC to assess short-term construction noise impacts are provided below for reference.

• Environmental Case: ENV-2016-3749-MND, published July 13, 2017. The Project would construct a 
33-story, up to 450-foot tall mixed-use building, which would include a new hotel with up to 200 
rooms, approximately 49,227 square feet of office space, approximately 28,490 square feet of 
retail/restaurant floor area, and up to 250 residential condominium units including 18 very-low 
income units. The proposed building's total gross area would be approximately 420,000 square feet. 
The Project would include approximately 27,070 square feet of open space, 279 residential parking 
spaces and 266 non-residential parking spaces, for a total of 545 parking spaces. The Project would 
provide 286 long-term bicycle storage lockers and 58 short-term bicycle storage spaces for a total of 
344 bicycle parking spaces. The Project Site is approximately 100 feet northwest of the Metro 
Vermont/Wilshire rail station.
o Please see Pages IV-87 through IV-89 for the discussion and application of the City’s noise 

regulations:
https://planning.lacity.org/staffrpt/mnd/Pub_071317/ENV-2016-3749.pdf

• Environmental Case ENV-2016-1414-MND, published October 27, 2016. The approximate 2.14-acre 
(93,632-square-foot) Project Site is currently developed with the existing Galleria Building, a 1-story 
porte cochere at the south side of the Galleria Building, and a 155-space (49,744 square-feet) surface 
parking lot. As part of the adaptive reuse of the Galleria Building, the Applicant would add 
approximately 8,708 square feet of floor area to the Galleria Building roof, to provide 14 hotel rooms 
and associated roof-top amenities, with 146 hotel rooms and associated improvements accommodated 
within the existing floor area of the Galleria Building. The new mixed-use buildings would be 
constructed within the existing surface parking lot. The 7-story mixed-use building would contain 190 
condominium units and approximately 2,270 square feet of ground floor commercial uses, and the 35- 
story mixed use building would contain 355 condominium units and approximately 2,832 square feet 
of ground floor commercial uses.
o Please see Pages B-83 through B-97 for the discussion and application of the City’s noise 

regulations:
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/staffrpt/mnd/Pub_102716/ENV-2016-1414.pdf

• Environmental Case ENV-2015-3277-MND, published March 3, 2016. Option A consists of 250 
residential units, 1,700 square feet of commercial office space, and an ancillary 300 square-foot 
coffee bar for residents, office tenants, and park visitors within a 233,337 square-foot, variable height 
structure that varies from 54-feet at its lowest point to 85-feet tall at its highest point. Total proposed 
parking would be 368 spaces (360 residential parking spaces and 8 commercial office parking spaces) 
and 279 bike parking spaces. The proposed development would provide 28,817 square-feet of open 
space as well, which is a surplus of 1,317 square-feet over what is required. Option B proposes a 
mixed-use residential development with two separate buildings. The first building (Building 1) would 
be comprised of 165 condominium units, 10,000 square feet of commercial office space with a total 
floor area of 167,402 square feet within a 66-foot tall , building with four levels of residential over 
two levels of commercial space. Approximately 349 parking spaces and 185 bicycle parking spaces 
would be provided within Building 1. Building 2 would be an approximately 36,905 square foot self
storage building approximately 45 feet in height with three levels of storage over one level of on- 
grade parking with 25 parking stalls and 12 required bicycle parking spaces. The total proposed floor 
area for both buildings is 204,307 square feet.
o Please see Pages IV-78 through IV-86 for the discussion and application of the City’s noise

regulations:
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/staffrpt/mnd/ENV-2015-3277.pdf

31394373.2
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COMMENT 2

On-Site Construction Noise Impact: less than significant impact determination is unsubstantiated 
as the effectiveness of mitigation is unquantified.

As shown in Table 3-8 of the noise analysis, four receptors are projected to experience construction 
related noise level increases in excess of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide's 5 dBA noise increase 
threshold for construction activities lasting more than ten days in a three-month period. Table 3-8 does 
not include the two noise-sensitive receptors discussed above that were not identified and analyzed. 
According to the analysis, "Multi-family Residences to the south" are projected to experience a noise 
level increase of 26.9 dBA; Digital Domain, 11.6 dBA; 740 Sound Design, 10.4 dBA; and "Single-family 
Residences to the east," 13.0 dBA. The analysis finds that Regulatory Compliance Measures RC-NO-l 
through RC-NO-4 and Mitigation Measures XII-20 through XII-27 would be capable of mitigating these 
noise increases to a less than significant degree, but offers limited evidence as to why these measures 
would suffice, failing to disclose the mitigated construction-related noise levels that would be experienced 
by receptors with the implementation of these measures.

Further, the analysis offers no further explanation of how the proposed regulatory compliance and 
mitigation measures would adequately mitigate the project's on-site construction noise impacts, failing to 
quantitatively or qualitatively demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. The analysis 
claims that "other mitigation measures, while difficult to quantify, will assist in controlling construction 
noise. Therefore, impacts related to on-site construction noise would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated." But just because these mitigation measures may "assist in controlling 
construction noise" does not at all mean that they would be capable of reducing construction noises to a 
less than significant impact.

For example, Mitigation Measure XII-20 additionally requires "state-of-the-art noise shielding," and

Mitigation Measure XII-26 requires the placement of "flexible sound control curtains ... around all 
drilling apparatuses, drill rigs, and jackhammers." However, the analysis does not quantify the mitigating 
potential of this shielding in any way, let alone describe what a "state-of-the-art" noise barrier would even 
be. According to the Federal Transit Administration, sound barriers can be expected to attenuate noises by 
5 to 15 decibels only.1 Even considering a full 15 dBA of barrier mitigation and 3 dBA of muffler 
mitigation, the multi-family residences 50 feet south of the project would still be projected to experience a 
construction-related ambient noise level of 71.5 dBA Leq, an increase of 9.4 dBA above their existing 
ambient noise conditions; and 4.4 dBA above the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide's 5 dBA noise increase 
threshold for temporary construction activities lasting more than ten days in a three month period.

Further, this analysis does not consider that because these residences are 4-story multi-family structures, 
they would not be capable of obstructing the line of sight travel of on-site construction noises to upper- 
story residential units at all 40 feet in height unless the project's "state of the art noise shielding" and 
"flexible sound control curtains" were exceedingly tall. The incorporation of equipment mufflers and 
temporary sound barriers required by Mitigation Measures XII-20 and XII-26 would not be capable of 
mitigating the project's construction noise impact at this multi-family residence to below the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide's 5 dBA noise increase threshold.

Moreover, the total mitigation potential of these measures when combined with the project's other 
proposed measures could still be inadequate. Mitigation Measure XII-21 would only "prevent additional 
noise due to worn or improperly maintained parts," not reduce noise levels from properly functioning 
equipment.

41394373.2
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Mitigation Measure XII-22 would require the construction contractor to "use quieter equipment as 
opposed to noisier equipment (such as rubber-tired equipment rather than metal-tracked equipment)." 
This measure is ambiguous and generally unenforceable, and the analysis fails to quantify the effect that it 
would have on construction noise levels.

Additionally, the analysis cites the reference noise levels of construction equipment in Table 3-6 of the 
noise analysis, as provided by the Federal Highway Administration's Roadway Construction Noise 
Model.

However, this database makes no distinction between the noise levels of rubber-tired versus steel-tracked 
equipment, as an equipment's noise level is primarily a product of its internal combustion engine noise. 
The EPA's Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment and Home 
Appliances source cited in Table 3-7 also makes no such distinction. Use of smaller or otherwise less- 
effective equipment could even extend construction scheduling, lengthening the duration of the project's 
significant construction noise impacts.

Mitigation Measures XII-23 to XII-25 are similarly ambiguous or unenforceable and fail to establish how 
they would quantifiably reduce the project's on-site construction noise impacts to below the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide's 5 dBA noise increase threshold.

Mitigation Measure XII-26 would have no mitigating effect on the project's potential to result in 
significant noise impacts, as it would only address complaints after disturbances have already occurred, 
rather than prevent significant impacts from occurring in the first place. It is an end around to defer any 
mitigation of the project's significant impacts until after they have already occurred. Such a method 
placed the discretionary authority of who decides what constitutes as "reasonable measures" into the 
hands of the project itself. 1 2

1. Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment. May 2006.

2. If should be noted that the California Department of Transportation (Technical Noise Supplement to 
the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, September 201 3) and the Federal Highway Administration (Noise 
Barrier Design Handbook.) concede that achieving 20 dBA of barrier attenuation is possible, though their 
design feasibility is considered "nearly impossible," Such a barrier would, at a minimum, require a 
transmission loss of 30 dBA or greater, achievable by materials such as concrete blocks, Needless to say, 
this would for exceed any realistic performance standard achievable by a temporary construction sound 
barrier, especially considering that it would have to fully obstruct the line of sight travel of sound between 
the project and its receptors. Even a barrier design capable of achieving 15 dBA of mitigation is 
considered "very difficult."

RESPONSE 2

As discussed in Response 1, above, the City utilizes the LAMC noise regulations as a threshold for 
construction noise for in-fill development in IS/MNDs rather than the 5 dBA CNEL incremental noise 
level cited in the Comment. Therefore, the commenter is applying the wrong threshold standard to this 
comment analysis. Pursuant to LAMC Section 112.05, maximum noise levels are limited to 75 dBA for 
construction equipment at a distance of 50 feet, where feasible. The 75 dBA at 50 feet noise limitation 
does not apply when all technically feasible mitigation has been applied, but compliance is still not 
attainable. It is important to note that the 75 dBA at 50 feet limitation relates to the noise generated at the 
equipment and not the noise level exposure at the off-site land uses. The noise levels shown in Table 3-8 
of the IS/MND are shown for disclosure and not used for the impact determination.

51394373.2
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Table 1 has been added to supplement the IS/MND to show potential quantitative decibel reductions for 
mitigation measures:

TABLE 1: NOISE MITIGATION MEASURES AND DECIBEL REDUCTION
Mitigation
Measure Description Effectiveness Notes

Most construction noise originates 
from internal combustion engines. A 
large part of the noise emitted is due 
to the air intake and exhaust cycle. 
Specifying the use of adequate 
muffler systems can control much of 
this engine noise.
(https://www. fhwa.dot.gov/environme
nt/noise/construction_noise/handbook
/handbook07.cfm)

Highly variable by 
equipment and muffler 
grade. Existing CEQA 
Thresholds Guide 
takes a fleetwide 3 
dBA Reduction

Industrial Grade - 15 dBA
https://www.nettinc.com/products
/silencers-ver-2

Mufflers

Sound curtains generally take the 
form of sound absorptive mats hung 
from the equipment or on frames 
attached to the equipment. The 
aprons can be constructed of rubber, 
lead-filled fabric, or PVC layers with 
possibly sound absorptive material 
covering the side facing the machine. 
Sound curtains are useful when the 
shielding must be frequently removed 
or if only partial covering is possible. 
(https://www. fhwa.dot.gov/environme 
nt/noise/construction_noise/handbook 
/handbook07.cfm)

Sound curtains may achieve 
noise reductions up to 10 dBA. 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/Environ 
ment/noise/construction_noise/s 
pecial_report/hcn04.cfm

Best used for 
stationary activity like 
pile driving and drilling.

Sound
Curtains

5-20 dBA
Professional experience and 
from soundwall company's 
specification sheets. 
https://www.acousticalsurfaces.c 
om/temporary-barrier/echo- 
barrier.html

Highly variable 
depending on material, 
height, distance from 
the source to receptor, 
and line-of-site.

Noise barriers can be constructed out 
of many materials, including wood 
and specialized acoustic materials.

Soundwalls

SOURCE: TAHA, 2017.

In addition, LAMC Section 112.05 sets maximum noise levels of powered equipment in “any residential 
zone of the City or within 500 feet thereof.” The Project Site is not in a residential zone or within 500 feet 
thereof. The Project Site is zoned M2-1, which is a manufacturing zone. While there are residences within 
500 feet of the Project Site, the residences are on property zoned (Q)C2-2, which is a commercial zone 
where residential uses are permitted under certain circumstances. Nevertheless, per RC-NO-1 (IS/MND, 
p. 3-47) in the IS/MND and the Project conditions, the Project will be bound by the LAMC Section 
112.05 regulations to ensure mitigation of construction noise impacts. .

As demonstrated in the above Table 1, the IS/MND mitigation measures include a combination of 
mitigation measures that would quantitatively reduce noise levels and other measures designed to 
generally control noise. The combination of mitigation measures is reasonably anticipated to reduce 
equipment noise in compliance with LAMC Section 112.05.

Some measures are not capable or suited to quantitative analysis. For example, Mitigation Measure XII- 
22 requires the construction contractor shall use quieter equipment as opposed to noisier equipment (such 
as rubber-tired equipment rather than metal-tracked equipment). The prohibition of metal-tracked

61394373.2
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equipment in favor of rubber-tired equipment would surely benefit adjacent land uses; however data on 
quantitative assessment is not available as the Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway Construction 
Noise Model does not include rubber-tired and metal-tracked noise levels for the same piece of equipment 
to use in a comparative analysis.

Similarly, Mitigation Measures XII-21, XII-23, XII-25, and XII-27, are designed to qualitatively control 
construction noise. Mitigation Measure XII-21 provides the contractor will ensure proper maintenance of 
all construction equipment, which will prevent additional noise due to worn or improperly maintained 
parts. Also, Mitigation Measure XII-23 ensures the contractor will minimize the use of equipment or 
methods with the greatest peak noise generation potential. This can be done by staggering noisier 
activities and equipment on different days or segments of days. Mitigation Measure XII-25 will locate 
construction staging areas away from sensitive uses, including but not limited to multi-family residences 
across Beatrice Street and single-family residences east of the Project Site. Also Mitigation Measure XII- 
27 will implement a construction noise disturbance coordinator to respond to any local noise complaints 
and ensure that all reasonable measures are taken to resolve potential complaints.

Mitigation Measure XII-20 requires state-of-the-art noise shielding and mufflers. At the present time, 
after-market mufflers typically reduce noise levels by at least 15 dBA.2 This is in contrast to the outdated 
2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide’s very conservative assumption that mufflers only create a 3 dBA 
reduction. Use of more advanced present-day mufflers would reduce much of the equipment noise shown 
in Table 3-6 of the IS/MND to below 75 dBA at 50 feet (see Table 1 for reduction). However, some 
equipment cannot be easily muffled, such as jackhammers. As a result, Mitigation Measure XII-26 
requires flexible sound curtains around jackhammers and drilling machines. Sound enclosures made of 
acoustical materials typically reduce noise levels by at least 10 dBA, while temporary sound walls can 
reduce noise levels by up to 20 dBA (Table 1).

Mitigation Measure XII-24 prohibits gasoline powered generators, which are shown in Table 3-6 of the 
IS/MND to generate a noise level of 77.6 dBA at 50 feet. This measure would require use of quieter 
electric sources to further reduce construction noise impacts. Plug in electric and solar powered 
generators do not generate audible noise like gasoline generators, as there is no combustion process 
involved in the production of electricity.

The comment letter notes that mitigating noise levels at the fourth level of adjacent land uses would be 
exceedingly difficult. The windows are over 40 feet high and overlook the Project Site. LAMC Sec. 
112.05 is enforced at ground level at a distance of 50 feet from the noise source. It would not be 
technically feasible to mitigate noise levels at the multi-family residence as it is necessary to break the 
line-of-sight between a noise source and receptor in order to reduce noise levels when using a sound wall 
or sound curtain. A 40-foot tall sound wall or sound curtain is not a feasible option for mitigation. As 
discussed above, the IS/MND and Project conditions would include numerous mitigation measures that 
would reduce noise levels to the greatest extent technically feasible.

Again, all equipment will be operated intermittently during permitted construction hours and impacts are 
temporary. As such, so long as the equipment is operated in accordance with the LAMC regulations and 
with all mitigation applied, impacts are not anticipated to be significant.

COMMENT 3

On-Site Construction Noise Impact: Two studio receptors not identified and/or analyzed.

2 NETT Technologies Inc., Silencers, available at https://www.nettinc.com/products/silencers-ver-2.
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On page 3-40 of the New Beatrice West Project Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, the noise 
analysis conducted identifies the following noise-sensitive receptors within 500 feet of the project:

• Multi-family residences located 50 feet to the south across Beatrice Street;
• Single-family residences located approximately 300 feet to the east of the project site but 

approximately 600 feet east of the construction zone;
• 740 Sound Design located adjacent to the project site but 350 feet east of the construction zone; and
• Digital Domain located approximately 300 feet west to the west. [sic]

The analysis goes on to note that "[t]he above sensitive receptors represent the nearest sensitive locations 
with the potential to be impacted by the proposed project. Additional sensitive receptors are located 
within 500 feet of the project site, but these receptors would be somewhat shielded from construction 
activity by the buildings immediately surrounding the project site." However, there are at least two 
additional noise-sensitive studio land uses exist within 500 feet of the project site, and neither would be 
shielded from the project's construction activities. ATN Stages is a studio land use located approximately 
80 feet west of the project site at 5415 Jandy Place. Vista Studios is also a studio land use, and it is 
located approximately 110 feet west of the project site at 12615 Beatrice Street. No existing building, 
wall, or other structure would obstruct the line of sight travel of construction noise from the project to 
these noise-sensitive receptors.

On Thursday, May 25, 2017, from 3 to 4 P.M., DKA Planning measured ambient noise levels at ATN 
Stages and Vista Studios. ATN Stages was found to have an existing ambient noise level of 59.1 dBA 4q; 
Vista Studios, 61.0 dBA Leq.3 Following the noise study's methodology for determining construction noise 
impacts, ATN Stages would be projected to experience construction noise levels of 84.9 dBA Leq during 
the project's grading/excavation and finishing phases, an increase of 25.8 dBA over this receptor's 
existing ambient noise conditions. This would far exceed the 5 dBA noise increase threshold considered 
to be a significant noise impact by the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide for construction activities lasting 
more than ten days in a three month period. Vista Studios would be projected to experience construction 
noise levels of 82.2 dBA Leq during the project's grading/excavation and finishing phases, an increase of 
21.2 dBA over existing ambient conditions. This would also exceed the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide's 5 
dBA noise increase threshold. Even if the nearest measured ambient noise level of 62.1 dBA Leq is used 
instead of those measured by DKA Planning, ATN Stages and Vista Studios would still be predicted to 
experience construction-related ambient noise level increases of and 22.8 dBA and 20.1 dBA, 
respectively.

RESPONSE 3

This comment references the incorrect 5 dBA noise increase threshold taken from the Thresholds Guide 
(see Response 1). Using the methodology utilized in the IS/MND, it is not anticipated that significant 
adverse noise impacts will occur at the two locations identified in the comment.

It should be noted that the Thresholds Guide does not identify private studios or stages as “noise sensitive 
uses”. According to the Thresholds Guide, noise sensitive uses include “residences, transient lodgings, 
schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, 
playgrounds, and parks.” However, most noise assessment guidance documents, such as the Federal 
Transit Administration’s (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, consider 
recording studios sensitive receptors. As such, the IS/MND analyzed 740 Sound Design and Digital 
Domain as potential sensitive receptors. The IS/MND concluded there would be no substantial noise 
impacts to these identified private sound studio uses.

In addition, the comment references ATN Stages and Vista Studios. Regarding ATN Stages, this business 
was not identified during site visits to the project site prior to release of the IS/MND. Multiple online
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business records searches (ReferenceUSA, Google, Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety) 
completed on August 10, 2017 showed no business by this name at the referenced location. A site visit on 
August 10, 2017 at this address showed a vacant storefront with locked doors and no furniture. Multiple 
employees and businesses from the surrounding area were asked if they knew of ATN Stages, but no one 
had heard of the company. This business does not appear to exist.

According to on-line sources, Vista Studios opened for business on May 15, 2017 (Facebook Post: Vista 
Studios). The IS/MND was published prior to this date on April 17, 2017. The project was not listed as a 
related project in the relevant list provided by the City of Los Angeles, and the Applicant had no 
reasonable way to know this future use was planned. The environmental baseline was set on April 17, 
2017 and no additional analysis is required regarding this land use.

Furthermore, windows, walls, and insulation provide protection from prolonged noise exposure and 
interior noise levels are much lower than exterior noise levels. Closed single glazed windows for instance 
typically provide 25 dB of reduction from exterior noise levels.3 It is assumed that a private studio which 
requires a quiet interior environment would include windows, walls, and insulation at a higher than 
average sound insulation level to provide protection from noise exposure. As stated on Vista Studio’s 
website, the four sound stages provide seven tons of Sound Transmission Class (STC) rated HVAC at 
their lowest and 30 tons of STC rated HVAC at their highest.4 This would provide additional protection 
from construction noise and business operations would not likely be affected by noise related to the 
Project. It is assumed that if ATN Stages exists, it would have similar noise insulation technology.

As discussed above, the combination of feasible mitigation measures imposed in the IS/MND and Project 
conditions, including the use of state of the art equipment, sound shields, sound curtains and mufflers, as 
well as the establishment of a noise disturbance coordinator to resolve any complaints, is anticipated to 
ensure that no significant construction noise impacts occur.

COMMENT 4

On-Site Construction Noise Impact: Undisclosed potential significant health impact.

According to the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH), a federal agency under 
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), extended or repeated exposure to sounds at or 
above 85 dBA can cause hearing loss. In Table 3-8 of the noise analysis, the analysis projects the 
multifamily residential receptor located 50 feet south of the project site to experience a constructed- 
related noise level of 89.0 dBA Leq, without mitigation. Environmental exposure to this noise level 
would be considered hazardous after a duration of only 3 hours and 10 minutes, far shorter than a typical 
8-hour construction work day.4 The project's potential to expose nearby residents to hazardous levels of 
noise should be documented and further analyzed, especially given the questionable effectiveness of the 
proposed mitigation.

3. Noise measurements were taken using a Quest Technologies SoundPro Dl Sound level Meter, the exact meter 
used to conduct their ambient noise measurements. The Sound Pro meter complies with the American National 
Standards Institute (ANSI) and International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC) for general environmental 
measurement instrumentation. The meter was equipped with on omni-directional microphone calibrated before the 
day's measurements and set 01 approximately five feet above the ground.

3 Federal Highway Administration, Analysis and Abatement Guidance, Table 6 Building Noise Reduction Factors, 
available at https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/analysis_and 
_abatement_guidance/polguide02.cfm

4 Vista Studios, available at http://www.thevistastudios.com/stages/
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4. National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health. Occupational Noise Exposure. 1998.

RESPONSE 4

Health impacts associated with elevated noise levels are largely an occupational hazard due to prolonged 
exposure, rather than a hazard to the general public based on intermittent and short term exposure. As 
stated by the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH), “The NIOSH REL is 
an occupational exposure limit, and was set to protect workers from developing hearing loss -substantial 
enough to make it difficult to hear or understand speech - over the course of a forty-year working 
career.”5 As such it is clear the 85 dBA threshold being applied is incorrect for general environmental 
noise exposure.

In addition, all noise levels discussed in the MND are exterior noise levels, not accounting for insulation 
due to buildings, walls, insulation and windows. Further, noise levels decrease as the distance from the 
noise source to the receiver increases. The multi-family building 50 feet to the south of the Project Site 
would be exposed to noise levels of 89 dBA Leq, without mitigation, but this is exterior noise at the 
property line. Windows, walls, and insulation provide protection from prolonged noise exposure and 
interior noise levels are much lower than exterior noise levels. Closed single glazed windows for instance 
typically provide 25 dB of reduction from exterior noise levels.6 In addition, mitigation is expected to 
conservatively reduce sound levels by 3 dBA, resulting in an exterior noise level of 87 dBA L 
Therefore, the mitigated, interior noise level would be approximately 61 dBA, which is well below any 
level associated with hearing loss. It is likely the mitigated noise level would be lower as technology has 
improved significantly since the composition of the 2006 CEQA Thresholds Guide. However, it is 
difficult to quantify the mitigation as the 89 dBA Leq noise level is a combined noise level and mitigation 
is applied on the individual equipment level. See Table 1 for mitigation measures and possible decibel 
reductions.

eq

Similarly, the single-family residences to the east of the Project Site would be exposed to noise levels of 
67.6 dBA Leq, without mitigation, but this is exterior noise at the property line. Windows, walls, and 
insulation provide protection from prolonged noise exposure and interior noise levels are much lower than 
exterior noise levels. Also, barriers such as buildings and berms, which break the line-of-sight between 
the source and the receiver greatly reduce noise levels. Noise levels are further attenuated with other 
absorptive surfaces, such as dirt, grass, and trees that separate single-family residences from the Project 
Site.

COMMENT 5

Off-Site Construction Noise Impact: Undisclosed potential noise impact from concrete mixing and 
pumping activities.

Contemporary construction frequently requires extensive concrete pumping activities to deliver concrete 
around construction sites for a variety of applications. This project could require additional concrete 
pumping or grout pumping for the installation of its auger cast displacement pile foundation, as 
recommended by Mitigation Measure GEO 1 of the project's geology and soils analysis.

To deliver concrete or grout on-site, diesel-powered pumping trucks pump concrete from mixing vehicles 
and transport it on-site with the use of extended booms. These vehicles are typically permitted to operate

5 NIOSH, Understanding Noise Exposure Limits: Occupational vs. General Environmental Noise, February 8, 2016. 
Federal Highway Administration, Analysis and Abatement Guidance, Page 2, Table 6 Building Noise Reduction 

Factors, available at https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations_and_guidance/  analysis_and_ 
abatement_guidance/polguide02.cfm

6
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from public rights-of-way, closer to nearby receptors than construction activities that may occur on-site 
and behind any potential sound barriers. Concrete mixing vehicles may also form a queue on a public 
right-of-way while waiting to deliver their payload. For this reason, concrete pumping activities have an 
elevated potential to cause sustained and significant noise impacts at noise-sensitive receptors.

As shown in Table 3-6 of the project's noise analysis, concrete mixer trucks can produce a noise level of 
74.8 dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet; concrete pump trucks, 74.8 dBA Leq. Thus, a concrete pump truck 
and a single concrete mixer truck operating on Beatrice Street near the intersection of Jandy Place could 
produce a combined noise level of at least 77.6 dBA Leq at the multi-family residence at that location. A 
queue of multiple concrete mixer trucks would exacerbate this noise level, especially because concrete 
mixer trucks must remain operational and mixing while carrying their payload. A queue of three concrete 
mixer trucks, not uncommon, would elevate this noise level to 80.7 dBA Leq at the multi-family 
residence receptor. If concrete pump and mixing trucks were to operate from the Jandy Place right-of- 
way, similar impacts could occur at Vista Studios and ATN Stages. These impacts would exceed the L.A. 
CEQA Thresholds Guide's 5 dBA noise increase threshold. Given the unlikelihood that noise barriers or 
sound curtains could be installed on any public rights-of-way, it is questionable how these impacts could 
be mitigated at all. Clearly, more analysis is necessary with regard to this potentially significant impact.

RESPONSE 5

As discussed in Response 1, above, the City utilizes the LAMC noise regulations as a threshold for 
construction noise for in-fill development in IS/MNDs rather than the 5 dBA CNEL incremental noise 
level cited in the Comment. Therefore, the commenter is applying the wrong threshold standard to this 
comment analysis.

The IS/MND properly analyzed all construction related potential noise impacts, including maximum 
noise levels of a concrete mixing truck and a concrete pump truck. Pursuant to LAMC Section 112.05, 
maximum noise levels are limited to 75 dBA for construction equipment at a distance of 50 feet. As stated 
in the comment, Table 3-6 of the IS/MND shows that concrete mixer trucks typically generate a noise 
level of 74.8 dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet and concrete pump trucks typically generate a noise level of 
74.4 dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet. As analyzed, construction activity would result in temporary 
increases in ambient noise levels in the Project Area on an intermittent basis, but would still be in 
compliance with the LAMC.

As discussed in Response 2, above, the project includes comprehensive mitigation measures to control 
noise from individual pieces of equipment, which would also reduce noise generated by multiple pieces of 
equipment. These mitigation measures would apply to concrete mixing and pumping and are reasonably 
anticipated to reduce equipment noise to be further below 75 dBA at 50 feet. (See Table 1) For example, 
Mitigation Measure XII-21 provides the contractor will ensure proper maintenance of all construction 
equipment, which will prevent additional noise due to worn or improperly maintained parts. Also, 
Mitigation Measure XII-23 ensures the contractor will minimize the use of equipment or methods with 
the greatest peak noise generation potential. This can be done by staggering noisier activities and 
equipment on different days or segments of days. Mitigation Measure XII-25 will locate construction 
staging areas away from sensitive uses, including but not limited to multi-family residences across 
Beatrice Street and single-family residences east of the Project Site.

With the incorporation of these mitigation measures, the Project’s construction related impacts, including 
those associated with concrete mixing and pumping, will be less than significant.
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COMMENT 6

Off-Site Construction Noise Impact: Undisclosed potential noise impact from off-site improvements 
in adjacent rights-of-way.

According to the project's description, the project's connection to existing utility infrastructure (e .g., 
water mains, sewer lines, etc.) "could require off-site improvements in adjacent rights-of-way." Such 
improvements could similarly require construction activities at off-site locations closer to receptors than 
construction activities that may occur on-site and behind any potential sound barriers. They also 
commonly require equipment such as backhoes, jackhammers, and mounted impact hammers. According 
to the construction source noise levels provided by the noise analysis in Table 3-6, each of these pieces of 
equipment would be capable of increasing noise levels at roadway-adjacent sensitive receptors, for 
example the multi-family residences directly south of the project site, by greater than the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds Guide' s 5 dBA noise increase threshold for construction activities. It is unlikely that noise 
barriers or sound curtains could be installed on public rights-of-way and questionable how these specific 
impacts could be mitigated at all. Additional analysis is recommended with regard to this potentially 
significant impact.

RESPONSE 6

Comment 6 incorrectly asserts that off-site improvements and associated impacts were not considered and 
analyzed. In fact, potential off-site improvements and associated impacts were considered and analyzed in 
Table 3-6 of the IS/MND. In particular, Table 3-6 analyzed equipment noise levels, including those that 
might be used for potential off-site improvements (e.g., excavator, concrete pump truck, concrete saw, 
etc).

As discussed in Response 1, above, the City utilizes the LAMC noise regulations as a threshold for 
construction noise for in-fill development in IS/MNDs rather than the 5 dBA CNEL incremental noise 
level cited in the Comment. Therefore, the commenter is applying the wrong threshold standard to this 
comment analysis.

Any utilization of equipment for off-site improvements would be subject to the City’s Standard 
Conditions of Approval (Regulatory Compliance Measures RC-NO-1 through RC-NO-3) and would 
implement Mitigation Measures XII-20 through XII-27, as appropriate. For example, Mitigation Measure 
XII-23 requires that the contractor minimize the use of equipment or methods with the greatest peak noise 
generation potential. This can be done by staggering noisier activities and equipment on different days or 
segments of days. Mitigation Measure XII-25 requires the contractor to locate construction staging areas 
away from sensitive uses, including but not limited to multi-family residences across Beatrice Street and 
single-family residences east of the Project Site. Therefore, as mitigated, the construction activity related 
to off-site improvements is also anticipated to be less than significant.

COMMENT 7

Off-Site Construction Noise Impact: Outdated traffic model, incorrect receiver setback distances, 
and use of peak hour traffic baselines understate the construction vehicle noise impact.

On page 3-43 of the project's noise impact analysis, the study explains that the off-site mobile 
construction noise impact from construction-related vehicles "was estimated using the Federal Highway 
Administration RD-77-108 calculation methodology." According to the FHWA, this traffic noise 
prediction model "was comprised of acoustic algorithms, computer architecture, and source code that 
dated to the 1970s. Since that time, significant advancements have been made in the methodology and 
technology for noise prediction, barrier analysis and design, and computer software design and coding. 5
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This traffic model has been obsolete since the 1998 release of TNM version 1.0. The FHWA's current 
traffic noise prediction model, TNM version 2.5, is presently the industry standard method for traffic 
noise prediction. While there is some discretionary as to the modeling tool used, the more contemporary 
TNM model is a more robust tool for modeling off-site mobile noise impacts from construction vehicles.

Ultimately, the analysis determined that excavation phase construction vehicle impacts could increase 
noise levels along Westlawn Avenue and Grosvenor Boulevard, between Beatrice Street and Jefferson 
Boulevard, by 3.6 dBA.6 However, as shown in the noise appendix's "Mobile Noise With Haul Trips 
Analysis" calculation sheets, roadside noise levels were predicted from a distance of 50 feet from the 
right-of-way. Predicting roadway noise levels from this distance understates the noise levels that could be 
experienced by land uses along Westlawn Avenue and Grosvenor Boulevard. For example, multifamily 
residences along Westlawn Avenue are located no more than 15 feet from that roadway's right of- way, 
and approximately 40 feet from its centerline. Single-family residences along Grosvenor Boulevard are 
also located no more than 15 feet from that roadway's right-of-way, and no more than 35 feet from its 
centerline.

Further, the analysis modeled the noise impact of construction vehicles by adding their trips to the 
existing P.M. peak hour traffic volumes of West lawn Avenue, Grosvenor Boulevard, and Jefferson 
Boulevard. This is not advisable for the two reasons. First, vehicles such as haul and delivery trucks 
would access the site regularly during construction work hours, not just during peak hours of traffic. For 
example, the study estimates that approximately 19 haul trucks could access the project site per hour 
during the excavation phase. During peak hours of traffic with relatively higher noise levels, additional 
noise from 19 haul trucks would not have as great an incremental noise impact as during mid-day hours 
with reduced traffic levels. Noise increases related to haul trucks would clearly be more pronounced 
during mid-day, non-peak hours. By modeling the impact of construction vehicles during the peak hour 
only, the analysis ignored the potential for construction vehicles to contribute to significantly considerable 
noise increases of 5 dBA or greater during off-peak hours. Second, to further understate the potential 
noise impact from construction vehicles, the analysis modeled noise impacts using P.M. peak hour traffic 
volumes, specifically. In the noise appendix's "Mobile Noise With Haul Trips Analysis" calculation 
sheets, the analysis assigns Westlawn Avenue a total hourly traffic volume of 492 vehicles; Grosvenor 
Boulevard, 502 vehicles; and Jefferson Boulevard, 3609 vehicles. These traffic volumes are also utilized 
in their "CNEL Noise Estimates for the Proposed Project" appendix calculation sheet, which is "Based on 
[the] PM Peak Hour." According to page 18 of the project's traffic impact study, the P.M. peak hour for 
these roadways was determined to begin at 5 P.M.

It is inaccurate to use traffic volumes of such a late hour to model the project's construction vehicle 
impacts, as Regulatory Compliance Measure RC-NO-2 itself specifies that construction activities may not 
occur after 6 P.M., Monday through Saturday. By utilizing P.M. peak hour traffic volumes to model the 
impact of the project's construction vehicles, the analysis ignores the greater noise impact that these 
vehicles would have during other hours. Westlawn Avenue and Grosvenor Boulevard, in particular, have 
far lower traffic volumes during the A.M. peak hour than during the P.M. peak hour, let alone during non
peak times.

In summary, the analysis should reflect the project's off-site noise impact from construction vehicles with 
the following corrections:

• The FHWA's TNM 2.5 Noise Model should be used to project the off-site noise impact from 
construction vehicles, rather than the obsolete RD-77-108 methodology.

• Off-site noise levels should be predicted at roadway distances representative of actual receiver 
setbacks.
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• Baseline existing traffic volumes should be representative of mid-day traffic conditions to
conservatively predict the maximum noise increases that could be caused by the project's construction 
vehicles.

6. Though the existing and existing plus construction truck results shown in Table 3-9 do not actually show a 3.6 
dBA difference. While this is likely a typo. The "Mobile Noise With Haul Trips Analysis" calculation sheets in the 
noise appendix do show this 3.6 dBA increase in noise levels.

RESPONSE 7

Comment 7 states that a newer version of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise 
model should have been utilized. In fact, the newer FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM) model is only 
required when evaluating new highway or roadway projects, as specified in the Caltrans, Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (Protocol), August 2006. This Protocol applies to Caltrans and local agency projects 
that receive Federal funding or require FHWA approval action. As acknowledged in Comment 7, the City 
has discretion as to which model to be used to assess roadway noise from urban-infill projects. Comment 
7 is inaccurate in stating that the older model is “obsolete.”

Nevertheless, in response to the comment, an analysis was completed to demonstrate the similarity 
between the two models. A TNM model run was conducted for Westlawn Avenue between Jefferson 
Boulevard and Beatrice Street. The increase for the Future with Project conditions over the Future without 
Project conditions would be approximately 1.0 dBA CNEL, which is 0.1 dBA less than the increase 
calculated using the FHWA RD-77-108 calculation methodology. The resulting increase for Future with 
Project Conditions over Existing Conditions was 3.6 dBA CNEL, the same incremental increase 
calculated using the FHWA RD-77-108 calculation methodology. The distance from the center of the 
roadway to the receiver was approximately 40 feet. Thus, the two models do no result in any significant 
difference in application to this project.

Also to be conservative, model runs utilizing the newer TNM model were conducted using AM peak hour 
traffic volumes. The increase for the Future with Project conditions over the Future without Project 
conditions would be approximately 2.7 dBA CNEL, which is slightly higher than the 1.0 dBA CNEL 
increase disclosed in the IS/MND, but still below the 5 dBA CNEL threshold. The increase for the Future 
with Project condition over Existing conditions was 2.8 dBA CNEL, which is less than the 3.6 dBA 
CNEL disclosed in the IS/MND (IS/MND, p. 3-43) and less than significant. The TNM model runs are 
included as Attachment A. As demonstrated, the results of the TNM model (even including AM peak 
hour traffic) are substantially similar to or less than the RD-77-108 methodology and associated impacts 
would be less than significant.

Comment 7 also disagrees with the noise receptor distances used in the modeling. In regards to the 
original analysis’s receptor distances, the CNEL or Leq noise level at 50 feet is the normalized noise level 
along the roadway. Sensitive receptors were evaluated using the equivalent lane distance, which is the 
distance of the closest sensitive receptor along a roadway to the center of the nearest lane and the distance 
to the center of the farthest lane. As such, receptor distance and setback from the roadway are taken into 
account in the calculation of noise levels.

Comment 7 states that AM peak or mid-day traffic data should have been used for a baseline, rather than 
PM peak. The IS/MND mobile noise levels were calculated using information provided in the City- 
approved traffic study. The higher PM peak hour was utilized as the proposed project is an office project 
and higher traffic volumes are experienced when tenants and employees arrive and leave the workplace
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and because the City-approved traffic study does not include any mid-day traffic projections. As 
demonstrated above and in Attachment A, utilization of AM peak data resulted in decreased impacts.

However, in order to add the most conservative approach in response to Comment 7, haul truck noise was 
reassessed using mid-day, off-peak hours and the newer TNM 2.5 Model. Midday off-peak traffic 
volumes were calculated using guidance provided by the L.A County Metro Regional Model and using 
AM peak hour traffic volumes as the baseline. In the Metro Regional Model, daily traffic is broken down 
such that peak hour traffic volumes are 10 percent of average daily traffic (ADT). Midday (9:00 a.m. to 
3:00 p.m.) off-peak hour traffic volumes are considered to be 33 percent of ADT, or 5.5 percent of ADT 
for each off-peak hour. Table 2 provides a breakdown of traffic volumes for Westlawn Avenue between 
Jefferson Boulevard and Beatrice Street. Table 3 provides the breakdown of traffic volumes for 
Grosvenor Boulevard between Jefferson Boulevard and Beatrice Street.

TABLE 2: 8-HOUR TRAFFIC TRIP DISTRIBUTION WESTLAWN AVENUE
Traffic Period Hour Volume (trips)
AM Peak Hour 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. 282
AM Peak Hour 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. 282
Midday Off-Peak Hour 9:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. 155
Midday Off-Peak Hour 10:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. 155
Midday Off-Peak Hour 11:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. 155
Midday Off-Peak Hour 12:00 p.m. to 1:00 p.m. 155
Midday Off-Peak Hour 1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m. 155
Midday Off-Peak Hour 2:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. 155
SOURCE: TAHA, 2017.

TABLE 3: 8-HOUR TRAFFIC TRIP DISTRIBUTION GROSVENOR BOULEVARD
Traffic Period Hour Volume (trips)
AM Peak Hour 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. 804
AM Peak Hour 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. 804
Midday Off-Peak Hour 9:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. 442
Midday Off-Peak Hour 10:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. 442
Midday Off-Peak Hour 11:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. 442
Midday Off-Peak Hour 12:00 p.m. to 1:00 p.m. 442
Midday Off-Peak Hour 1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m. 442
Midday Off-Peak Hour 2:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. 442
SOURCE: TAHA, 2017.

Mid-day traffic, haul truck noise was assessed over an 8-hour period in order to accurately represent 
average perceived noise increases. The incremental increase was calculated assuming a baseline noise 
level over an 8-hour construction work day (7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.). Total daily haul trucks (150 daily 
haul truck trips) and total daily delivery trucks (20 daily truck trips) were added over the baseline to 
calculate elevated noise levels resulting from project related construction trips. The resulting noise level 
increase for Westlawn Avenue between Jefferson Boulevard and Beatrice Street was 4.8 dBA 8-hour L 
and the resulting increase for Grosvenor Boulevard between Jefferson Boulevard and Beatrice Street was 
2.4 dBA 8-hour Leq. This result is below the 5 dBA threshold and is consistent with the increases 
disclosed in the IS/MND.

eq

COMMENT 8

Total Construction Noise Impact: Analysis fails to account for the cumulative impact of the 
project's on- and off-site construction-related noise levels at receptors.
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The analysis failed to consider the cumulative noise impact of on-site construction activities and off-site 
construction vehicle travel on nearby receptors. For example, Table 3-9 shows that noise levels along 
Westlawn Avenue could increase by 3.6 dBA as a result of the project's haul trucks and other 
construction-related vehicles. A multi-family residence along Westlawn Avenue could experience this 
noise level increase. However, this receptor would also be simultaneously exposed to additional noises as 
a result of the project's on-site construction activities. If on-site construction noise would further elevate 
noise levels at this receptor by just 1.4 dBA or greater, then the receptor would experience a cumulative 
construction-related noise increase in excess of 5 dBA, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide's noise increase 
threshold. And, as has been previously discussed, it is all but certain that the project's onsite construction 
noise alone would exceed this threshold, even without considering the addition of off-site noise from 
construction vehicles.

RESPONSE 8

As discussed in Response 1, above, the City utilizes the LAMC noise regulations as a threshold for 
construction noise for in-fill development in IS/MNDs rather than the 5 dBA CNEL incremental noise 
level cited in Comment 8. Therefore, the commenter is applying the wrong threshold standard to this 
comment analysis.

Also, refer to Response 5 related to noise levels from multiple pieces of equipment. LAMC noise 
regulations regulate the noise level of equipment, not off-site noises from construction vehicles. Noise 
levels from construction vehicles including haul trucks have been assessed separately and is further 
discussed in Response 7.

COMMENT 9

Operations Noise Impact: Outdated traffic model, incorrect receiver setback distances, and reliance 
on a P.M. peak hour traffic baseline understate the project's off-site operational noise impact.

The analysis modeled the project's off-site operational noise impact from its related vehicle travel by 
using the FHWA's RD-77-108 methodology. As discussed earlier, this method has been obsolete for 
nearly 20 years. TNM 2.5 is the FHWA's current traffic noise model, as well as the industry standard 
method of predicting traffic noise.

The study also predicted traffic noise levels at a distance of 50 feet from the right-of-way. Modeling noise 
levels at this distance underestimates the actual noise levels that would occur at receptors located much 
closer to these rights-of-way. For example, the multi-family residence along Westlawn Avenue is located 
at a setback of no more than 15 feet from that roadway's right-of-way. As a result, it would experience 
noise levels in excess of those projected to occur at a 50 feet distance.

Page 3-43 of the noise analysis claims that "the proposed project would generate 2,200 trips per day and 
this number was used as the baseline for off-site traffic noise impacts for the project." However, the 
analysis did not model the project's impact on daily CNEL noise levels. The off-site operational noise 
impact analysis relies on the use of a P.M. peak hour traffic baseline. Weighing the project's impacts 
against only this elevated period of traffic and related noise diminishes the project's incremental impact 
on noise off-site noise levels. During non-peak hours of travel, the project's impact on off-site noise levels 
would be more pronounced. For example, adding 50 vehicle trips to an existing 200 vehicle trips would 
result in a lower noise increase than adding only 40 trips to an existing 180 trips.
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RESPONSE 9

Comment 9 states that an outdated traffic model and incorrect traffic volumes and receptor distances were 
applied to the operational traffic noise analysis. Please see Response 7, above, for a discussion of the use 
of the FHWA RD-77-108 model, the use of AM peak hour and midday traffic volumes, and receptor 
distances being adequately analyzed.

Furthermore, with regard to operational impacts, the PM peak is clearly the period of heaviest traffic. The 
majority of project trips are generated within the AM and PM peak hours, as the proposed project is an 
office project and higher traffic volumes are experienced when tenants and employees arrive and leave 
the workplace. As such, the AM and PM peak hours are the time periods the project would contribute the 
most trips and would have the most potential for impacts.

COMMENT 10

Operations Noise Impact: lack of an existing with project analysis prevents the project's individual 
mobile noise impact from being compared to an existing without project baseline.

Though the noise analysis does include an existing without project off-site operational noise baseline 
(albeit, a baseline limited to only the P.M. peak hour of traffic), it does not include existing with project 
noise levels. Existing with project analyses highlight a project's individual contribution to off-site noise 
increases in its vicinity. By comparing a future with project scenario to existing baseline conditions, the 
analysis does not compare the project's impact with existing conditions. An existing scenario should be 
directly compared with an existing with project scenario to disclose the project's individual off-site 
operational noise impact on existing noise levels (Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Assoc. v. City of 
Sunnyvale City Council).

RESPONSE 10

The Comment misrepresents the use of “baseline” in the noise analysis. The noise analysis for operational 
noise uses a baseline of existing noise conditions. The future noise impact of the project at build out 
considering all other traffic in the area at that time is compared to the existing condition baseline. 
Therefore, the IS/MND appropriately compares noise estimated to be generated by project-related traffic 
in the opening year against the existing condition/environmental baseline. The IS/MND concludes that the 
future with project compared to existing conditions on Westlawn Avenue (for example) would increase 
ambient noise levels by approximately 3.6 dBA CNEL, which is within the 5 dBA threshold for 
operational noise impacts. (IS/MND, p. 3-43 Table 3-10). The comment suggests that this is the incorrect 
baseline and that a comparison should be made with existing/baseline condition against the existing with 
project condition. However, the existing with project analysis assumes a project would be built instantly 
and would start generating trips and noise associated with traffic. This is an unrealistic scenario and does 
not provide useful information. The approach the IS/MND has taken is the appropriate approach to assess 
the effect of the Project on baseline existing conditions.

COMMENT 11

Construction Vibration Impact: Two vibration-sensitive studio receptors not identified/analyzed.

As discussed previously, ATN Stages and Vista Studios are two studio land uses that have not been 
identified by the analysis of the project's impacts. ATN Stages is located at 5415 Jandy Place, 80 feet 
west of the project. Vista Studios is located at 12615 Beatrice Street, 110 feet west of the project.

To analyze the project's potential construction-related vibration impacts on nearby studio land uses, the 
analysis cites the Federal Transit Administration's Traffic Noise and Vibration Assessment manual, which
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establishes a 65 VdB significance criteria for TV and recording studios. In Table 3-14, the analysis shows 
the vibration levels of construction equipment that would operate at the project site. Caisson drills, large 
bulldozers, and hoe rams in particular are shown to be capable of producing groundborne vibration levels 
of 87 VdB at a reference distance of 25 feet.7

Using the same FTA vibration modeling methodology, these pieces of equipment would be projected to 
generate ground borne vibration levels of 71.8 VdB at ATN Stages and 67.7 VdB at Vista Studios. Both 
of these impacts would exceed the 65 VdB significance threshold for studios recommended by the FTA 
and adopted by the analysis.

7. Table 3-14 actually lists “Caisson Drill” twice, but it is fairly evident that one should read “Hoe Ram”, as the 
vibration level of hoe rams are similar to caisson drills and are discussed on page 3-45.

RESPONSE 11

The comment references ATN Stages and Vista Studios, both of which are purported production studios. 
Although not explicitly listed in the Thresholds Guide, most noise and vibration assessment guidance 
documents, such as the FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, do consider 
recording studios sensitive receptors. As such, the IS/MND analyzed 740 Sound Design and Digital 
Domain as potential sensitive receptors. The IS/MND concluded there would be no substantial vibration 
impacts to these identified private sound studio uses.

Regarding ATN Stages, this business was not identified during site visits to the project site prior to 
release of the IS/MND. Multiple online business records searches (ReferenceUSA, Google, Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety) completed on August 10, 2017 showed no business by this name at 
the referenced location. In addition, a site visit completed on August 10, 2017 to this address showed a 
vacant storefront with locked doors and no furniture. Multiple employees and businesses from the 
surrounding area were asked if they knew of ATN Stages, but no one had heard of the company. This 
business does not appear to exist.

Vista Studios opened for business on May 15, 2017 (Facebook Post: Vista Studios). The IS/MND was 
published prior to this date on April 17, 2017. The project was not listed as a related project in the 
relevant list provided by the City of Los Angeles, and the Applicant had no reasonable way to know this 
future use was planned. The environmental baseline was set on April 17, 2017 and no additional analysis 
is required regarding this land use. For informational purposes a discussion of vibration levels at Vista 
Studios is included below.

In its vibration analysis the IS/MND conservatively did not apply vibration attenuation associated with 
building foundations. The Vista Studios building is a large, one-story building, which is most likely 
constructed on spread footings. According to FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
guidance, a 13 dB reduction can be applied to ground-borne vibration (annoyance) for buildings that are 
large masonry constructed on spread footings, as the Vista Studios building appears to be. This would 
reduce the vibration level to 54.7 VdB at Vista Studios, which would be below the 65 VdB significance 
threshold.

COMMENT 12

Construction Vibration Impact: Vibration annoyance potential at nearby multi-family residence 
not analyzed.
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As discussed above, the vibration analysis adopts the FTA's Traffic Noise and Vibrational Assessment 
manual threshold criteria for TV and recording studios experiencing disruptive groundborne vibration. In 
this same manual, though, the FTA also recommends threshold criteria for residences experiencing 
disruptive groundborne vibration. However, the study does not analyze the effects of disruptive and/or 
annoying ground borne vibration levels on residences in the vicinity of the project site, specifically the 
multi-family residences 50 feet south of the project.

According to the FTA, "infrequent" vibration events of 80 VdB or greater can be annoying to residences. 
"Occasional events" of at least 75 VdB or "frequent events" of at least 72 VdB would also be considered 
annoying to residences.8 Construction activities would be considered a "frequent event," and would 
therefore trigger a vibration threshold of 72 VdB. Again, using the same FTA vibration modeling 
methodology, the project's caisson drill, large bulldozer, and hoe ram activities would be projected to 
generate vibration levels of up to 78.0 VdB at the aforementioned multi-family residences, exceeding 
both the FTA's "frequent events" and "occasional events" groundborne vibration thresholds for residential 
receptors.

8. The FTA defines "frequent events" as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day. "Occasional 
events" are defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. "Infrequent event-" are 
defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the some source per day.

RESPONSE 12

The City has not established a vibration annoyance standard in the LAMC or a related significance 
threshold in the LAMC. There is no statewide mandate to assess vibration annoyance from construction 
activities. Few, if any, jurisdictions assess vibration annoyance in the context of IS/MNDs for in-fill 
development, in part because vibration-generating activities in close proximity to existing uses is common 
in urban environments and does not produce significant harmful effects. The main concern with vibration 
is potential damage to buildings, which would not occur with the Project.

Ground-borne vibration would be generated primarily during site clearing and grading activities and by 
off-site haul-truck traveling on surface streets. As such, ground-borne vibration impacts are usually 
confined to short distances (i.e., 50 feet or less) from the source and are temporary and intermittent. 
Usually, ground-borne vibration decreases rapidly with distance. The nearest residential uses are located 
50 feet from the Project Site. Construction activities immediately adjacent to the Project Site would 
produce vibration velocities that would not create potential residential building damage nor disturb sleep 
patterns, as all construction would only be allowed during hours specified by LAMC Section 41.40. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
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