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ERRATA TO THE FINAL EIR 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The City of Los Angeles (City) has prepared this Errata sheet to clarify and correct information in the 
Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR or FEIR) for the Sea Breeze Project (or Project).  This 
Errata sheet includes minor edits to the Final EIR for the Project and subsequent revisions herein do not 
contain significant new information that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment 
upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such 
an effect.  Additionally, information clarified in the Final EIR does not present a feasible Project 
alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed in the Draft EIR.   

All of the information added to the Final EIR merely clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant 
modifications in the Draft EIR.  New information added to the Final EIR is not “significant”, and 
recirculation of the Draft EIR is not required (see Guidelines Section 15088.5).  The City has reviewed 
the information in this Errata sheet and has determined that it does not change any of the findings or 
conclusions of the Final EIR and does not constitute “significant new information” pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5.  

In conformance with Section 15121 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR, technical appendices 
and reports thereof, together with the Errata, are intended to serve as documents that will generally inform 
the decision-makers and the public of environmental effects of the Project.  This Errata, combined with 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Response to Comments, and other chapters previously 
released as the Final EIR, now forms the Final EIR. 

Global Modifications and Clarifications 

The proposed changes to the Project do not deprive the public of either a meaningful opportunity to 
comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the Project or a feasible way to mitigate or 
avoid such an effect that the Project proponent has declined to implement.  The technical corrections and 
clarifications proposed are within the scope of the analysis presented in the Draft and Final EIR and no 
new impacts are presented.  For example, proposed changes include increasing the overall gross square 
footage of the Project from 379,000 square feet to roughly 445,000 square feet to accommodate additional 
space for community facilities such as fitness center and bike storage.  Also, a few of the originally 
proposed 1-bedroom units are now proposed as 2- and 3-bedroom units.  The analysis and overall 
significance conclusions identified within the Draft and Final EIR will not be materially altered nor will 
the severity of a potential impact increase with implementation of the modified Project.   

To help clarify that potential changes under this Errata would not increase impacts disclosed in the Final 
EIR, below is a comparative table that helps illustrate that Project clarifications would not exacerbate or 
create new impacts. 
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Table II-1 
Comparative Summary of Environmental Impacts of Project and Revised Project under Errata 

Original Project Environmental Impact Errata Environmental Impact Level of Impact under Errata 

AESTHETICS 

Impacts related to visual quality/character, private and 
public scenic views, visual compatibility, natural glare, 
operational lighting, and shade/shadow would be less than 
significant. 

 

Similar to the Original Project, during the construction period, a fence 
would be erected around the perimeter of the project site, similar to the 
original project.  Visual quality impacts associated with construction of 
the Project would be less than significant.   

While the Project would be visible from portions of public areas, it 
would not obstruct any scenic views due to increased square footage.  
Therefore, impacts relative to public and private scenic views would be 
less than significant. 

Visual compatibility impacts would be less than significant as well, as 
the overall scale and design of buildings would not change under this 
Errata.  Lighting needed during Proposed Project construction could 
generate light spillover in the vicinity of the project area.  However, the 
adjacent land uses are not considered sensitive to light.  Therefore, 
artificial light impacts associated with construction would be less than 
significant.  Less-than-significant construction impacts with respect to 
reflected sunlight and natural glare are also anticipated. 

The Proposed Project would not shade shadow-sensitive uses for more 
than three hours between the hours of 9:00 A.M. and 3:00 P.M. Pacific 
Standard Time (between early November and mid-March), or for more 
than four hours between the hours of 9:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. Pacific 
Daylight Time (between mid-March and early November).  Therefore, 
shading impacts would be less than significant. 

All aesthetic impacts would remain 
less than significant. 

 

AIR QUALITY 

Air quality impacts associated with SCAQMD criteria 
pollutants would be less than significant. 

Future 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations near the 

The peak daily emissions generated during Project construction would not 
exceed the established SCAQMD regional or localized emissions thresholds 
for any of the criteria pollutants during any of the construction phases.  

All air quality impacts would remain 
less than significant. 
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Table II-1 
Comparative Summary of Environmental Impacts of Project and Revised Project under Errata 

Original Project Environmental Impact Errata Environmental Impact Level of Impact under Errata 

study intersections would not exceed their respective 
national or State ambient air quality standards as well and 
would be less than significant.   

As the Original Project would be consistent with the 
underlying assumptions of the SCAQMD’s 2007 AQMP 
and does not cause or worsen an exceedance of an 
ambient air quality standard, the Original Project is 
concluded to be consistent with that plan.  This impact 
would be less than significant. 

Impacts associated with the release of TACs by the 
Original Project would be less than significant. 

Additionally, health impacts on the proposed residents 
from the existing uses in the project vicinity would be less 
than significant.   

Neither would net operational emissions associated with the Project exceed 
SCAQMD thresholds.  This would result in a less-than-significant impact 
regarding the exposure of sensitive receptors to CO concentrations. 

Impacts associated with the release of TACs by the Project would be less 
than significant. 

Additionally and similar to the Original Project, health impacts on the 
proposed residents from the existing uses in the project vicinity would be 
less than significant regardless of the size proposed.   

 

 

GHG Emissions 

The Original Project would be consistent with all feasible 
and applicable strategies to reduce GHG emissions in 
California.  Therefore, the impact of the Proposed Project 
with respect to GHG emissions would be less than 
significant. 

 

The Project under the Errata would be consistent with all feasible and 
applicable strategies to reduce GHG emissions in California similar to 
the Original Project.  Therefore, the impact of the Project with respect to 
GHG emissions would be less than significant. 

 

All GHG impacts would remain less 
than significant. 

 

LAND USE 

Consistency with Land Use Regulations 

The Project would be consistent with all local regional 
land use regulations and potential land use impacts 
relative to these planning documents would be less than 
significant. 

The Project would be generally consistent with some policies set forth in 
the Housing Element and inconsistent with others.  Changes listed in the 
Errata would not alter this conclusion.  As such, impacts would remain 
the same. 

The Project proposes a General Plan Amendment to change the land use 
designation from Heavy Manufacturing to Neighborhood Commercial to 

The resulting loss of industrial zoned 
property within the Harbor Gateway 
Community Planning Area created by 
approving the request for a General 
Plan Amendment and Zone Change 
would remain as significant and 
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Table II-1 
Comparative Summary of Environmental Impacts of Project and Revised Project under Errata 

Original Project Environmental Impact Errata Environmental Impact Level of Impact under Errata 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

The Original Project would not be consistent with the 
Housing Element, resulting in a significant impact with 
respect to plan consistency.   

Harbor Gateway Community Plan 

The Project is generally not consistent with the policies 
contained within the City’s Industrial Land Use Policy, 
which seeks to preserve and protect industrially 
designated land uses within the City. 

City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code 

The Original Project uses are not permitted within the M3 
(Heavy Industrial) zone.  Accordingly, the Project 
Applicant has requested zone changes, and height district 
changes.  With project approval, project impacts on 
zoning would be less than significant. 

Height and Density Limitations 

The Original Project is requesting a Height District 
Change from 1VL to 2.  Height District 2 permits an FAR 
of 6:1, and the Original Project has an FAR of 1.7 to 1.  
Therefore, with the requested zone change, project 
impacts on height and density would be less than 
significant.   

Consistency Conclusion 

Although the Original Project is consistent with some of 
the applicable policies and elements of the applicable 
plans, impacts would remain.  General consistency is not 
sufficient, as the Original Project is required to be 

allow for the development of multi-family residential land uses. This 
would not be consistent with several of the policies set forth in the 
Harbor Gateway Community Plan, particularly those regarding low-
income housing and industrial land uses.  Thus, impacts would remain 
the same under the Errata. 

Similar to the Original Project, the Project under the Errata is generally 
not consistent with the policies contained within the City’s Industrial 
Land Use Policy, which seeks to preserve and protect industrially 
designated land uses within the City. 

With project approval, project impacts to zoning would be less than 
significant. 

The Original Project is requesting a Height District Change from 1VL to 
2.  Height District 2 permits an FAR of 6:1, and the Original Project has 
an FAR of 1.7 to 1.  Under the Errata, the changes include increasing the 
FAR to 3:1, which is still constituent with the Height District Change.  
Therefore, with the requested zone change, project impacts on height and 
density would be less than significant.   

Similar to the Original Project, although the Project under the Errata is 
consistent with some of the applicable policies and elements of the 
applicable plans, impacts would remain.  As a result, the Project would 
still create too many inconsistencies with local plans, such as those in the 
Housing Element, Industrial Land Use Policy, Community Plan, and 
Walkability Checklist, impacts would be significant and unavoidable, as 
there are no mitigation measures feasible to reduce land use 
inconsistencies without proposing a differing use on the Project Site. 

unavoidable but not increase relative 
to the Original Project. 

Side effects associated with uses in 
the M3 zone would create an 
incompatibility between the 
residential uses and adjacent land with 
no feasible mitigation to reduce 
impacts to a less than significant 
level.  Thus, future land use 
compatibility impacts would remain 
as significant and unavoidable but not 
increase relative to the Original 
Project.  

Similar to the Original Project, since 
the Project under this Errata would 
create too many inconsistencies with 
local plans, such as those in the 
Housing Element, Industrial Land Use 
Policy, Community Plan, and 
Walkability Checklist, impacts would 
remain as significant and unavoidable 
but not increase relative to the 
Original Project. 
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Table II-1 
Comparative Summary of Environmental Impacts of Project and Revised Project under Errata 

Original Project Environmental Impact Errata Environmental Impact Level of Impact under Errata 

generally consistent with a majority of the most important 
elements or policies of each applicable plan.  As a result, 
since the Original Project would create too many 
inconsistencies with local plans, such as those in the 
Housing Element, Industrial Land Use Policy, 
Community Plan, and Walkability Checklist, impacts 
would be significant and unavoidable, as there are no 
mitigation measures feasible to reduce land use 
inconsistencies without proposing a differing use on the 
Project Site. 

NOISE 

Construction Noise 

Noise levels from construction activities at the project site 
would exceed 75 dBA at 110 feet from the project site 
and be significant before mitigation.   

 

 

Noise levels from construction activities at the project site would still be 
significant before mitigation under this Erratum.   

 

 

Similar to the Original Project, 
implementation of Mitigation 
Measures E-1 through E-8, which 
would require the implementation of 
noise reduction devices and 
techniques during construction at the 
project site, would serve to reduce the 
noise levels associated with 
construction of the Project to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Construction-Related Groundborne Vibration 

Vibration impacts would be less than significant.  

 

 

Vibration impacts would remain as less than significant.  

 

 

Construction vibration impacts would 
remain as less than significant. 
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Table II-1 
Comparative Summary of Environmental Impacts of Project and Revised Project under Errata 

Original Project Environmental Impact Errata Environmental Impact Level of Impact under Errata 

Operational Noise 

Traffic Noise 

The Original Project would increase local noise levels by 
a maximum of 0.6 dBA CNEL for the roadway segment 
of Normandie Avenue, north of 223rd Street.  This would 
not exceed the 3.0 dBA CNEL threshold. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant.   

Noise/Land Use Compatibility 

Compliance with the building codes detailed in Mitigation 
Measure E-9 would ensure that future interior noise 
impacts within the proposed residences would be less than 
significant. 

With respect to operational exterior noise impacts, 
residential uses with balconies and operable windows 
located within the Lot 2 structure along the west and 
south frontages would experience noise levels of over 70 
dBA CNEL.  There is no feasible mitigation to reduce 
exterior noise levels at future balcony or open-window 
locations.    

Parking Facilities 

Impacts associated with noise generated as a result of 
parking at the Original Project would not adversely affect 
the surrounding residential uses, and this impact would be 
less than significant.   

Operational Vibration 

Vibration impacts associated with operation of the 

 

 

Proposed Traffic noise and land use compatibility impacts would remain 
the same as those identified under the Original Project, as the proposed 
clarifications to the Project would not alter traffic patterns, increase 
interior noise impacts, or create vibration.  

Operational exterior noise impacts would remain as significant and 
unavoidable, as there still does not exist feasible mitigation to lessen its 
impact.  The proposed impact would not increase under this Erratum but 
would rather remain the same. 

 

 

Future interior noise impacts within 
the proposed residences would remain 
less than significant with mitigation. 

Future operational exterior noise 
levels resulting at the proposed 
residences would remain as 
significant and unavoidable but not 
increase relative to the Original 
Project.  

Vibration impacts associated with 
operation of the Project would remain 
as less than significant. 
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Table II-1 
Comparative Summary of Environmental Impacts of Project and Revised Project under Errata 

Original Project Environmental Impact Errata Environmental Impact Level of Impact under Errata 

Original Project would be less than significant. 

PUBLIC SERVICES- FIRE PROTECTION 

Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Project construction would not be expected to tax 
firefighting and emergency services to the extent that 
there would be a need for new, expanded, consolidated, or 
relocated fire facilities.  Therefore, construction-related 
impacts to fire protection services would be less than 
significant. 

 

  

No new impacts are expected to occur with the increase in square 
footage, as no new residential units are proposed. 

 

The Project’s impacts to fire 
protection services would remain as 
less than significant. 

 

Long-Term Operational Impacts 

The vehicular driveways and a centrally located 
designated fire lane would be expected to provide 
adequate emergency access to the Original Project.  
Therefore, impacts related to emergency access would be 
less than significant. 

The existing and future fire flows, response distance, and 
emergency access would accommodate the Original 
Project without necessitating the construction or 
expansion of any fire stations to maintain acceptable 
levels of fire protection services.  Buildout of the Original 
Project would have a less than significant impact with 
respect to fire protection services. 

 

  

No new impacts are expected to occur with the increase in square 
footage, as vehicular driveways and fire lanes that allow emergency 
access would not be altered under this Erratum. 

 

The Project’s impacts to fire 
protection services would remain as 
less than significant. 
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Table II-1 
Comparative Summary of Environmental Impacts of Project and Revised Project under Errata 

Original Project Environmental Impact Errata Environmental Impact Level of Impact under Errata 

PUBLIC SERVICES - POLICE PROTECTION 

Short-Term Construction Impacts 

The Original Project’s construction-related impacts on 
police protection services would be less than significant. 

  

No new impacts are expected to occur with the increase in square 
footage, as no new residential units are proposed and no increased 
construction activities are proposed. 

 

Similar to the Original Project, 
implementation of the mitigation 
measure would further reduce the 
already less-than-significant 
construction-related impacts to police 
protection services. 

Long-Term Operational Impacts 

Officer-to-Population Ratio 

The addition of new residents at the project site would not 
require any additional officers in order to maintain the 
current officer-to-population ratio in the greater Harbor 
Gateway area, because 1,214 additional residents would 
only result in a minimal change of the current ratio of one 
officer per 939 residents.  Impacts to officer-to-population 
ratio would be less than significant.  Additionally, the 
mitigation measures F-9 to F-11 would be implemented to 
further minimize the less-than-significant impacts of the 
Original Project to police protection services.  

Response Times 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure G-1, traffic 
impacts would be reduced to a level that is less than 
significant and LAPD access would not be affected. 
Therefore, the Original Project’s impact to response time 
is considered to be less than significant. 

 

 

The alterations proposed under the Errata would not add new residents 
or safety design changes to the Project Site that were not accounted for 
and discussed under the Original Project.  Thus, impacts to the officer-
to-population ratio, response times, and emergency access would remain 
as less than significant. 

 

 

With implementation of the 
mitigation measures, operational 
impacts to police protection services 
would remain less than significant. 
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Table II-1 
Comparative Summary of Environmental Impacts of Project and Revised Project under Errata 

Original Project Environmental Impact Errata Environmental Impact Level of Impact under Errata 

Emergency Access 

The Original Project’s impacts to emergency vehicle 
access would be less than significant. 

PUBLIC SERVICES - SCHOOLS 

The Original Project would generate a total net increase 
of approximately 93 students, including 46 elementary 
students, 24 middle school students, and 23 high school 
students. 

Pursuant to the California Government Code, payment of 
the school fees would, by law, mitigate the Original 
Project’s direct and indirect impacts on schools.  
Therefore, impacts on school services would be less than 
significant.   

  

No changes to schools are expected to occur under the changes 
illustrated in this Erratum. 

The Proposed Project’s impacts on 
schools would remain less than 
significant. 

PUBLIC SERVICES - PARKS AND RECREATION 

Based on the parkland-to-resident ratio, the Project would 
generate a need for approximately 1.214 additional acres 
of public parkland in the project area.  With the 
fulfillment of the City code-required open space on site, 
payment of Quimby fees and/or the Dwelling Unit 
Construction Tax to the City, impacts to parks and 
recreational facilities would be less than significant. 

No changes to parks and its ratio are expected to occur under the changes 
illustrated in this Erratum. 

The Proposed Project’s impacts on 
park and recreation services would 
remain less than significant. 

PUBLIC SERVICES - LIBRARIES 

While it is noted that the LAPL has cited insufficient No changes to libraries are expected to occur under the changes Impacts on library facilities would 
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Table II-1 
Comparative Summary of Environmental Impacts of Project and Revised Project under Errata 

Original Project Environmental Impact Errata Environmental Impact Level of Impact under Errata 

staffing levels to due to budget conditions, it is not 
expected that the increase in permanent population due to 
the Original Project would create a substantial demand on 
the library system such that a need for new or physically 
altered library facilities would be required. Therefore, 
physical impacts related to library services would be 
considered less than significant. 

illustrated in this Erratum. remain less than significant. 

 

TRAFFIC, TRANSPORTATION, AND PARKING 

Future Conditions With Project 

Based on the City’s threshold of significance, the Project 
would result in a significant impact at the intersection of 
Normandie Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard during the 
morning peak hour.  

Bicycles 

There are no bicycle lanes on the roadways immediately 
adjacent to the project site.  Potential bicycle, pedestrian, 
and vehicular conflicts would be minimized, and impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Public Transit 

The existing transit service in the project area would 
adequately accommodate the project generated transit 
trips.  As such, there would be a less-than-significant 
impact associated with this issue. 

Transportation Element of the General Plan 

As the project is supportive of many, but not all of the 

 

No new impacts are expected to occur with the clarifications outlined in 
this Erratum.  Future Conditions with Project, impacts to bicycles lanes, 
and public transit would all remain identical to that discussed in the Draft 
EIR for the Original Project.  Potential impacts to the Transportation 
Element of the General Plan would not occur and would be consistent 
with identified policies.  With regards to parking, the clarifications 
outlined in this Erratum conclude that the proposed amount of parking 
would exceed the LAMC parking requirements, and as such, no 
significant off-site parking impacts, nor spillover parking into adjoining 
residential areas or commercial sites is anticipated. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intersection Capacity 

Intersection capacity impacts would 
remain less than significant. 

Mitigation measures identified would 
mitigate the Project’s impact at 
County intersections to less than 
significant levels and no new impacts 
are expected to occur under this 
Erratum. 

Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular 
Safety 

Bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular 
safety impacts would remain less than 
significant. 

Transit 

Transit impacts would remain less 
than significant. 
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Table II-1 
Comparative Summary of Environmental Impacts of Project and Revised Project under Errata 

Original Project Environmental Impact Errata Environmental Impact Level of Impact under Errata 

goals and objectives of the Transportation Element of the 
General Plan, land use consistency impacts would be less 
than significant.  

Parking 

Residential 

The Original Project would provide a total of 797 (709 
resident and 88 guest) off-street parking spaces.  
Therefore, the amount of parking for the Original Project 
would exceed the LAMC parking requirements, and as 
such, no significant off-site parking impacts, nor spillover 
parking into adjoining residential neighborhoods or 
commercial areas is anticipated. 

 

 

 

 

 

Parking 

Parking impacts would remain less 
than significant. 

In-Street Construction 

In-street construction impacts would 
remain less than significant. 
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CHANGES TO DRAFT EIR TEXT 

Revisions to the Draft EIR are shown below as excerpts from the EIR text.  Added or modified text is 
underlined (example), while deleted text will have a strikeout (example) through the text. 

Section I. Introduction/Summary 

Section B, Project Summary, Subsection Proposed Project – Page I-4 and I-5 

The last two sentences of the first paragraph are modified as follows: 

The apartment units would range in size from approximately 980728 square feet to 
approximately 1,4641,087 square feet.  The 352 apartment units would include 344176 
twoone-bedroom units and 8176 threetwo-bedroom units.   

Section II. Project Description 

Section C, Project Characteristics, Subsection Proposed Project – Page II-4 

The following two paragraphs are modified as follows: 

The Proposed Sea Breeze Apartments Project (known as Tract # 65665 Lot 2 and Lot 3) 
would involve the development of two six-story structures containing residential uses and 
parking.  The Project Site comprises two lots totaling 222,906 square feet of land area: 
Lot 2 comprises 112,804 square feet and Lot 3 comprises 110,102 square feet. The 
Proposed Project would include a total development of 696,901661,168 gross square feet, 
including 445,000379,920 gross square feet of residential floor area and 251,901231,248 
gross square feet of parking and circulation areas.  For purposes of calculating the 
proposed “floor area” as defined by the City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code 
(LAMC), the parking and circulation areas are excluded from the floor area calculation.  
Thus the Proposed Project includes approximately 445,000379,920 net square feet of net 
developed floor area, which represents a floor area ratio (FAR) of 21.7 to 1.  

The Proposed Project would include the construction of two residential structures 
identical in design, building height, and floor area.  Both structures would include two 
above-grade levels of parking with four levels of residential uses above the parking 
levels. Both buildings will include 176 multi-family apartment units, for a total of 352 
residential units (see Figure II-3 Site Plan).  The maximum building height on the Project 
Site would be approximately 65 feet.  The apartment units would range in size from 
approximately 980728 square feet to approximately 1,4641,087 square feet.  The 352 
apartment units would include 344176 twoone-bedroom units and 8176 threetwo-
bedroom units as shown in Tables II-1 and II-2. 
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Section C, Project Characteristics – Page II-9 

 Tables II-1, Lot 2 Apartment Building Area Summary, is clarified as follows: 

 

Section C, Project Characteristics – Page II-9 

 Tables II-2, Lot 3 Apartment Building Area Summary, is clarified as follows: 

Table II-2 
Lot 3 Apartment Building Area Summary 

Floor Land Use Number of Units Square Footage 
(sq.ft.) 

1st  
Parking/Circulation 

204163 spaces 
(4465 regular + 8098 

tandem) 
63,43557,508 sq.ft.a 

2nd  Parking/Circulation 204160 spaces 4 

Table II-1 
Lot 2 Apartment Building Area Summary 

Floor Land Use Number of Units 
Square Footage 

(sq.ft.) 

1st  Parking/Circulation 
199163 spaces 

(4765 regular + 7698 
tandem) 

60,20057,508 sq.ft.a 

2nd  Parking/Circulation 
206160 spaces 

(4262 regular + 8298 
tandem) 

64,83258,116 sq.ft.a 

3rd – 6th  

Unit A – 21 Bedroom (980728 sq.ft. each) 8832 rooms 86,24023,296 sq.ft. 
Unit B – 21 Bedroom (1,120975 sq.ft. 
each) 

40 rooms 44,80039,000 sq.ft. 

Unit C – 21 Bedroom (1,020975 sq.ft. 
each) 

3216 rooms 32,64015,600 sq.ft. 

Unit D – 2 Bedroom (1,087960 sq.ft. each) 1632 rooms 17,39230,720 sq.ft. 
Unit E – 2 Bedroom (1,008 sq.ft. each) 40 rooms 40,320 sq.ft. 
Unit F – 2 Bedroom (1,087 sq.ft. each) 16 rooms 17,392 sq.ft. 

Subtotal 176 rooms 181,072166,328 
sq.ft. 

 Stairs Lobby and , corridors, common 
areas 

 39,92323,632 sq. ft. 

Total  220,995305,584 sq. 
ft. 

a  Per Section 14.5.3 of the LAMC, the parking areas with associated driveways and ramps are not 
calculated to determine the proposed developed floor area. 
Source:  A & M Properties, Inc., November 2009 (Updated July 2013 August 2011).   



City of Los Angeles     August 2013 

 

 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project     Errata 
Errata to Final Environmental Impact Report   Page 14 
 
 

(4462 regular + 8098 
tandem) 

3rd – 6th Unit A – 21 Bedroom (980728 sq.ft. each) 8832 rooms 86,24023,296 sq.ft. 
Unit B – 21 Bedroom (1,120975 sq.ft. 
each) 

2440 rooms 26,80039,000 sq.ft. 

Unit C – 21 Bedroom (1,020975 sq.ft. 
each) 

4016 rooms 40,80015,600 sq.ft. 

Unit D – 2 Bedroom (1,087960 sq.ft. each) 1232 rooms 13,04430,720 sq.ft. 
Unit E – 2 Bedroom (1,2261,008 sq.ft. 
each) 

440 rooms 4,90440,320 sq.ft. 

Unit F – 32 Bedroom (1,4641,087 sq.ft. 
each) 

816 rooms 11,71217,392 sq.ft. 

Subtotal 176 rooms 183,580166,328 
sq.ft. 

 Stairs Lobby and , corridors, common 
areas 

 40,42523,632 sq. ft. 

Total Total 224,005305,584 
sq.ft. 

a  Per Section 14.5.3 of the LAMC, the parking areas with associated driveways and ramps are not 
calculated to determine the proposed developed floor area. 
Source:  A & M Properties, Inc., November 2009 (Updated July 2013 August 2011).   

 

Section C, Project Characteristics, Subsection Lot 2 – Page II-10 

The following paragraph is modified as follows: 

Lot 2 is located on the western half of the Project Site.  Lot 2 would be developed with a 
street level residential parking lot containing 3744 guest parking stalls and 31 residential 
parking stalls and a six-story structure.  The ground floor and the second floor would 
provide residential parking.  Floors three through six would be developed with 176 multi-
family residential uses.  The third floor would also include a courtyard containing 
resident-only amenities such as a grilling area, a pool and spa, and a toddler playground 
area, as shown in Figure II-4 Detailed Site Plan Lot 2.  Specifically, Lot 2 would provide 
a total of 56,71548,931 square feet of open space which includes: 14,24012,040 square 
feet of private open area, 6,1135,500 square feet of community space, 16,15812,910 
square feet of courtyard (on podium), and 20,20418,481 square feet of yard space.   

Section C, Project Characteristics, Subsection Lot 3 – Page II-10 

The following paragraph is modified as follows: 

Lot 3 is located on the eastern half of the Project Site.  Lot 3 would be developed with a 
street level residential parking lot containing 2744 guest parking stalls and 32 residential 
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parking stalls and a six-story structure.  The ground floor and the second floor would 
provide residential parking.  Floors three through six would be developed with 176 multi-
family residential uses.  The third floor would also include a courtyard containing 
resident-only amenities such as a grilling area, a pool and spa, and a toddler playground 
area, as shown in Figure II-5 Detailed Site Plan Lot 3.  Specifically, Lot 3 would provide 
a total of 60,35341,330 square feet of open space which includes: 15,12012,040 square 
feet of private open area, 5,9955,500 square feet of community space, 16,95812,910 
square feet of courtyard (on podium), and 22,32010,880 square feet of yard space.  

Section C, Project Characteristics, Subsection Parking and Access – Page II-10 

The first four paragraphs are clarified as follows: 

As stated above, residential and residential guest parking for both Lots 2 and 3 would be 
provided in street level parking lots located adjacent to the residential buildings.  Lot 2 
would provide 3744 guest parking stalls and 31 residential parking stalls.  Lot 3 would 
provide 2744 guest parking stalls and 32 residential parking stalls.   

Residential parking would also be provided in both buildings in the two above-grade 
parking levels.  On the first level, Lot 2 would provide 4765 regular parking spaces and 
7698 tandem parking spaces (see Figure II-6).  On the second level, Lot 2 would provide 
4262 regular parking spaces and 8298 tandem parking spaces (see Figure II-7).  On the 
first level, Lot 3 would provide 4465 regular parking spaces and 8098 tandem parking 
spaces (see Figure II-8).  On the second level, Lot 3 would provide 4462 regular parking 
spaces and 8098 tandem parking spaces (see Figure II-9).  The Proposed Project is 
required to provide 792396 parking spaces on Lot 2 and 3.  The Proposed Project would 
provide a total of 405398 parking spaces on Lot 2 and 408399 parking spaces on Lot 3.   

Access to the Project Site would be provided from Sepulveda Boulevard south of the 
Project Site via a future street, identified on Figure II-3 as Fontaine Way.  with the 
temporary name “A Street.”  “A Street,” Fontaine Way is located within the proposed 
Add Area immediately south of the Project Site, has not yet been constructed, and would 
be included as a part of the Proposed Project. 

The Applicant is required to post a bond to construct Fontaine Way A Street.  A Street 
Fontaine Way is a planned 60-foot-wide public street, which, when constructed, would 
provide one inbound lane and one outbound lane connecting the Project Site to Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  Fontaine Way “A Street” would accommodate full access (i.e., left-turn and 
right-turn ingress and egress) turning movements and is proposed to be stop-signal 
controlled.  Fontaine Way “A Street” connects to an internal roadway located between 
Lot 2 and Lot 3 that will provide vehicular ingress and egress to the above-grade parking 
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garages (see Figure II-3 Site Plan).  Access to the above-grade parking garage for Lot 2 is 
to the west of the internal roadway, and access to the above grade parking garage for Lot 
3 is to the east of the internal roadway.  

Section C, Project Characteristics, Subsection Construction – Page II-12 

The last sentence of the first paragraph is clarified as follows: 

Construction of the Proposed Project is expected to be completed by 20152014.   

Section IV.B. Aesthetics 

Environmental Impacts, Subsection Project Impacts (Project Design Features) – Page B-26 
and B-27 

The last two sentences of the first paragraph are modified as follows: 

The apartment units would range in size from approximately 980728 square feet to 
approximately 1,4641,087 square feet.  The 352 apartment units would include 344176 
twoone-bedroom units and 8176 threetwo-bedroom units. 

Environmental Impacts, Subsection Project Impacts (Visual Quality/Character Impacts) – 
Page B-33 

First paragraph is modified as follows: 

Construction of the Proposed Project is expected to be completed by 20152014. 

Section IV.D. Land Use Planning 

Environmental Impacts, Consistency with Land Use Policies and Regulations (Housing 
Element) – Pages D-27 and 29 (Table IV.D-1 Project Consistency with the Applicable 
Policies of the Housing Element) 

Policy 1.1.2 Consistency Discussion first paragraph is modified as follows: 

The Proposed Project would include the development of a total of 352 multi-family 
residential units that contain twoone- and threetwo-bedroom residential units.   

Policy 1.1.3 Consistency Discussion first paragraph is modified as follows: 

The Proposed Project would include the development of a total of 352 multi-family 
residential units that contain twoone- and threetwo-bedroom residential units. 
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Policy 2.2.4 Consistency Discussion first paragraph is modified as follows: 

The Proposed Project would include the development of a total of 352 multi-family 
residential units that contain twoone- and threetwo-bedroom residential units. 

Policy 3.1.1 Consistency Discussion first paragraph is modified as follows: 

The Proposed Project would include the development of a total of 352 multi-family 
residential units that contain twoone- and threetwo-bedroom residential units. 

Environmental Impacts, Consistency with Land Use Policies and Regulations (Housing 
Element) – Page D-30 (Table IV.D-2 Project Consistency with the Applicable Policies of the 
Harbor Gateway Community Plan) 

Second residential policy is modified as follows: 

The Proposed Project would provide 813797 parking spaces for residents and guests… 

Environmental Impacts, Consistency with Land Use Policies and Regulations (Housing 
Element) – Page D-31 (Table IV.D-2 Project Consistency with the Applicable Policies of the 
Harbor Gateway Community Plan) 

Second commercial policy is modified as follows: 

The Proposed Project would provide 813797 parking spaces for residents and guest. 

Environmental Impacts, Height and Density Limitations – Page D-39 

First paragraph, last sentence, is modified as follows: 

The Proposed Project includes approximately 445,000379,920 square feet of net 
developed floor area, which represents a FAR of 21.7 to 1.   

Section IV.G. Transportation/Parking 

Environmental Impacts, Parking (Residential Parking Requirements) – Page G-54 

First paragraph is clarified as follows: 

Residential and residential guest parking for both Lots 2 and 3 would be provided in 
street level parking lots located adjacent to the residential buildings.  Lot 2 would provide 
44 guest parking stalls and 31 residential parking stalls.  Lot 3 would provide 44 guest 
parking stalls and 32 residential parking stalls.  Residential parking would also be 
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provided in both buildings in the two above-grade parking levels.  On the first level, Lot 
2 would provide 4765 regular parking spaces and 7698 tandem parking spaces.  On the 
second level, Lot 2 would provide 4262 regular parking spaces and 8298 tandem parking 
spaces.  On the first level, Lot 3 would provide 4465 regular parking spaces and 8098 
tandem parking spaces.  On the second level, Lot 3 would provide 4462 regular parking 
spaces and 8098 tandem parking spaces.  The Proposed Project is required to provide 396 
parking spaces each on Lot 2 and 3.  The Proposed Project would provide 405398 
parking spaces on Lot 2 and 408399 parking spaces on Lot 3. 

Third paragraph, first sentence, is clarified as follows: 

The Proposed Project would provide a total of 813797 (709 resident and 88 guest) off-
street parking spaces. 

Environmental Impacts, Parking – Page G-55 

Table IV.G-10, Proposed Project Parking Summary, is now deleted.  The preceding edits 
to the first paragraph under subsection Residential Parking Requirements is clarified 
further and will suffice instead of providing a revised table. 

CHANGES TO FINAL EIR TEXT 

Revisions to the Final EIR are shown below as excerpts from the EIR text.  Added or modified text is 
underlined (example), while deleted text will have a strikeout (example) through the text. 

There are currently no proposed modifications to the Final EIR text. 
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GAIL FARBER, Director

August 14, 2012

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

"To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service"

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 9L803-1331

Telephone: (626)458-5100

http://dpw.lacounty.gov ADDRESS ALL CORRESPONDENCE TO:
P.O. BOX 1460

ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460

Ms. Clare M. Look-Jaeger, P.E.
Linscott, Law &Greenspan, Engineers
236 North Chester Avenue, Suite 200
Pasadena, CA 91106

Dear Ms. Look-Jaeger:

ADDENDUM TRAFFIC ANALYSIS AND
CONCEPTUAL MITIGATION DRAWINGS
1311 SEPULVEDA BOULEVARD
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

IN REPLY PLEASE

REFER TO FILE: T-4

As requested, we reviewed the addendum traffic analysis and conceptual mitigation
drawings for the proposed project located at 1311 Sepulveda Boulevard in the
City of Los Angeles.

We generally agree with the findings of the addendum traffic analysis that the traffic
generated by the project alone will have a significant impact at the County intersection
listed below. The project shall be responsible for implementing the recommended
mitigation measures prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy.

Normandie Avenue at Sepulveda Boulevard

West approach: Two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and one shared
through/right-turn lane instead of one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one
shared through/right-turn lane (add second left-turn lane).

Widen north and south sides of Sepulveda Boulevard by finro feet from
Normandie Avenue to a point west of Normandie Avenue where the striping
transitions terminate.

Reconstruct median on the west approach.

Modify traffic signal.

~~
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We also generally agree with the findings of the addendum traffic analysis that
the cumulative traffic generated by the project and other related projects will have
a significant cumulative impact at the intersections listed below. The project shall pay
its pro-rata share of the cost for the recommended improvements to Public Works prior
to issuance of certificate of occupancy.

Normandie Avenue at Sepulveda Boulevard

East approach: Two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and one shared
through/right-turn lane instead of one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one
shared through/right-turn lane (add second left-turn lane).

Widen north and south sides of Sepulveda Boulevard by two feet from
Normandie Avenue to a point east of Normandie Avenue where the striping
transitions terminate.

Reconstruct median on the east approach.

Modify traffic signal.

Project's pro-rata share contribution is 39.3 percent.

Vermont Avenue at Sepulveda Boulevard

East approach: Two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and one shared
through/right-turn lane instead of one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and one
shared through/right-turn lane (add second left-turn lane).

Widen north and south sides of Sepulveda Boulevard by two feet from
Vermont Avenue to a point east of Vermont Avenue where the striping transitions
terminate.

Reconstruct median on the east approach.

Modify traffic signal.

Project's pro-rata share contribution is 10.4 percent.

Lastly, we generally agree that the mitigation measures identified above would mitigate
the project's impact at County intersections to less than significant levels.
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The project shall submit cost estimates for the mitigation measures addressing
cumulative impacts to Public Works for review and approval. The project's pro-rata
share contribution percentages will be applied to the cost estimates to establish the
project's pro-rata share of the costs.

If you have further questions, please contact Mr. Isaac Wong of Traffic and Lighting
Division, Traffic Studies Section, at (626) 300-4796.

Very truly yours,

GAIL FARBER
Director of Public Works

i

DEAN R. LEHMAN
Assistant Deputy Director
Traffic and Lighting Division

IW ch
P:\tl b\WPFILES\FILES\STU\Isaac\EIR\TSP 0000497 1311 SEPULVEDA BL TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT.doc

cc: City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning (Adam Villani)
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
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General Plan Land Use Designation of the Project Site from Heavy Manufacturing to Neighborhood 
Commercial, and the zoning of the site from M3-1VL (Heavy Industrial Zone, Very Low Height District) to 
C2-2 (Commercial Zone, Height District No.2). 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Purpose 

Before approving a project, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires the lead agency to 
prepare and certify a Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR).  The contents of a Final EIR are 
specified in Section 15132 of the CEQA Statute and Guidelines, as follows:  

The Final EIR shall consist of: 

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the Draft. 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Revised Draft EIR either verbatim or in 
summary. 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Revised Draft 
EIR. 

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the 
review and consultation process. 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

The evaluation and response to public comments is an important part of the CEQA process as it allows 
the following: (1) the opportunity to review and comment on the methods of analysis contained within the 
Draft EIR; (2) the ability to detect any omissions which may have occurred during preparation of the 
Draft EIR; (3) the ability to check for accuracy of the analysis contained within the Draft EIR; (4) the 
ability to share expertise; and (5) the ability to discover public concerns. 

B. Process 

As defined by Section 15050 of the CEQA Guidelines, City of Los Angeles Planning Department is the 
Lead Agency for the Project.  A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated on February 4, 
2010 through March 8, 2010 for the required 30-day review period.   

The public review period for the Draft EIR for the Millennium Hollywood Project was October 18, 2012 
to December 3, 2012, for a 45-day review period.  

Comments on the Draft EIR were received during the comment period, and those comments are set forth 
and are responded to in this Final EIR. 

The Draft EIR and this Final EIR will be submitted to the Planning Commission and City Council for 
requested certification and action on the Project.  
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C. Organization of The Final EIR 

Together with the Draft EIR, which is hereby incorporated by reference, this document constitutes the 
Final EIR for the Project and includes the following sections:  

Section I. Introduction: This section provides an introduction to the Final EIR. 

Section II. List of Commenters: This section includes a list of the persons and agencies who submitted 
comments on the Draft EIR. 

Section III. Responses to Comments: This section includes responses to each of the comments 
submitted by persons and agencies listed in Section II. 

Section IV. Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR: This section provides corrections and 
additions to the Draft EIR, based on comments received during and after the public review period and 
based on staff-initiated text changes. 

Section V. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: This section includes all of the mitigation 
measures identified to reduce or avoid environmental impacts of the project and notes the monitoring 
phase, the enforcement phase, and the applicable department or agency responsible for ensuring that each 
mitigation measure is implemented.  

Appendices: The appendices to this document include copies of all the comments received on the Draft 
EIR and any additional information cited to support the responses to comments. 

D. Review and Certification of the Final EIR 

Consistent with State law (Public Resources Code 21092.5), responses to agency comments are being 
forwarded to each commenting agency more than 10 days prior to the public hearing.  In addition, at the 
same time responses are being distributed to all commenters who provided an address. 

The Final EIR is available for public review at the following locations: 

Adam Villanni  
City of Los Angeles  
Department of City Planning  
200 Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012  
Telephone: (213) 978-1454  
E-Mail: adam.villani@lacity.org 

Central Library  
630 W. 5th Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
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Harbor City – Harbor Gateway Branch Library 
24000 S. Western Avenue 
Harbor City, CA 90710 

The Final EIR is also available online at the Department of City Planning’s website 
[http://planning.lacity.org/ (click on “Environmental” and then “Final EIR”)].  The Final EIR can be 
purchased on cd-rom for $7.50 per copy.  Contact Adam Villani of the City of Los Angeles at 
adam.villani@lacity.org to purchase one.  

E. Summary of Environmental Impacts 

Environmental Issue Project Impact 
Mitigation Measures 

(Yes/No) 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

A.  AESTHETICS, VIEWS, LIGHT/GLARE AND SHADING 

Construction Less Than Significant Yes 
Less Than Significant 

(Further Reduce) 

Aesthetics/Visual 
Quality 

Less Than Significant Yes 
Less Than Significant 

(Further Reduce) 

Views Less Than Significant Yes 
Less Than Significant 

(Further Reduce) 

Light Less Than Significant Yes 
Less Than Significant 

(Further Reduce) 

Glare Less Than Significant Yes 
Less Than Significant 

(Further Reduce) 

Shading Less Than Significant Yes Less Than Significant 
(Further Reduce) 

Add Area Less Than Significant Yes Less Than Significant 

B.  AIR QUALITY 

Construction 

Regional Emissions Less Than Significant No Less Than Significant 

Local Emissions Less Than Significant No Less Than Significant 

Operation 

Regional Emissions Less Than Significant No Less Than Significant 

Local Emissions Less Than Significant No Less Than Significant 

Toxic Air 
Contaminants 

Less Than Significant No Less Than Significant 

Greenhouse Gases Less Than Significant No Less Than Significant 

C.  GHG EMISSIONS 

Construction/Operation Less Than Significant No Less Than Significant 

Add Area Less Than Significant No Less Than Significant 
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Environmental Issue Project Impact 
Mitigation Measures 

(Yes/No) 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

D.  LAND USE 

Compatibility Significant Yes 
Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Consistency Significant Yes 
Significant and 
Unavoidable 

E.  NOISE 

Construction Less Than Significant Yes Less Than Significant 

Groundborne Vibration Less Than Significant Yes Less Than Significant 

Operational Noise Significant Yes 
Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Operational Vibration Less Than Significant Yes Less Than Significant 

F.  PUBLIC SERVICES – FIRE PROTECTION 

Construction Less Than Significant Yes 
Less Than Significant 

(Further Reduce) 

Operation Less Than Significant Yes 
Less Than Significant 

(Further Reduce) 

F.  PUBLIC SERVICES – POLICE PROTECTION 

Construction Less Than Significant Yes 
Less Than Significant 

(Further Reduce) 

Operation Less Than Significant Yes 
Less Than Significant 

(Further Reduce) 

F.  PUBLIC SERVICES – SCHOOLS 

Operation Less Than Significant No Less Than Significant 

F.  PUBLIC SERVICES – PARKS AND RECREATION 

Operation Less Than Significant No Less Than Significant 

F.  PUBLIC SERVICES – LIBRARIES 

Operation Less Than Significant No Less Than Significant 

G.  TRAFFIC, TRANSPORTATION, AND PARKING 

   Traffic 

Future Conditions 
with Project 

Significant Yes Less Than Significant 

Bicycles Less Than Significant Yes 
Less Than Significant 

(Further Reduce) 

Public Transit Less Than Significant Yes 
Less Than Significant 

(Further Reduce) 

Transportation 
Element of General 
Plan 

Less Than Significant Yes 
Less Than Significant 

(Further Reduce) 
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Environmental Issue Project Impact 
Mitigation Measures 

(Yes/No) 
Level of Significance 

After Mitigation 

   Parking 

Residential Less Than Significant Yes 
Less Than Significant 

(Further Reduce) 

In-Street 
Construction 

Less Than Significant Yes 
Less Than Significant 

(Further Reduce) 

Add Area Significant Yes Less Than Significant 
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II.  LIST OF COMMENTERS 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning received a total of 4 comment letters on the Draft 
EIR.  Each comment letter has been assigned a corresponding number, and distinct comments within each 
comment letter are also numbered.  For example, comment letter “1” is from Cummins & White (CW).  
The comments in this letter are numbered “CW-1”, “CW-2”, “CW-3”, etc. 

The agencies and organizations/persons listed below provided written comments on the Draft EIR to the 
City of Los Angeles during the formal public review period, which was from October 18, 2012 to 
December 3, 2012.  Copies of the comments are included in Appendix A to this document. 

1. Cummins & White, LLP 
Michael R. W. Houston, Partner 
2424 S.E. Bristol Street, Suite 300 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

2. Joyce Dillard 
P.O. Box 31377 
Los Angeles, CA 90031 

3. Matt and Marni Ruhland 
23314 Brightwater Place 
Harbor City, CA 90710 

4. City of Los Angeles – Wastewater Engineering Services Division 
Bureau of Sanitation – Ali Poosti, Division Manager 
Inter-Departmental Correspondence  
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III. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

A.  INTRODUCTION 

This section contains written responses to each of the comments on the Draft EIR received during the 
public review period.  As stated previously, all comments on the Draft EIR are included in Appendix A to 
this document and are grouped according to comments provided by government agencies and comments 
received from private individuals or organizations.  The comment letters are then organized in 
alphabetical order by last name of the commenter.  Each letter is identified by the last name of the 
commenter, and each comment is delineated and numbered.  Corrections and additions to the Draft EIR 
resulting from comments and responses to comments are presented in Section IV (Corrections and 
Additions) of the Final EIR. 

Responses to Comments 

Comment Letter Cummins & White (CW) 

Response to Comment CW-1 

This comment confirms that Storm Plaza Torrance, LLC is connected to the property located on 
Sepulveda Boulevard, described as Lots 4 and 5 of Tract 65665.  This comment also confirms that these 
identified lots are referred to as the “Add Area”.  

Response to Comment CW-2 

This comment welcomes prudent development of the Project Site and expresses overall general support 
for such activity at the Project Site, but the comment does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the 
Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.  The comment does acknowledge the re-designation of 
the Add Area.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment CW-3 

This comment summarizes their concern of the overall re-designation of the Add Area to Neighborhood 
Commercial and states that it conflicts with existing City policies.  This comment generally lays out the 
context of their letter, which is discussed in detail below under Response to Comments CW-4, -5, and -6.  
The EIR makes no assumption about whether the decision-making bodies will approve the requested zone 
change or not: the EIR addresses and discloses the environmental impacts associated with implementation 
of the Project, which includes a zone change for the Add Area from Heavy Manufacturing to 
Neighborhood Commercial. 
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Response to Comment CW-4 

The commenter states that the zone change (or General Plan Amendment) for the Add Area contradicts 
established City Policy and that the City should simply not re-designate the Add Area of the Project to 
Commercial Neighborhood uses (C2).  As noted in Section IV.D (Land Use Planning) of the Draft EIR, 
the Proposed Project’s request for a General Plan Amendment would create an isolated area of land 
designated for Neighborhood Commercial land uses that is entirely surrounded by land designated for 
Heavy Manufacturing uses.  This pattern, typically referred to as “spot zoning,” is undesirable from a land 
use and planning perspective, as it generally results in land use compatibility impacts.  In order to not 
leave the proposed project site as an isolated spot of commercially designated land if the project were 
approved, the Add Area would possibly be made the subject of a General Plan Amendment initiated by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning to change the land use designation from “Heavy 
Manufacturing” to “Neighborhood Commercial.”  Additionally, the City may still consider a zoning 
change of the added area to C2.  This analysis is included in the EIR not as a recommendation or 
prediction for the decision-makers to redesignate the Add Area, but merely to analyze the impact and 
explain the rationale in the event that the decision-makers were to do so. 

The commenter also notes that heavy industrial uses are incompatible with adjacent residential uses, and 
that there are numerous uses permitted in the Heavy Manufacturing designation that are compatible with 
residential uses.  As noted above in this response, implementation of the General Plan Amendment for the 
Add Area may be considered necessary to promote logical, consistent area-wide planning in the event that 
the Proposed Project were to be approved, and would address the impact of “spot zoning”1 created by the 
proposed General Plan Amendment for the Proposed Project.  Specifically, the Harbor Gateway 
Community Plan identifies Sepulveda Boulevard as a commercial corridor, and as a result, many of the 
existing properties along Sepulveda Boulevard are used as commercial properties although they are zoned 
for manufacturing uses.  Additionally, the Harbor Gateway Community Plan promotes residential and 
mixed-use developments along commercial corridors.  In this case, Sepulveda Boulevard is considered a 
commercial corridor, as identified in the Harbor Gateway Community Plan. 

With respect to the commenters statement that the City is not performing sound planning, the comment 
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and 
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.  However, 
the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies. 

                                                      

1   “Spot zoning” is a term in general use for land use planning of isolated parcels, but technically the City would 
only initiate a change to the General Plan land use designation of the Add Area, as a zone change would have 
to be initiated by the property owner. 
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Response to Comment CW-5 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment CW-4 above. Additionally, as described in Section 
IV.D (Land Use Planning) of the Draft EIR, the owner of the Add Area properties (in this case, Storm 
Plaza Torrance, LLC) has indicated that they would consider including a fast food restaurant and a retail 
pharmacy totaling approximately 18,000 square feet on Lot 4.  With this, the City may still consider a 
zoning change of the added area to the C2 zone. 

Response to Comment CW-6 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment CW-4 above.  Additionally, as described in Section 
IV.D (Land Use Planning) of the Draft EIR, the Department of City Planning generally evaluates the land 
use patterns in the project area and initiates a comprehensive General Plan Amendment to provide a 
uniform and sensible land use pattern based on the existing land uses and desired development for that 
specific project area.  Furthermore, with respect to the commenters statement that the City should 
reconsider creating inconsistencies between the General Plan and Zoning Code, the comment does not 
state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing 
the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.  This analysis is 
included in the EIR not as a recommendation or prediction for the decision-makers to redesignate the Add 
Area, but merely to analyze the impact and explain the rationale in the event that the decision-makers 
were to do so.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies. 

Response to Comment CW-7 

The commenter is requesting that they be notified of any and all activity related to the approval of the 
Proposed Project and any actions pertaining to the proposed Add Area.  As requested, the commenter will 
be added to the Project mailing list.  The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies. 

Response to Comment CW-8 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment CW-4, CW-5, and CW-6 above.  Also, the comment 
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies. 

Comment Letter Dillard 

Response to Comment Dillard-1 

This comment expresses a general concern that the Project does not address the County of Los Angeles 
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. According to the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), 
the LADWP is a participating agency in the Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) 
Program, which encompasses 92 cities in the greater Los Angeles County Region.  As a result, since the 
Draft EIR discusses the UWMP, the commenters concern that the Proposed Project does not cover this 
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issue is null.  Specifically, the LADWP has been actively involved in the IRWMP program for several 
years now.  As a result, all water related issues are signed off on by the LADWP.   

Response to Comment Dillard-2 

This comment expresses general concern about that the Project does not mention the Los Angeles Region 
Basin Plan for Coastal Watersheds (Basin Plan).  The Basin Plan was written and adopted by the State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  As discussed in Section IV.A (Impacts Found to be Less 
Than Significant), of the Draft EIR, impacts to water quality would be reduced since the Proposed Project 
must comply with water quality standards and wastewater discharge BMPs set forth by the SWRCB. As 
also discussed, required design criteria, as established in the SUSMP for Los Angeles County and cities in 
Los Angeles County, would be incorporated into the Proposed Project to minimize the off-site 
conveyance of pollutants.  The use of BMPs and SUSMP would implement the objectives of the Basin 
Plan.  These code compliance measures can be found in Section IV.A.  The Project lies within the 
Dominguez Channel & L.A. Harbor Watershed. 

Response to Comment Dillard-3 

As there are no wetlands on or surrounding the Project Site, there would be no impact to wetlands in the 
Project vicinity.  Routine safety precautions for handling and storing construction materials would 
effectively mitigate the potential pollution of stormwater or to downstream wetlands by these materials.  
The same types of common sense, “good housekeeping” procedures can be extended to non-hazardous 
stormwater pollutants such as sawdust and other solid wastes.  Further, in order to protect wetlands, 
implementation of code compliance measures A-7 through A-15 found in Section IV.A, Impacts Found to 
be Less Than Significant, of the Draft EIR, would ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment Dillard-4 

Regarding groundwater recharge, a subsurface investigation was conducted to gather geotechnical data 
for the Project Site.  As mentioned in Section IV.A of the Draft EIR, groundwater was not encountered at 
the maximum depth explored of approximately 51 feet below ground surface.  Excavation activities 
associated with development of the Proposed Project would be limited to that necessary for installation of 
building foundations and utilities.  As noted in Code Compliance Measure A-4, the Proposed Project 
would be required to comply with all recommendations made in the Geotechnical Exploration Report 
pertaining to groundwater and excavation. 

Response to Comment Dillard-5 

Regarding the commenter’s statement that the DEIR fails to recognize that the AQMD State 
Implementation Plan is not in compliance; the commenter fails to mention what the Implementation Plan 
is not in compliance with.  The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies. 
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Response to Comment Dillard-6 

Based on the information provided in the Phase III Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) for Parcel 3 
included as Appendix IV.A-3 to the Draft EIR, it was concluded that concentrations of petroleum 
hydrocarbons, methane, and VOCs have not adversely impacted soils and the results do not represent 
recognized environmental conditions.  For more information on Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and overall water quality of Project development, please see Section IV.A, Impacts Found to be Less 
Than Significant, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, there will be no import or export of dirt from the Project 
Site, as mentioned in Section IV.C, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.  Lastly, Site Design Level II consistent 
with City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 175790 (Sec. 91.7104. General Methane Requirements) will be 
used to mitigate the low level Methane Requirements. 

Response to Comment Dillard-7 

All of the excavated soils would be balanced at the Project Site and thus would not need to be exported 
off-site.  Construction debris includes concrete, asphalt, wood, drywall, metals, and other miscellaneous 
and composite materials.  Per AB 939 requirements, much of this material would be recycled and 
salvaged to the maximum extent feasible.  By recycling most of the solid waste generated by construction 
of the Proposed Project, short-term construction impacts on landfills would be less than significant.  
Section IV.A, of the Draft EIR, provides code compliance measures to reduce potential soils removed 
from the Project Site during construction: 

 A-36.  The construction contractor shall only contract for waste disposal services with a 
company that recycles construction-related wastes.  
 

 A-37.  To facilitate the on-site separation and recycling of construction-related wastes, 
the construction contractor shall provide temporary waste separation bins on site during 
construction.  

Comment Letter Ruhland 

Response to Comment Ruhland-1 

This commenter suggests that the Project would dominate the surrounding skyline.  The Project is 
roughly 700 feet from the property lines to the south, which would add a setback from the commenter site 
towards the Project Site.  Photos were taken to address the concern of the height of the buildings when 
representatives from then-Councilmember Janice Hahn's office were on site (the photos are attached to 
this Final EIR as Appendix B).  The proposed apartments will be set back from Sepulveda Boulevard and, 
if the Add Area is built as proposed, hidden behind the retail center with very little visible impact to the 
residents south of Sepulveda Boulevard.  As noted in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, the 
project’s contrast with the adjacent residential structures south of Sepulveda Boulevard would be reduced 
as a result of the proposed setback when viewed from passing motorists and pedestrians on Sepulveda 
Boulevard and the single family residences to the south of Sepulveda Boulevard.  Please refer to Section 
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IV.B, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR for more information on Aesthetics.  The comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for review. 

Response to Comment Ruhland-2 

The Proposed Project is expected to generate an increase of 19 net new vehicle trips (83 fewer inbound 
trips and 102 more outbound trips) during the morning peak hour.  During the afternoon peak hour, the 
Proposed Project is expected to generate an increase of 55 net new vehicle trips (91 more inbound trips 
and 36 fewer outbound trips).  Over a 24-hour period, the Proposed Project is forecast to generate an 
increase of 1,434 net new daily trip ends during a typical weekday (approximately 717 inbound trips and 
717 outbound trips).  Based on these trips and the City’s threshold of significance, the Combined Project 
would result in a significant impact at the intersection of Normandie Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard 
during the morning peak hour.  Nevertheless, this intersection is not within the jurisdiction of the City of 
Los Angeles, but rather the County of Los Angeles.  As a result, compliance with the mitigation measures 
identified in Section IV.G, Traffic, Transportation, and Parking, of the Draft EIR, would reduce these 
impacts to less-than-significant levels.  For information purposes, this intersection is within the 
jurisdiction of Los Angeles County and thus implementation of the traffic mitigation mentioned would be 
outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency. 

Response to Comment Ruhland-3 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ruhland-2 above.  Further, there is a traffic light 
proposed at the intersection of Sepulveda Boulevard and “A Street”, even though the LADOT approved 
traffic study for the Project does not require a traffic light at this intersection, due to its short distance 
from the light at the intersection of Sepulveda Blvd. and Normandie Ave.  Please refer to the Traffic 
Study for the Project, attached to the Draft EIR as Appendix IV.G.1, for more information. 

Response to Comment Ruhland-4 

Open space will be provided in accordance with LAMC Section 12.21(G)(2), which requires at minimum 
100 square feet for each unit having less than three habitable rooms, 125 square feet for each unit having 
three habitable rooms, and 175 square feet for each unit having more than three habitable rooms.  Open 
space provided by the Proposed Project is shown in Table IV.F-8, in Section IV.F, Public Services, Open 
Space Required and Provided. 

Additionally, to alleviate the demand on City parks and recreational facilities, the Project applicant would 
be required to pay Quimby fees to the City to satisfy its obligations under the Quimby Act and/or 
payment of a Dwelling Unit Construction Tax.  Therefore, with the fulfillment of the City code-required 
open space on site, payment of Quimby fees and/or the Dwelling Unit Construction Tax to the City, 
impacts to parks and recreational facilities would be less than significant.  Please refer to Section IV.A, 
Impacts Found to be Less Than Significant, of the Draft EIR, for more information. 
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Comment Letter Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) 

Response to Comment BOS-1 

This is an introductory comment and states that the Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering 
Services Division (WESD) was charged with the task of evaluating the local sewer conditions, which they 
have later in the letter.  No further response is needed and the comment will be forwarded to the decision 
makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-2 

The commenter provides two separate data tables illustrating projected wastewater discharges for the 
Proposed Project.  The maximum average daily flow identified by the WESD and illustrated for Option 1 
is 35,682 gallons per day and 81,709 gallons per day for Option 2.  As shown in Section IV.A, Impacts 
Found to be Less Than Significant, of the Draft EIR, Table IV.A-5 anticipates roughly 49,280 gallon per 
day for the Project.  The discrepancies illustrated are due to the proposed number of residential units 
identified by WESD and those listed under the Project Description for the Project.  The Project proposes 
352 residential units.  However, the comment letter states that Option 1 would have 256 residential units 
and 520 residential units for Option 2, in addition to square feet for retail and warehouse uses.  The type 
and amount of uses listed are not currently part of the Proposed Project.  Nevertheless, the comment is 
noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-3 

This comment details the sewer availability and general infrastructure in the vicinity of the Proposed 
Project.  This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment is noted and will 
be forwarded to the decision makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-4 

The comment summarizes the sewer availability for the Proposed Project and requests that the Project 
contact Los Angeles County to verify capacity available of the 57-inch line on the Frampton Ave right-of-
way.  Overall, the comment states that the sewer system might be able to accommodate the total Project 
flow and that sewage flow from the Project will be conveyed to the HTP, which has sufficient capacity to 
serve the Project.  The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-5 

This comment outlines stormwater mitigation requirements and does not challenge the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.  The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-6 

The comment addresses the City of Los Angeles Green Streets Initiative.  This comment does not 
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challenge the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, the comment is noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-7 

The Project will implement stormwater control measures, as identified in Section IV.A, Impacts Found to 
be Less Than Significant.  This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, 
the comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-8 

This is a statement regarding solid resource recycling.  This comment does not challenge the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR.  However, the comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-9 

This comment is a sewer map exhibit.  The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision 
makers. 
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IV. CORRECTIONS AND ADDITIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

This section presents corrections and additions that have been made to the text of the Draft EIR.  These 
changes include revisions resulting from responses to comments and others that are necessary to provide 
clarifications to the project description and analysis and to correct non-substantive errors.  The revisions 
are organized by section and page number as they appear in the Draft EIR.  Text deleted from the Draft 
EIR is shown in strikethrough, and new text is underlined.  For corrections resulting from a response to a 
comment on the documents, references refer to the comment letter number and name of commenter. 

Section I Introduction/Summary 

1. Page I-5, under the Add Area subheading, the following changes are made to the first paragraph: 

In response to the Applicant’s request for a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change, the 
Department of City Planning has reviewed the existing land use and zoning patterns in the project 
vicinity and has requested that the EIR include an analysis of adjacent properties (“Add Area”) to be 
re-designated from “Heavy Manufacturing” to “Neighborhood Commercial” land use designation in 
the General Plan to match the discretionary requests proposed under the Proposed Project.  This Add 
Area analysis is included because the City may determine that if the General Plan Amendment 
proposed by the Applicant were to be approved, it may be deemed necessary to also re-designate the 
land use of some adjacent properties to match that of the Proposed Project in order to prevent the 
creation of isolated pockets of contrasting land use designation.  This analysis is included in the EIR 
not as a recommendation or prediction for the decision-makers to redesignate the Add Area, but 
merely to analyze the impact and explain the rationale in the event that the decision-makers were to 
do so. 

2. Page I-24, under the Traffic, Transportation, and Parking heading, Mitigation Measure G-1 
subheading (a) is deleted.  Subsequent Mitigation subheadings (b) through (e) are now labeled as (a) 
through (d).   
 

3. Page I-25, Mitigation Measure G-2 has been deleted.  Subsequent Mitigation Measures G-3 is now G-
2. 

G-2. At the sole financing by the Project Applicant, the Project Applicant shall: 

a. Restripe the northbound approach on Normandie Avenue at Lomita Boulevard for one 
additional left-turn lane.  (The resultant northbound approach lane configuration would provide 
two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one shared though/right-turn lane.) 

b. To accommodate the proposed left-turn lane, the existing median would require removal and 
the existing roadway striping would need to be modified.  A traffic signal modification may be 
required. 
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c. Make a fair-share contribution towards the Los Angeles County Intelligent Transportation 
System for study intersections 8 (Vermont Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard) and 9 (I-110 
Freeway Southbound Off-Ramp/Sepulveda Boulevard). 

4. Page I-26, Mitigation Measure G-3 (now G-2) is being modified to include additional subheading (b).  
Subsequent subheadings (b) through (d) are now identified as subheading (c) through (e): 

b. Widen north and south sides of Sepulveda Boulevard by 2-feet from Vermont Avenue to a point 
east of Vermont Avenue where the striping transitions terminate. 

Section III Environmental Setting 

5. Page III-17, the third paragraph is to be changed to consist of 25 projects: 

The list of related projects consists of 2425 projects (see Table III-1).   

Section IV.B. Aesthetics 

6. Page IV.B-39, the first paragraph under the “ADD AREA” heading will now include the following 
edits and language: 
 
If the proposed project were approved, the Add Area would likelypossibly be made the subject of a 
General Plan Amendment initiated by the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning to change 
the land use designation from “Heavy Manufacturing” to “Neighborhood Commercial.”  The current 
zoning would remain unchanged, as there are no specific development applications on file for the 
properties within the proposed Add Area.  This analysis is included in the EIR not as a 
recommendation or prediction for the decision-makers to redesignate the Add Area, but merely to 
analyze the impact and explain the rationale in the event that the decision-makers were to do so. 

Section IV.C. Air Quality 

7. Page IV.C-36, the first paragraph under the “ADD AREA” heading will now include the following 
edits and language: 
 
If the proposed project were approved, the Add Area would likelypossibly be made the subject of a 
General Plan Amendment initiated by the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning to change 
the land use designation from “Heavy Manufacturing” to “Neighborhood Commercial.”  The current 
zoning would remain unchanged, as there are no specific development applications on file for the 
properties within the proposed Add Area.  This analysis is included in the EIR not as a 
recommendation or prediction for the decision-makers to redesignate the Add Area, but merely to 
analyze the impact and explain the rationale in the event that the decision-makers were to do so. 
 

8. Page IV.C-55, the first paragraph under the “ADD AREA” heading will now include the following 
edits and language: 
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If the proposed project were approved, the Add Area would likelypossibly be made the subject of a 
General Plan Amendment initiated by the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning to change 
the land use designation from “Heavy Manufacturing” to “Neighborhood Commercial.”  The current 
zoning would remain unchanged, as there are no specific development applications on file for the 
properties within the proposed Add Area.  This analysis is included in the EIR not as a 
recommendation or prediction for the decision-makers to redesignate the Add Area, but merely to 
analyze the impact and explain the rationale in the event that the decision-makers were to do so. 

Section IV.D. Land Use Planning 

9. Page IV.D-45, the first paragraph under the “ADD AREA” heading will now include the following 
edits and language: 

The Proposed Project’s request for a General Plan Amendment, if approved as proposed, would 
create an isolated area of land designated for Neighborhood Commercial land uses that is entirely 
surrounded by land designated for Heavy Manufacturing uses. This pattern, typically referred to as 
“spot zoning,” is undesirable from a land use and planning perspective, as it generally results in land 
use compatibility impacts. In order to not leave the proposed project site as an isolated spot of 
commercially designated land if the project were approved, the Add Area would likelypossibly be 
made the subject of a General Plan Amendment initiated by the City of Los Angeles Department of 
City Planning to change the land use designation from “Heavy Manufacturing” to “Neighborhood 
Commercial.”  The current M3 zoning on these parcels would remain unchanged as there are no 
specific development applications on file for the properties within the proposed Add Area.  This 
analysis is included in the EIR not as a recommendation or prediction for the decision-makers to 
redesignate the Add Area, but merely to analyze the impact and explain the rationale in the event that 
the decision-makers were to do so.    

10. Page IV.D-45, the first sentence in the second paragraph under the “ADD AREA” heading will now 
include the following edits: 

Implementation of the General Plan Amendment for the Add Area would be may be deemed 
necessary to promote logical, consistent area-wide planning in the event that the Proposed Project 
were to be approved, and would address the impact of “spot zoning”1 created by the proposed General 
Plan Amendment for the Proposed Project. 

 

                                                      

1   “Spot zoning” is a term in general use for land use planning of isolated parcels, but technically the City would 
only initiate a change to the General Plan land use designation of the Add Area, as a zone change would have 
to be initiated by the property owner. 
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Section IV.E. Noise 

11. Page IV.E-27, the first paragraph under the “ADD AREA” heading will now include the following 
edits and language: 
 
If the proposed project were approved, the Add Area would likelypossibly be made the subject of a 
General Plan Amendment initiated by the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning to change 
the land use designation from “Heavy Manufacturing” to “Neighborhood Commercial.”  The current 
zoning would remain unchanged, as there are no specific development applications on file for the 
properties within the proposed Add Area.  This analysis is included in the EIR not as a 
recommendation or prediction for the decision-makers to redesignate the Add Area, but merely to 
analyze the impact and explain the rationale in the event that the decision-makers were to do so. 

Section IV.G. Traffic, Transportation, and Parking 

12. Page IV.G-18, the first paragraph under the “Related Projects” heading should now include the City 
of Carson: 
 

The related projects research was based on information on file with LADOT, the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Regional Planning, the cities of Torrance, Carson, and Lomita, as well as 
recently approved traffic impact analysis reports prepared for other potential developments in the 
vicinity of the project site. 

 
13. Page IV.G-32 now has an introductory sentence inserted above the list of CMP Seg. Nos. 1045 and 

1038: 

The following CMP freeway monitoring locations are in the Project vicinity: 

14. Page IV.G-36, the first paragraph is to have two changes to the last sentence of the paragraph: 

ITE Land Use Code 151 (Mini Warehouse) and 820 (Shopping Center) waswas used to forecast 
traffic volumes associated with the commercial land use components contemplated for the Add Area. 

15. Page IV.G-37 has a repeat paragraph from the following page.  Thus, the following paragraph is 
deleted from the Draft EIR: 

Additionally, the Project Traffic Study included an evaluation of the potential traffic, transportation, 
and parking impacts associated with the Combined Project site. Traffic volumes associated with the 
Add Area were based upon rates per 1,000 square feet of building floor area.  ITE Land Use Code 
220 (Apartment) trip generation average rates were used to forecast traffic volumes expected to be 
generated by the Proposed Project.  ITE Land Use Codes 151 (Mini-Warehouse) and 820 (Shopping 
Center) were used to forecast traffic volumes associated with the commercial land use components 
contemplated for the Add Area.   
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16. Page IV.G-43, the first paragraph is to be modified as follows: 

The traffic distribution percentages at the study intersections for the Add Area are displayed on 
Figure IV.G-10, Add AreaCommercial Component Trip Distribution.   

17. Page IV.G-43, the second paragraph is to be modified as follows: 

The trip generation for the Combined Project was assigned to the surrounding roadway systems.  The 
morning and afternoon peak-hour Project-only traffic volumes are presented on Figure IV.G-11, 
Combined Project Traffic Volumes-AM Peak Hour, and Figure IV.G-12, Combined Project Traffic 
Volumes-PM Peak Hour, respectively, and reflect the traffic distribution characteristics shown on 
Figures IV.G-9 and IV.G-10 and the Combined Project’s net traffic generation presented on Table 
IV.G-8. 

18. Page IV.G-56, the fourth sentence in the first paragraph is to be modified as follows: 

However, as the lead agency recommended the four study intersections located partially or fully 
within the unincorporated area of Los Angeles County (Nos. 4, 5, 8, and 9) to be analyzed per the 
County’s methodology and significance criteria, Los Angeles County has determined that study 
intersections 5, 8, and 94 and 8 would be significantly impacted under the cumulative impacts 
scenario (see Appendices IV.G-34 and IV.G-7 to this Draft EIR).   

19. Page IV.G-56, the first sentence in the last paragraph is to be modified as follows: 

Implementation of the Project in conjunction with the 2425 related projects listed on Table IV.G-5 
and the ambient regional traffic growth described previously could result in a net increase in demand 
for transit service near the project site.   

20. Page IV.G-57, the first paragraph under the Mitigation Measures subheading is revised to include 
potentially significant cumulative impacts based on the County of Los Angeles letter dated August 
14, 2012: 
 

  Because the Proposed Project would result in a cumulative significant impact at the intersections of 
Normandie Avenue and /Sepulveda Boulevard and Vermont Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard, the below 
mitigation measures are required.  This intersection is within the jurisdiction of Los Angeles County 
and thus implementation of the traffic mitigation would be outside the jurisdiction of the Lead 
Agency.  Please refer to Appendix IV.G-7 for the County of Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works findings letter that discusses the proposed mitigation measures necessary for implementation 
of the Proposed Project. 

 
21. Page IV.G-57, Mitigation Measure G-1 subheading (a) is deleted.  Subsequent Mitigation 

subheadings (b) through (e) are now labeled as (a) through (d).   
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22. Page IV.G-57, Mitigation Measure G-1 subheadings (b) and (c) are revised to include the following 
changes: 
 
(b) The westbound/eastbound approaches on Sepulveda Boulevard at Normandie Avenue shall be 

modified to provide a second left-turn only lane.  (The resultant eastbound approach lane 
configuration would provide two left-turn lanes, threetwo though lanes, and one shared 
through/right-turn lane.) 
 

(c) Make a fair-share contribution towards the Los Angeles County Intelligent Transportation System 
of 39.3 percent. 
 

23. Page IV.G-58, Mitigation Measure G-2 has been deleted, as noted in Appendices IV.G-4 and IV.G-7.  
Subsequent Mitigation Measures G-3 is now G-2. 

G-2. At the sole financing by the Project Applicant, the Project Applicant shall: 

d. Restripe the northbound approach on Normandie Avenue at Lomita Boulevard for one 
additional left-turn lane.  (The resultant northbound approach lane configuration would provide 
two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one shared though/right-turn lane.) 

e. To accommodate the proposed left-turn lane, the existing median would require removal and 
the existing roadway striping would need to be modified.  A traffic signal modification may be 
required. 

f. Make a fair-share contribution towards the Los Angeles County Intelligent Transportation 
System for study intersections 8 (Vermont Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard) and 9 (I-110 
Freeway Southbound Off-Ramp/Sepulveda Boulevard). 

24. Page IV.G-58, Mitigation Measure G-3 (now G-2) is being modified to include additional subheading 
(b).  Subsequent subheadings (b) through (d) are now identified as subheading (c) through (e): 

b. Widen north and south sides of Sepulveda by 2-feet from Vermont Avenue to a point east of 
Vermont Avenue where the striping transitions terminate. 

25. Page IV.G-58, Mitigation Measure G-3 (now G-2) is being modified as follows: 

c. Make a fair-share contribution towards the Los Angeles County Intelligent Transportation System 
of 10.4 percent. 

26. Page IV.G-59, the following paragraph is to be inserted under the Normandie Ave. and Sepulveda 
Boulevard intersection discussion in order to include the level of significance for the Vermont 
Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard intersection: 
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Vermont Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard: 
 
 With implementation of the above-identified mitigation measures, including a modified traffic signal, 
and fair share contributions, potential impacts to this intersection would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. 
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V. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires a Lead Agency to adopt a “reporting or 
monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in 
order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment” (Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program). 

Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines provides additional direction on mitigation monitoring or 
reporting): 

15097. MITIGATION MONITORING OR REPORTING. 

(a) This section applies when a public agency has made the findings required under paragraph 
(1) of subdivision (a) of Section 15091 relative to an EIR or adopted a mitigated negative 
declaration in conjunction with approving a project.  In order to ensure that the mitigation 
measures and project revisions identified in the EIR or negative declaration are implemented, the 
public agency shall adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which it has 
required in the project and the measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid significant 
environmental effects.  A public agency may delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to 
another public agency or to a private entity which accepts the delegation; however, until 
mitigation measures have been completed the lead agency remains responsible for ensuring that 
implementation of the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the program. 

The City of Los Angeles is the Lead Agency for the Project. Any agency listed below is assumed to be 
within the City of Los Angeles, unless its jurisdiction is listed separately. 

An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared to address the potential environmental impacts 
of the Project.  This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is designed to monitor 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified for the Project.   

The MMRP also includes the code-compliance measures identified for the Project.  

The MMRP is subject to review and approval by the Lead Agency as part of the certification of the EIR 
and adoption of project conditions.  The required mitigation measures and code-compliance measures are 
listed and categorized by impact area, as identified in the Draft EIR and Final EIR, with an accompanying 
identification of the following: 

 Monitoring Phase, the phase of the Project during which the mitigation measure shall be 
monitored; 

o Pre-Construction, including the design phase 

o Construction 
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o Pre-Occupancy (prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy) 

o Occupancy (post-construction) 

 Enforcement Agency, the agency with the power to enforce the mitigation measure; and 

 Monitoring Agency, the agency to which reports including feasibility, compliance, 
implementation, and development are made. 

 Monitoring Frequency, the frequency at which the mitigation measure shall be monitored.  

 Action(s) Indicating Compliance, the action(s) of which the Enforcement or Monitoring Agency 
indicates that compliance with the identified mitigation measure has been implemented. 

The Project Applicant shall be responsible for implementing all mitigation measures unless otherwise 
noted.  The MMRP performance shall be monitored annually to determine the effectiveness of the 
measures implemented in any given year and reevaluate the mitigation needs for the upcoming year. 

Program Modification 

After review and approval of the MMRP by the Lead Agency, minor changes and modifications to the 
MMRP are permitted, but can only be made by the Applicants or their successors subject to the approval 
by the City of Los Angeles.  This flexibility is necessary due to the nature of the MMRP, and the need to 
protect the environment with a workable program.  The Lead Agency, in conjunction with any 
appropriate agencies or departments, will determine the adequacy of any proposed change or 
modification.  No changes will be permitted unless the MMRP continues to satisfy the requirements of 
CEQA, as determined by the Lead Agency. 

B. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Section IV.A  Impacts Found to be Less Than Significant 

No mitigation measures required. 

Code-Compliance Measures 

Cultural Resources 

A-1. If unknown paleontological and/or archaeological resources are discovered during any grading or 
construction activity, work will stop in the immediate area. Upon such discoveries, the contractor 
shall immediately notify the applicant and the City of Los Angeles. A paleontologist and/or 
archaeologist shall be consulted to determine the discovery’s significance and, if necessary, 
formulate a mitigation plan, including avoidance alternatives, to mitigate impacts. Work can only 
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resume in that area with approval of the City of Los Angeles and paleontologist and/or 
archaeologist.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of City Planning 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at the time of resource discovery 

Action Indicating Compliance: Mitigation Plan, including avoidance alternatives, submitted by 
paleontologist and/or archaeologist and approved by the City 

 

A-2. In the event that human remains are discovered, there shall be no disposition of such human 
remains, other than in accordance with the procedures and requirements set forth in California 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. These code 
provisions require notification of the County Coroner and the Native American Heritage 
Commission, who in turn must notify those persons believed to be most likely descended from 
the deceased Native American for appropriate disposition of the remains. Excavation or 
disturbance may continue in other areas of the Project Site that are not reasonably suspected to 
overlie adjacent remains.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Native American Heritage Commission; L.A. County Coroner 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at the time of human remains discovery 

Action Indicating Compliance: Native American Heritage Commission sign-off 

 

Geology and Soils 

A-3.  The design and construction of the project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code seismic 
standards, as approved by the Department of Building and Safety.  

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction; Construction 
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Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check; 

     Ongoing, during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; field inspection sign-offs 

 

A-4.  The Proposed Project shall comply with the recommendations listed below as well as those 
described in the Standard Guidelines for Grading Projects, presented by Professional Service 
Industries, Inc., on pages SG-1 through SG-16 of the Geotechnical Exploration Report, Proposed 
Site Development, Storm Properties – Phase III, 1309 & 1313 Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, 
California, prepared by Professional Service Industries, Inc., March 14, 2007 (see Appendix 
IV.A-1 to this Draft EIR). In case of conflict, the recommendations found on pages 9 through 15 
supersede those in the Standard Guidelines for Grading Projects. These include:  

 All existing structures, pavements, utilities, and deleterious materials shall be removed from 
areas proposed for construction. The stripping operations shall extend a minimum of ten feet 
beyond the proposed building limits, where practical.  

 The existing near-surface soils shall be removed and replaced as properly compacted fill-in 
areas that are to receive building or other settlement sensitive structures.  

 All grading operations shall be performed in accordance with the requirements of the 2001 
California Building Code, Professional Service Industries, Inc. Standard Guidelines for 
Grading Projects, and local government standards which have jurisdiction over the Proposed 
Project.  

 Water shall not be allowed to collect in the foundation excavation, on floor slab areas, or on 
prepared subgrades of the construction area either during or after construction. Undercut or 
excavated areas shall be sloped toward one corner to facilitate removal of any collected 
rainwater, groundwater, or surface runoff. Positive site drainage shall be provided to reduce 
infiltration of surface water around the perimeter of the building and beneath the floor slabs. 
The grades shall be sloped away from the building and surface drainage shall be collected and 
discharged such that water is not permitted to infiltrate the backfill and floor slab areas of the 
building.  

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction; Construction 
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Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

     Quarterly, during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-5.  Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods. If grading 
occurs during the rainy season (October 1 through April 15), diversion dikes shall be constructed 
to channel runoff around the site. Channels shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to 
reduce runoff velocity.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Daily, during grading, if occurring during the rainy season 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-6.  Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be incorporated to the satisfaction of the 
Building and Safety Department. These measures include interceptor terraces, berms, vee-
channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of the Building Code, 
including planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in areas where construction is not 
immediately planned.  

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction; Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

     Quarterly, during construction 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

A-7. Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be incorporated to the satisfaction of the 
Building and Safety Department, such as interceptor terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and 
outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of the Uniform Building Code.  

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction; Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

     Quarterly, during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-8. The project applicant shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement satisfactory to the City 
binding the owners to incorporate structural BMPs contained in the Development BMP 
Handbook, Part 15, in the Planning Department during the construction of the Proposed Project in 
accordance with the SUSMP and/or per manufacturer’s instructions.  

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Submittal and approval of Covenant and Agreement as described 
in A-8. 

 

A-9. All waste shall be disposed of properly. Appropriately labeled recycling bins shall be used to 
recycle construction materials including: solvents, water-based paints, vehicle fluids, broken 
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asphalt and concrete, wood and vegetation. Non-recyclable materials/wastes shall be taken to an 
appropriate landfill. Toxic wastes must be discarded at a licensed regulated disposal site. 
Sunshine Canyon is the closest landfill to the Project Site and would be used for waste disposal 
related to this project if adequate capacity is available, otherwise the closest disposal site with 
adequate capacity will be used.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Quarterly, during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-10. Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on paved 
surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Quarterly, during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-11. Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills. Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Quarterly, during construction 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-12. Waste containers shall be covered and maintained. Uncovered waste containers shall be placed 
under a roof or covered with tarps or plastic sheeting.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Quarterly, during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-13. Where truck traffic is frequent, gravel approaches shall be used to reduce soil compaction and 
limit the tracking of sediment into streets.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Quarterly, during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-14. All vehicle/equipment maintenance, repair, and washing shall be conducted away from storm 
drains. All major repairs shall be conducted off-site. Drip pans or drop cloths shall be used to 
catch drips and spills.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Frequency:  Quarterly, during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-15. The design and construction of the Proposed Project shall comply with all recommendations 
provided in the Geotechnical Exploration Report. The geotechnical analysis and design measures 
shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety.  

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction; Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check; 

Quarterly, during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-16. The project applicant shall implement stormwater BMPs to retain or treat the runoff from a storm 
event producing 0.75 inches of rainfall in a 24-hour period. The design of structural BMPs shall 
be in accordance with the Development Best Management Practices Handbook, Part B – Planning 
Activities. A signed certificate from a California licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that 
the proposed BMPs meet this numerical threshold standard is required.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Signed certificate from a California licensed civil engineer or 
licensed architect that the proposed BMPs meet the threshold 
listed in A-16. 
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A-17. Post development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the estimated pre-
development rate for developments where the increased peak stormwater discharge rate will 
result in increased potential for downstream erosion.  

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

A-18. Any connection to the sanitary sewer shall have authorization from the Bureau of Sanitation.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, prior to connection 

Action Indicating Compliance: Authorization from Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Sanitation 

 

A-19. Roof runoff systems shall be installed where site suitable. Runoff from rooftops is relatively clean 
and can provide groundwater recharge, and reduce excessive runoff into storm drains.  

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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A-20. The project applicant shall paint messages that prohibit the dumping of improper materials into 
the storm drain system adjacent to storm drain inlets. Prefabricated stencils can be obtained from 
the Department of Public Works, Stormwater Management Division.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Public Works 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, when completed 

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

 

A-21. All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area shall be stenciled with prohibitive 
language (such as “NO DUMPING – DRAINS TO OCEAN”) and/or graphical icons to 
discourage illegal dumping.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Public Works 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, when completed 

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

 

A-22. Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained by the project applicant.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction; Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Public Works 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, when completed 
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     Annually, during operation 

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

 

A-23. Materials with the potential to contaminate stormwater shall be: (1) placed in an enclosure such 
as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents contact with runoff 
spillage to the stormwater conveyance system; or (2) protected by secondary containment 
structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic field inspections during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

 

A-24. The storage area for potentially contaminating materials shall be paved and sufficiently 
impervious to contain leak and spills.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, when storage area is completed 

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

 

A-25. The storage area for potentially contaminating materials shall have a roof or awning to minimize 
collection of stormwater within the secondary containment area.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, when storage area is completed 

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

 

A-26. The owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement (Planning 
Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department binding the owners 
to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in accordance with the SUSMP and/or 
per manufacturer’s instructions.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency:   Department of City Planning 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

     Periodic field inspections during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of covenant and agreement by City Planning 

 

Mineral Resources 

A-27. Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the Applicant shall obtain approval and clearance from the 
Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources in accordance with 
the City’s procedures outlined in ZI 1195.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and 
Geothermal Resources 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, prior to issuance of grading permit 

Action Indicating Compliance: Approval and clearance from Department of Conservation 
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Utilities – Water 

A-28.  The Proposed Project shall comply with Ordinance No. 170,978 (Water Management Ordinance) 
which imposes numerous water conservation measures in landscape, installation, and 
maintenance (e.g., drip irrigation and soak hoses in lieu of sprinklers to lower the amount of 
water lost to evaporation and overspray, set automatic sprinkler systems to irrigate during early 
morning or evening hours to minimize water loss due to evaporation, and water less in cooler 
months and during the rainy season).  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Water and Power 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

A-29. If conditions dictate, the Department of Water and Power may postpone new water connections 
for this project until water supply capacity is adequate.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Water and Power 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, if conditions dictate postponement 

Action Indicating Compliance: Approval of connections 

 

A-30.  Unless otherwise required, and to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety, the 
applicant shall install:  

 High-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gallons per flush), including dual-flush water closest, 
and high-efficiency urinals (maximum 0.5 gallons per flush), including no-flush or waterless 
urinals, in all restrooms as appropriate; and  
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 Restroom faucets with a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at time of installation 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-31.  Single-pass cooling equipment shall be strictly prohibited from use. Prohibition of such 
equipment shall be indicated on the building plans and incorporated into tenant lease agreements. 
(Single-pass cooling refers to the use of potable water to extract heat from process equipment, 
e.g., vacuum pump, ice machines, by passing the water through equipment and discharging the 
heated water to the sanitary wastewater system.)  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

A-32.  Unless otherwise required, all restroom faucets shall be of a self-closing design, to the satisfaction 
of the Department of Building and Safety.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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A-33.  Unless otherwise required, and to the Satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety, the 
applicant shall: 

 Install a demand (tankless or instantaneous) water heater system sufficient to serve the 
anticipated needs of the dwelling(s);  

 Install no more than one showerhead per shower stall, having a flow rate no greater than 2.0 
gallons per minute;  

 Install and utilize only high-efficiency clothes washers (water factor of 6.0 or less), if 
proposed to be provided in either individual units and/or in a common laundry room(s). If 
such appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this requirement shall be incorporated into the 
lease agreement, and the applicant shall be responsible for ensuring compliance; and  

 Install and utilize only high-efficiency Energy Star-rated dishwashers in the project, if 
proposed to be provided. If such appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this requirement 
shall be incorporated into the lease agreement, and the applicant shall be responsible for 
ensuring compliance.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

A-34. The availability of recycled water should be investigated as a source to irrigate large landscaped 
areas.  

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, prior to construction 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-35. Significant opportunities for water savings exist in air conditioning systems that utilize 
evaporative cooling (i.e., employ cooling towers). LADWP should be contacted for specific 
information on appropriate measures.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Water and Power 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Water and Power 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, prior to installation of air conditioning systems 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

Utilities – Solid Waste 

A-36. The construction contractor shall only contract for waste disposal services with a company that 
recycles construction-related wastes.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Quarterly, during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-37. To facilitate the on-site separation and recycling of construction-related wastes, the construction 
contractor shall provide temporary waste separation bins on site during construction.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Quarterly, during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-38. Recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate locations to promote recycling of paper, metal, 
glass, and other recyclable material. The Proposed Project shall comply with all applicable 
adopted recycling and waste diversion policies of the City of Los Angeles.  

Monitoring Phase:   Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Annually 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by building management 

 

Utilities – Electricity 

A-39. Windows shall be designed to reduce thermal gain and loss and thus cooling loads during warm 
weather, and heating loads during cool weather (e.g., tinting, double pane glass, etc.).  

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

A-40. Thermal insulation that exceeds requirements established by the State of California Energy 
Conservation Standards shall be installed in walls and ceilings.  



City of Los Angeles  April 2013 

 

 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project  V. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page V-19 
 
 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

A-41. High-efficiency lamps shall be installed for all outdoor security lighting.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at time of installation 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-42. Time control interior and exterior lighting shall be installed. These systems shall be programmed 
to account for variations in seasonal daylight times.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at time of installation 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-43. Exterior walls shall be finished with light-colored materials and high-emissivity characteristics to 
reduce cooling loads. Interior walls shall be finished with light-colored materials to reflect more 
light and thus increase lighting efficiency.  
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Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at time of installation 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

A-44. If applicable, the applicant shall coordinate with LADWP and fund the installation of the 
upgraded facilities as needed to maintain an adequate electricity distribution system and/or to 
connect the Project Site to the surrounding infrastructure.  

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Water and Power 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at time of installation 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

Section IV.B  Aesthetics 

B-1. All open areas not used for buildings, driveways, pedestrian amenities or walks shall be 
attractively landscaped and maintained in accordance with a landscape plan, including an 
automatic irrigation plan prepared by a licensed landscape architect, to the satisfaction of the 
decision-maker. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction; Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check; 

     Annually, during occupancy 
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Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval;  

Compliance report submitted by building management 

 

B-2. Every building, structure, or portion thereof, shall be maintained in a safe and sanitary condition 
and good repair, and free from graffiti, debris, rubbish, garbage, trash, overgrown vegetation or 
other similar material, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 91.8104. 

Monitoring Phase:   Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Annually, during occupancy 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by building management 

 

B-3. The exterior of all buildings and fences shall be free from graffiti when such graffiti is visible 
from a public street or alley, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 91.8104.15. 

Monitoring Phase:   Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Annually, during occupancy 

Action Indicating Compliance: Field-inspection sign-off 

 

B-4. On-site signs shall be limited to the maximum allowable under City Code. 

Monitoring Phase:   Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check; Annually, during occupancy 

Action Indicating Compliance: Field-inspection sign-off 

 

B-5. A minimum five-foot wide landscape buffer shall be planted adjacent to the residential buildings. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at time of installation 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

B-6. A landscape plan shall be prepared by a licensed landscape architect to the satisfaction of the 
decision-maker. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once 

Action Indicating Compliance: Submittal and approval of landscape plan 

 

B-7. The Applicant shall ensure through appropriate postings and daily visual inspections that no 
unauthorized materials are posted on any temporary construction barriers or temporary pedestrian 
walkways, and that such temporary barriers and walkways are maintained in a visually attractive 
manner throughout the construction period. 

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Daily visual inspections, quarterly report submittal 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

B-8. The Applicant shall prepare a street tree plan to be reviewed and approved by the City’s 
Department of Public Works, Street Tree Division.  All plantings in the public right-of-way shall 
be installed in accordance with the approved street tree plan. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Public Works, Street Tree Division 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Submittal and approval of Street Tree Plan 

 

B-9. All new sidewalks along the project’s street frontages shall be paved with pervious (permeable) 
concrete or interlocking pavers to create a distinctive pedestrian environment and to increase the 
opportunity for stormwater infiltration on the site. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

B-10. Project lighting shall be directed onto the site, and all lighting shall be shielded from adjacent 
roadways and off-site properties. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 
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Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

B-11. Atmospheric light pollution shall be minimized by using lighting fixtures that cut-off light 
directed to the sky. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

B-12. The proposed buildings shall incorporate non-reflective exterior building materials (such as 
plaster and masonry) in their design.  Any glass to be incorporated into the façade of the buildings 
shall be either of low-reflectivity, or accompanied by a non-glare coating.  

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

B-13. On-site signs shall be limited to the maximum allowable under the LAMC.  Multiple temporary 
signs in the store windows and along the building walls are not permitted.  
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Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check; Once, at time of installation 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

Section IV.C.1 Air Quality 

No mitigation measures required. 

 

Section IV.C.2  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

No mitigation measures required. 

Section IV.D Land Use Planning 

D-1. The Project Applicant shall provide all prospective residents of the proposed apartment project 
with a disclosure statement acknowledging the Project is located adjacent to areas designated, 
zoned for, and improved with industrial land uses, including, at minimum, the following details:  

 The surrounding M3 zone (City of Los Angeles to the north and west) allows any use in 
the M2 zone except for any R zone use, dwelling units or guest rooms, and hospitals. 
Thus, it allows industrial uses, storage yards, and limited commercial manufacturing. 

 The surrounding M-2 zone (County of Los Angeles to the east) allows heavy 
manufacturing and all other uses, with the exception of heavy industry needing a CUP. 
Residential uses and school uses are prohibited.  

Signed disclosure statements shall be procured by the leasing agent prior to the execution of any 
residential lease agreements. 

Monitoring Phase:   Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic, to perspective residents and whenever lease is executed 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by building management 

 

Section IV.E  Noise 

E-1. The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 112.05 which 
prohibits the emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless technically 
infeasible. 

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic field inspections during construction 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

     Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

E-2. The Project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 41.40 which restricts 
construction and demolition activities to the hours of 7:00 AM to 9:00 PM Monday through 
Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday. 

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic field inspections during construction 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

     Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

E-3. Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several pieces of 
equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 
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Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic field inspections during construction 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

     Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

E-4. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods with the greatest peak 
noise generation potential shall be minimized to the extent feasible.  Examples include the use of 
drills, jackhammers, and pile drivers. 

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic field inspections during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

E-5. Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the site may be 
flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement mixing, general truck idling) shall 
be conducted as far as possible from the nearest noise-sensitive land uses, and natural and/or 
manmade barriers (e.g., intervening construction trailers) shall be used to screen propagation of 
noise from such activities towards these land uses to the maximum extent possible. 

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic field inspections during construction 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

     Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 
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E-6. Equipment warm-up areas, water tanks, and equipment storage areas shall be located as far as 
possible from the surrounding residential uses. 

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic field inspections during construction 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

     Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

E-7. The Project Contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise 
shielding and muffling devices. 

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  At initiation of construction activities, and quarterly thereafter 

Action Indicating Compliance: Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

E-8. Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around drilling apparatuses and drill rigs used 
within the Project Site, if sensitive receptors are located at, or within, 50 feet. 

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic field inspections during construction 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 
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     Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

E-9. The proposed residences shall comply with the Noise Insulation Standards of Title 24 of the 
California Code of Regulations, which insure an acceptable interior noise environment. 
Specifically, the design standards shall be established to maintain noise levels at interior spaces to 
be within the 45 dBA noise standards. Measures can include, but not be limited to, using 
construction techniques/materials with a sound transmission class (STC) rating of 32 in habitable 
rooms/areas, installing sound-rated interior walls between uses, or other site planning and building 
placement that could reduce or eliminate the line-of-sight between the noise source and residential 
uses. The applicant shall verify, through an acoustical engineer, that installed sound insulation is 
sufficient to mitigate interior noise levels below a CNEL of 45 dBA in any habitable room. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction; Pre-Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check; 

     Once, prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval; Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

 

E-10. The Applicant shall construct an 8-foot-high masonry block wall along the northern, eastern, and 
western property lines to attenuate sound trespass from the adjacent industrial land uses.  A 10-
foot linear buffer zone fronting the block wall shall be attractively maintained with a landscaped 
buffer, including tall, dense foliage, to provide further sound absorption and attenuate excessive 
ambient noise levels. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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E-11. The Project Applicant shall provide all prospective residents of the proposed apartment project 
with a disclosure statement acknowledging the Project is located adjacent to an area zoned for and 
improved with industrial land uses that have the potential to generate noise levels during the late 
evenings and early morning hours. Signed disclosure statements shall be procured by the leasing 
agent prior to the execution of any residential lease agreements.  

Monitoring Phase:   Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic, to perspective residents and whenever lease is executed 

Action Indicating Compliance: Compliance report submitted by building management 

 

Section IV.F.1  Public Service - Fire Protection 

F-1. During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways and internal roadways 
shall remain clear and unobstructed. 

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 

Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic field inspections during construction 

Action Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off 

 

F-2. The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD for review and approval of the 
Proposed Project, which shall provide the capacity of the fire mains serving the Project Site and 
projected demands.  Any required upgrades shall be identified and implemented prior to building 
permit sign-off. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, prior to issuance of building permits 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

F-3. The design of the Project Site shall provide adequate access for Fire Department equipment and 
personnel to the structure.  

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

F-4. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an approved fire 
hydrant.  Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for dwelling units, where 
travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

F-5. The applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD approval of access and fire hydrants. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 
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Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

F-6. The Proposed Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire hydrants.  

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 

 

F-7. Fire Code requirements that would be implemented as part of the Proposed Project include 
compliance with all applicable State and local codes and ordinances, fire lane design (including 
width and clearances), fire hydrant locations, fire hydrant flow rates, access roads, turning areas, 
distances from street or fire lane to condominiums and hotels, requirements for accommodating 
LAFD equipment, and load bearing requirements for fire access areas to accommodate LAFD 
equipment.   

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Fire Department 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Action Indicating Compliance: Plan approval 
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Section IV.F.2  Public Services – Police Protection 

F-8. The Project Applicant shall employ security features, such as fencing, security lighting, and 
roaming security guards, which would serve to minimize the need for LAPD services during 
construction. 

Monitoring Phase:   Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 

Monitoring Frequency:  Periodic field inspections during construction 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Field inspection sign-off; 

     Quarterly compliance report submitted by contractor 

 

F-9. The Project design shall address access control to proposed structures including parking areas, 
security lighting, landscaping planning and minimization of dead space to eliminate areas of 
concealment, and provision of security patrol throughout the Project Site if needed.  The Design 
Out Crime Guidelines:  Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design, The Design Out Crime 
Guidelines:  Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design, published by LAPD, shall be used 
for reference.  All crime prevention features shall be reviewed and approved by the LAPD prior to 
the issuance of a building permit. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, prior to issuance of building permit 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Crime prevention features approval by LAPD 

 

F-10. Upon completion of the Project, the applicant shall provide the LAPD’s Central Area 
Commanding Officer with a diagram of all portions of the Project Site that includes access routes 
and any other applicable information that may facilitate police response. 
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Monitoring Phase:   Pre-Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, prior to issuance of certificate of occupancy 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Issuance of certificate of occupancy 

 

F-11. For each construction phase and on-going during operations, an Emergency Procedures Plan shall 
be developed to address emergency concerns and practices.  The plan shall be subject to review by 
the LAPD. 

Monitoring Phase:   Construction, Occupancy 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Building and Safety 

Monitoring Agency: Los Angeles Police Department 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at the beginning each construction phase; 

     Once, prior to occupancy 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Submittal and approval of Emergency Procedures Plan 

 

Section IV.F.3 Public Services – Schools 

No mitigation measures required. 

 

Section IV.F.4 Public Services – Parks and Recreation 

No mitigation measures required. 

 

Section IV.F.5 Public Services – Libraries 

No mitigation measures required. 
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Section IV.G Traffic, Transportation, and Parking 

G-1. At the sole financing by the Project Applicant, the Project Applicant shall: 

a. The westbound/eastbound approaches on Sepulveda Boulevard at Normandie Avenue shall 
be modified to provide a second left-turn only lane.  (The resultant approach lane 
configuration would provide two left-turn lanes, two through lanes, and one shared 
through/right-turn lane.) 

b. To accommodate the proposed left-turn lanes, the existing median islands on both the 
westbound and eastbound legs of the intersection along Sepulveda Boulevard shall be 
reconstructed and the existing eastbound and westbound roadway striping shall be modified 
for transitional purposes. 

c. Widen north and south sides of Sepulveda Boulevard by two feet from Normandie Avenue to 
a point east of Normandie Avenue where the striping transitions terminate. 

d. Make a fair-share contribution of 39.3 percent. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Design approval 

 

 

G-2.  At the sole financing by the Project Applicant, the Project Applicant shall: 

a. Vermont Avenue at Sepulveda Boulevard: East Approach: Two left-turn lanes, two through 
lanes, and one shared through/right-turn lane. 

b. Widen north and south sides of Sepulveda by 2-feet from Vermont Avenue to a point east of 
Vermont Avenue where the striping transitions terminate. 

c. Reconstruct median on the east approach. 
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d. Modify traffic signal. 

e. Make a fair-share contribution of 10.4 percent. 

Monitoring Phase:   Pre-construction 

Enforcement Agency:   Department of Transportation 

Monitoring Agency: Department of Transportation 

Monitoring Frequency:  Once, at Plan Check 

Actions Indicating Compliance: Design approval 
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II.  LIST OF COMMENTERS 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning received a total of 4 comment letters on the Draft 
EIR.  Each comment letter has been assigned a corresponding number, and distinct comments within each 
comment letter are also numbered.  For example, comment letter “1” is from Cummins & White (CW).  
The comments in this letter are numbered “CW-1”, “CW-2”, “CW-3”, etc. 

The agencies and organizations/persons listed below provided written comments on the Draft EIR to the 
City of Los Angeles during the formal public review period, which was from October 18, 2012 to 
December 3, 2012.  Copies of the comments are included in Appendix A to this document. 

1. Cummins & White, LLP 
Michael R. W. Houston, Partner 
2424 S.E. Bristol Street, Suite 300 
Newport Beach, CA 92660 

2. Joyce Dillard 
P.O. Box 31377 
Los Angeles, CA 90031 

3. Matt and Marni Ruhland 
23314 Brightwater Place 
Harbor City, CA 90710 

4. City of Los Angeles – Wastewater Engineering Services Division 
Bureau of Sanitation – Ali Poosti, Division Manager 
Inter-Departmental Correspondence  
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III. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

A.  INTRODUCTION 

This section contains written responses to each of the comments on the Draft EIR received during the 
public review period.  As stated previously, all comments on the Draft EIR are included in Appendix A to 
this document and are grouped according to comments provided by government agencies and comments 
received from private individuals or organizations.  The comment letters are then organized in 
alphabetical order by last name of the commenter.  Each letter is identified by the last name of the 
commenter, and each comment is delineated and numbered.  Corrections and additions to the Draft EIR 
resulting from comments and responses to comments are presented in Section IV (Corrections and 
Additions) of the Final EIR. 

Responses to Comments 

Comment Letter Cummins & White (CW) 

Response to Comment CW-1 

This comment confirms that Storm Plaza Torrance, LLC is connected to the property located on 
Sepulveda Boulevard, described as Lots 4 and 5 of Tract 65665.  This comment also confirms that these 
identified lots are referred to as the “Add Area”.  

Response to Comment CW-2 

This comment welcomes prudent development of the Project Site and expresses overall general support 
for such activity at the Project Site, but the comment does not state a specific concern or question 
regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the environmental impacts of the 
Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.  The comment does acknowledge the re-designation of 
the Add Area.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies for their review and consideration. 

Response to Comment CW-3 

This comment summarizes their concern of the overall re-designation of the Add Area to Neighborhood 
Commercial and states that it conflicts with existing City policies.  This comment generally lays out the 
context of their letter, which is discussed in detail below under Response to Comments CW-4, -5, and -6.  
The EIR makes no assumption about whether the decision-making bodies will approve the requested zone 
change or not: the EIR addresses and discloses the environmental impacts associated with implementation 
of the Project, which includes a zone change for the Add Area from Heavy Manufacturing to 
Neighborhood Commercial. 
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Response to Comment CW-4 

The commenter states that the zone change (or General Plan Amendment) for the Add Area contradicts 
established City Policy and that the City should simply not re-designate the Add Area of the Project to 
Commercial Neighborhood uses (C2).  As noted in Section IV.D (Land Use Planning) of the Draft EIR, 
the Proposed Project’s request for a General Plan Amendment would create an isolated area of land 
designated for Neighborhood Commercial land uses that is entirely surrounded by land designated for 
Heavy Manufacturing uses.  This pattern, typically referred to as “spot zoning,” is undesirable from a land 
use and planning perspective, as it generally results in land use compatibility impacts.  In order to not 
leave the proposed project site as an isolated spot of commercially designated land if the project were 
approved, the Add Area would possibly be made the subject of a General Plan Amendment initiated by 
the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning to change the land use designation from “Heavy 
Manufacturing” to “Neighborhood Commercial.”  Additionally, the City may still consider a zoning 
change of the added area to C2.  This analysis is included in the EIR not as a recommendation or 
prediction for the decision-makers to redesignate the Add Area, but merely to analyze the impact and 
explain the rationale in the event that the decision-makers were to do so. 

The commenter also notes that heavy industrial uses are incompatible with adjacent residential uses, and 
that there are numerous uses permitted in the Heavy Manufacturing designation that are compatible with 
residential uses.  As noted above in this response, implementation of the General Plan Amendment for the 
Add Area may be considered necessary to promote logical, consistent area-wide planning in the event that 
the Proposed Project were to be approved, and would address the impact of “spot zoning”1 created by the 
proposed General Plan Amendment for the Proposed Project.  Specifically, the Harbor Gateway 
Community Plan identifies Sepulveda Boulevard as a commercial corridor, and as a result, many of the 
existing properties along Sepulveda Boulevard are used as commercial properties although they are zoned 
for manufacturing uses.  Additionally, the Harbor Gateway Community Plan promotes residential and 
mixed-use developments along commercial corridors.  In this case, Sepulveda Boulevard is considered a 
commercial corridor, as identified in the Harbor Gateway Community Plan. 

With respect to the commenters statement that the City is not performing sound planning, the comment 
does not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and 
analyzing the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.  However, 
the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies. 

                                                      

1   “Spot zoning” is a term in general use for land use planning of isolated parcels, but technically the City would 
only initiate a change to the General Plan land use designation of the Add Area, as a zone change would have 
to be initiated by the property owner. 
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Response to Comment CW-5 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment CW-4 above. Additionally, as described in Section 
IV.D (Land Use Planning) of the Draft EIR, the owner of the Add Area properties (in this case, Storm 
Plaza Torrance, LLC) has indicated that they would consider including a fast food restaurant and a retail 
pharmacy totaling approximately 18,000 square feet on Lot 4.  With this, the City may still consider a 
zoning change of the added area to the C2 zone. 

Response to Comment CW-6 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment CW-4 above.  Additionally, as described in Section 
IV.D (Land Use Planning) of the Draft EIR, the Department of City Planning generally evaluates the land 
use patterns in the project area and initiates a comprehensive General Plan Amendment to provide a 
uniform and sensible land use pattern based on the existing land uses and desired development for that 
specific project area.  Furthermore, with respect to the commenters statement that the City should 
reconsider creating inconsistencies between the General Plan and Zoning Code, the comment does not 
state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing 
the environmental impacts of the Project and ways to reduce or avoid these impacts.  This analysis is 
included in the EIR not as a recommendation or prediction for the decision-makers to redesignate the Add 
Area, but merely to analyze the impact and explain the rationale in the event that the decision-makers 
were to do so.  However, the comment is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies. 

Response to Comment CW-7 

The commenter is requesting that they be notified of any and all activity related to the approval of the 
Proposed Project and any actions pertaining to the proposed Add Area.  As requested, the commenter will 
be added to the Project mailing list.  The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the 
decision-making bodies. 

Response to Comment CW-8 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment CW-4, CW-5, and CW-6 above.  Also, the comment 
is acknowledged for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies. 

Comment Letter Dillard 

Response to Comment Dillard-1 

This comment expresses a general concern that the Project does not address the County of Los Angeles 
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. According to the Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), 
the LADWP is a participating agency in the Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) 
Program, which encompasses 92 cities in the greater Los Angeles County Region.  As a result, since the 
Draft EIR discusses the UWMP, the commenters concern that the Proposed Project does not cover this 
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issue is null.  Specifically, the LADWP has been actively involved in the IRWMP program for several 
years now.  As a result, all water related issues are signed off on by the LADWP.   

Response to Comment Dillard-2 

This comment expresses general concern about that the Project does not mention the Los Angeles Region 
Basin Plan for Coastal Watersheds (Basin Plan).  The Basin Plan was written and adopted by the State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  As discussed in Section IV.A (Impacts Found to be Less 
Than Significant), of the Draft EIR, impacts to water quality would be reduced since the Proposed Project 
must comply with water quality standards and wastewater discharge BMPs set forth by the SWRCB. As 
also discussed, required design criteria, as established in the SUSMP for Los Angeles County and cities in 
Los Angeles County, would be incorporated into the Proposed Project to minimize the off-site 
conveyance of pollutants.  The use of BMPs and SUSMP would implement the objectives of the Basin 
Plan.  These code compliance measures can be found in Section IV.A.  The Project lies within the 
Dominguez Channel & L.A. Harbor Watershed. 

Response to Comment Dillard-3 

As there are no wetlands on or surrounding the Project Site, there would be no impact to wetlands in the 
Project vicinity.  Routine safety precautions for handling and storing construction materials would 
effectively mitigate the potential pollution of stormwater or to downstream wetlands by these materials.  
The same types of common sense, “good housekeeping” procedures can be extended to non-hazardous 
stormwater pollutants such as sawdust and other solid wastes.  Further, in order to protect wetlands, 
implementation of code compliance measures A-7 through A-15 found in Section IV.A, Impacts Found to 
be Less Than Significant, of the Draft EIR, would ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment Dillard-4 

Regarding groundwater recharge, a subsurface investigation was conducted to gather geotechnical data 
for the Project Site.  As mentioned in Section IV.A of the Draft EIR, groundwater was not encountered at 
the maximum depth explored of approximately 51 feet below ground surface.  Excavation activities 
associated with development of the Proposed Project would be limited to that necessary for installation of 
building foundations and utilities.  As noted in Code Compliance Measure A-4, the Proposed Project 
would be required to comply with all recommendations made in the Geotechnical Exploration Report 
pertaining to groundwater and excavation. 

Response to Comment Dillard-5 

Regarding the commenter’s statement that the DEIR fails to recognize that the AQMD State 
Implementation Plan is not in compliance; the commenter fails to mention what the Implementation Plan 
is not in compliance with.  The comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-
making bodies. 
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Response to Comment Dillard-6 

Based on the information provided in the Phase III Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) for Parcel 3 
included as Appendix IV.A-3 to the Draft EIR, it was concluded that concentrations of petroleum 
hydrocarbons, methane, and VOCs have not adversely impacted soils and the results do not represent 
recognized environmental conditions.  For more information on Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, 
and overall water quality of Project development, please see Section IV.A, Impacts Found to be Less 
Than Significant, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, there will be no import or export of dirt from the Project 
Site, as mentioned in Section IV.C, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.  Lastly, Site Design Level II consistent 
with City of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 175790 (Sec. 91.7104. General Methane Requirements) will be 
used to mitigate the low level Methane Requirements. 

Response to Comment Dillard-7 

All of the excavated soils would be balanced at the Project Site and thus would not need to be exported 
off-site.  Construction debris includes concrete, asphalt, wood, drywall, metals, and other miscellaneous 
and composite materials.  Per AB 939 requirements, much of this material would be recycled and 
salvaged to the maximum extent feasible.  By recycling most of the solid waste generated by construction 
of the Proposed Project, short-term construction impacts on landfills would be less than significant.  
Section IV.A, of the Draft EIR, provides code compliance measures to reduce potential soils removed 
from the Project Site during construction: 

 A-36.  The construction contractor shall only contract for waste disposal services with a 
company that recycles construction-related wastes.  
 

 A-37.  To facilitate the on-site separation and recycling of construction-related wastes, 
the construction contractor shall provide temporary waste separation bins on site during 
construction.  

Comment Letter Ruhland 

Response to Comment Ruhland-1 

This commenter suggests that the Project would dominate the surrounding skyline.  The Project is 
roughly 700 feet from the property lines to the south, which would add a setback from the commenter site 
towards the Project Site.  Photos were taken to address the concern of the height of the buildings when 
representatives from then-Councilmember Janice Hahn's office were on site (the photos are attached to 
this Final EIR as Appendix B).  The proposed apartments will be set back from Sepulveda Boulevard and, 
if the Add Area is built as proposed, hidden behind the retail center with very little visible impact to the 
residents south of Sepulveda Boulevard.  As noted in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, the 
project’s contrast with the adjacent residential structures south of Sepulveda Boulevard would be reduced 
as a result of the proposed setback when viewed from passing motorists and pedestrians on Sepulveda 
Boulevard and the single family residences to the south of Sepulveda Boulevard.  Please refer to Section 
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IV.B, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR for more information on Aesthetics.  The comment is noted and will be 
forwarded to the decision makers for review. 

Response to Comment Ruhland-2 

The Proposed Project is expected to generate an increase of 19 net new vehicle trips (83 fewer inbound 
trips and 102 more outbound trips) during the morning peak hour.  During the afternoon peak hour, the 
Proposed Project is expected to generate an increase of 55 net new vehicle trips (91 more inbound trips 
and 36 fewer outbound trips).  Over a 24-hour period, the Proposed Project is forecast to generate an 
increase of 1,434 net new daily trip ends during a typical weekday (approximately 717 inbound trips and 
717 outbound trips).  Based on these trips and the City’s threshold of significance, the Combined Project 
would result in a significant impact at the intersection of Normandie Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard 
during the morning peak hour.  Nevertheless, this intersection is not within the jurisdiction of the City of 
Los Angeles, but rather the County of Los Angeles.  As a result, compliance with the mitigation measures 
identified in Section IV.G, Traffic, Transportation, and Parking, of the Draft EIR, would reduce these 
impacts to less-than-significant levels.  For information purposes, this intersection is within the 
jurisdiction of Los Angeles County and thus implementation of the traffic mitigation mentioned would be 
outside the jurisdiction of the Lead Agency. 

Response to Comment Ruhland-3 

The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Ruhland-2 above.  Further, there is a traffic light 
proposed at the intersection of Sepulveda Boulevard and “A Street”, even though the LADOT approved 
traffic study for the Project does not require a traffic light at this intersection, due to its short distance 
from the light at the intersection of Sepulveda Blvd. and Normandie Ave.  Please refer to the Traffic 
Study for the Project, attached to the Draft EIR as Appendix IV.G.1, for more information. 

Response to Comment Ruhland-4 

Open space will be provided in accordance with LAMC Section 12.21(G)(2), which requires at minimum 
100 square feet for each unit having less than three habitable rooms, 125 square feet for each unit having 
three habitable rooms, and 175 square feet for each unit having more than three habitable rooms.  Open 
space provided by the Proposed Project is shown in Table IV.F-8, in Section IV.F, Public Services, Open 
Space Required and Provided. 

Additionally, to alleviate the demand on City parks and recreational facilities, the Project applicant would 
be required to pay Quimby fees to the City to satisfy its obligations under the Quimby Act and/or 
payment of a Dwelling Unit Construction Tax.  Therefore, with the fulfillment of the City code-required 
open space on site, payment of Quimby fees and/or the Dwelling Unit Construction Tax to the City, 
impacts to parks and recreational facilities would be less than significant.  Please refer to Section IV.A, 
Impacts Found to be Less Than Significant, of the Draft EIR, for more information. 
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Comment Letter Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) 

Response to Comment BOS-1 

This is an introductory comment and states that the Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering 
Services Division (WESD) was charged with the task of evaluating the local sewer conditions, which they 
have later in the letter.  No further response is needed and the comment will be forwarded to the decision 
makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-2 

The commenter provides two separate data tables illustrating projected wastewater discharges for the 
Proposed Project.  The maximum average daily flow identified by the WESD and illustrated for Option 1 
is 35,682 gallons per day and 81,709 gallons per day for Option 2.  As shown in Section IV.A, Impacts 
Found to be Less Than Significant, of the Draft EIR, Table IV.A-5 anticipates roughly 49,280 gallon per 
day for the Project.  The discrepancies illustrated are due to the proposed number of residential units 
identified by WESD and those listed under the Project Description for the Project.  The Project proposes 
352 residential units.  However, the comment letter states that Option 1 would have 256 residential units 
and 520 residential units for Option 2, in addition to square feet for retail and warehouse uses.  The type 
and amount of uses listed are not currently part of the Proposed Project.  Nevertheless, the comment is 
noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-3 

This comment details the sewer availability and general infrastructure in the vicinity of the Proposed 
Project.  This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment is noted and will 
be forwarded to the decision makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-4 

The comment summarizes the sewer availability for the Proposed Project and requests that the Project 
contact Los Angeles County to verify capacity available of the 57-inch line on the Frampton Ave right-of-
way.  Overall, the comment states that the sewer system might be able to accommodate the total Project 
flow and that sewage flow from the Project will be conveyed to the HTP, which has sufficient capacity to 
serve the Project.  The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-5 

This comment outlines stormwater mitigation requirements and does not challenge the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.  The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-6 

The comment addresses the City of Los Angeles Green Streets Initiative.  This comment does not 
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challenge the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, the comment is noted and will be forwarded to the 
decision makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-7 

The Project will implement stormwater control measures, as identified in Section IV.A, Impacts Found to 
be Less Than Significant.  This comment does not challenge the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  However, 
the comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-8 

This is a statement regarding solid resource recycling.  This comment does not challenge the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR.  However, the comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision makers. 

Response to Comment BOS-9 

This comment is a sewer map exhibit.  The comment is noted and will be forwarded to the decision 
makers. 
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G&W  
CUMMINS &WHITE, LLP 

   

LAWYERS 

November 30, 2012 

VIA E-MAIL (Adam.Villani(&,lacitv.org ) 
1424 S.E. Bristol Street, Suite 300 
Newport Beach, CA 92660-0764 

TEL 949-852-1800 
FAX 949-852-8510 
cw@cwlawyers.com  

Michael R.W. Houston 
Direct Dial: (949) 437-4071 
mhouston@cwlawyers.corn 

Mr. Adam Villani 
Planning Assistant 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 

Re: 	Comments Relating to Sea Breeze Apartment Project General Plan Amendment and Draft 
Environmental Impact Report 
Case No: ENV-2009-339-EIR 
State Clearing House # 2010021020  

Our File No.: Q481.12 

Dear Mr. Villani: 

This firm represents Storm Plaza Torrance, LLC ("Storm") in connection with their property located on 
Sepulveda Boulevard, described as Lots 4 and 5 of Tract No. 65665 (the "Storm Property"). The Storm 
Property is also described in the above-identified Draft Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR") as the "Add 
Area." The Storm Property is depicted on Figure II- 3 of the DEIR and, for ease of reference, this figure is 
attached to this letter. 

Storm welcomes prudent development of this prime area and stands ready to work with the City of Los Angeles 
("City") and adjacent owners to achieve that end. Indeed, Storm has development plans for its property and (at 
least with respect to Lot 5) already submitted and has pending with the City applications for development of this 
part of the Add Area. 

Notwithstanding Storm's general support for such activity, the purpose of this letter is to comment on several 
items contained in the DEIR that are of concern to Storm. Most notably Storm is concerned that, without 
consultation or consent of Storm, City staff has placed the Storm Property within the Proposed Project as an 
"Add Area." The DEIR indicates that City staff recommends changing the Storm Property's present General 
Plan designation from Heavy Manufacturing to Neighborhood Commercial. See DEIR pp. 1-5 and 11-35. 1  

For the reasons stated below, Storm objects to this re-designation and/or rezoning of the Storm Property. Storm 
does not desire to have the designation of its site changed as part of the Proposed Project. 

To the extent the City has indicated "it may also be necessary to re-designate the land use of some adjacent properties [the Add Area] 
to match that of the Proposed Project in order to prevent the creation of isolated pockets of contrasting land use designation" (see 
DEIR p. 11-36), CEQA requires that this Add Area be deemed part of the "Proposed Project." For this reason, this letter references the 
Add Area as part of the Proposed Project, since it is a reasonably foreseeable part of the action proposed to be taken by the City as 
described in the DEIR. 
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Concerns  

r.  In summary Storm's concerns are: (1) re-designation of the Storm Property to Neighborhood Commercial 
conflicts with existing City policies that are a totally avoidable significant impact with respect to the Add 
Property; (2) re-designation from Heavy Manufacturing to Neighborhood Commercial imposes more restrictive 
uses and development restrictions on the Storm Property than presently exist; and (3) re-designation of General 
Plan designations creates "vertical inconsistency" with the zoning for the Storm Property, which presently is 
zoned M3-1VL according to the City's land use database. 

Taking the DEIR at face value, it appears the motivation to re-designate the Storm Property is being made 
purely at the City's staff level and was not done with any input from Storm. The following concerns for the 
basis for Storm's objection to the re-designation of its property: 

1. Re-designating the Storm Property from Heavy Manufacturing to Neighborhood Commercial 
Contradicts Stated City Policies of Preserving Industrial Land; This Impact is Avoidable as to the Add 
Area.  

At a minimum, changing the Storm Property from Heavy Manufacturing to Neighborhood Commercial 
contradicts established City Policy. As reflecting in the DEIR itself, "the City has had a long-standing adopted 
policy to preserve industrial land." See DEIR p. IV.D-9. Part of this stated policy is to "preserve industrial 
lands" by "protecting industrially zoned land." Id; see also p. IV.D-11 (noting this policy would apply in the 
Harbor Gateway area). 

The DEIR concludes that "the resulting loss of industrial zoned property within the Harbor Gateway 
Community Planning Area created by approving the request for a General Plan Amendment and Zone Change 
would be considered significant and unavoidable."  (DEIR p. 1-12-13, Mitigation Matrix, emph. supp.). The 
DEIR (incorrectly) concludes there is no feasible way to reduce this impact. See DEIR p. 1-15. 

Storm would suggest, in a spirit of being good neighbors to the adjacent proposed development and as a partner 
with the City in development of its own site that, at least with respect to the Add Area, the City is able to totally 
avoid the significant impact resulting from "loss of industrial zone property" by simply not re-designating this 
site. As aptly noted in the DEIR, the City will have the ability to review land uses on the Storm Property when 
applications for development on these parcels are formally considered. See DEIR p. 1-5. 

While some "heavy industrial" uses may be incompatible with adjacent residential uses, there are numerous 
uses permitted in the Heavy Manufacturing Designation and the M3-1VL zone designation that are compatible 
with residential uses. For instance a wide variety of retail uses are permitted in the Heavy Manufacturing 
designation that may, in fact, be consistent with a Neighborhood Commercial designation. 2  Thus, by retaining 
Heavy Manufacturing designation on the Storm Property, the City can maintain consistency with its industrial 
site policies while not foreclosing the development of the Storm Property at a later date in a manner that is still 
consistent with adjacent residential uses. To a large extent, recognizing that there are a variety of consistent 

2 For instance, Zoning Code 12.20.A.1 (applicable to M3 zones) permits uses allowed in the M2 designation; § 12.19.A.1.5 
(applicable to M2 zones) allows uses compatible with MR and Ml designations; § 12.17.6.A.2 (applicable to Ml zones) permits uses 
allowed in the C2 designation and § 12.17.5.B.1 (applicable to MR zones) allows uses in both C2 and CZ designations. Both C2 and 
CM designations permit a wide variety of retail and commercial uses compatible with residential development. 
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uses in the Heavy Manufacturing zone that are consistent with residential uses should ameliorate the spot 
zoning concern expressed by City staff. 

In sum, while Storm has no objection to the residential development proposed for the Sea Breeze Apartment 
site, it does not believe it is sound planning or policy to include the Add Area for re-designation in light of the 
fact no specific project is analyzed in the DEIR for the Add Area. Maintaining the industrial character of the 
Storm Property would allow for consistency with the City's Industrial Land Use Policy described in the DEIR. 
See DEIR p. IV.D-34. 

2. Re-Designating the Storm Property to Neighborhood Commercial Imposes More Restrictive Uses and 
Obligations on the Storm Property. 

.... Storm objects to changing the designation of its property from Heavy Manufacturing to Neighborhood 
Commercial because the change imposes additional restrictions and obligations on the Storm Property with 
respect to its existing development plans. For example, while we have not combed the City's General Plan and 
Zoning Code for examples, it is likely that some uses permitted in the Heavy Manufacturing / M3-1VL 
designations (including uses of a retail/neighborhood commercial variety) would only be conditionally 
permitted or would require other use permits, increased site design standards, or parking obligations in 
Neighborhood Commercial / C2-2 designations. See DEIR pp. IV.D-18-19 (describing setback, landscape and 
parking requirements in M3); see also City List No. 1, Uses Permitted in Various Zones of the City of Los 
Angeles, http://cityplanning.lacity.org/Code_Studies/Misc/uselistl.pdf.  

3. Re-designation Appears to Create Vertical Inconsistency in the Zoning for the Storm Property. 

The DEIR acknowledges that re-designating the Add Area from Heavy Manufacturing to Neighborhood 
Commercial creates a vertical inconsistency between the Add Property's General Plan designation and its 
Zoning designation (presently M3-1VL). See DEIR p. IV.D-46 (noting "this zoning/General Plan inconsistency 
would persist until a zone change is implemented). Designation of the Add Property must be consistent with 
the General Plan designation. (Govt. Code § 65860(a).) 3  

Storm believes that the creation of inconsistent General Plan and Zoning designations is not good planning 
policy. Inconsistency creates uncertainties in the land-owner's planning and financing of it future development 
activities. 

Storm respectfully requests that the City reconsider creating inconsistency between the General Plan and 
Zoning Code for its property, particularly in light of the existing land use applications Storm has on file with the 
City. 

Request for Notice 

Pursuant to Government Code sections 65804, 65090 et seq. and Public Resources Code section 21092.2, the 
undersigned and Storm (contact information provided below) request notice be provided for any and all activity 
relating to the approval of the Proposed Project and any actions for which notice must be given in connection 

3  While charter cities need not have consistency between their general plan and zoning code, this provision is inapplicable to the City. 
See Govt. Code § 65860(d). 
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with the inclusion of the Add Area in the Proposed Project. If there is a charge for receipt of any notice, please 
provide information on the cost. Storm can be noticed as follows: 

Storm Plaza Torrance, LLC 
Attn: Jay Ahluwalia, President 
23223 Normandie Ave. 
Torrance, CA 90501-5050 
Fax: 310-530-7996 

Conclusion 

r.  Storm requests that the City remove the Add Area from the Proposed Project and not consider re-designating 
this site. It seems much more advantageous for the City, Storm, adjacent property owners and interested parties 
to review and analyze any change in General Plan designation on the Storm Property (if that even were to 
occur) in light of an actual proposed project for the Storm Property site and not, as is apparently being done in 
the DEIR, as an afterthought of the adjacent Sea Breeze Apartments. 

As referenced above, Storm has pending land use applications for Lot 5 and is in the process of planning uses 
for Lot 5. If the City intends to re-designate the Add Property from Heavy Manufacturing to Neighborhood 
Commercial, then it should consult with the land owner to, at the very least, determine whether the re-
designation increases the regulatory and development burdens on Storm. 

Very truly yours, 

1' 

chael R.W. Houston 
Partner 

MRWH:ec 

Attachments 

cc: 	Jay Ahluwalia (Client - Storm Plaza Torrance, LLC via Electronic Mail) 
Fred Whitaker (via Electronic Mail) 

1Q481.121968402.DOCX;11 
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NALA NO Adam 	‘tariam.vilfani@facity.org5 

DER No. ENV-2009-339-EIR 

Matt <triplem92@sbcglobal.net> 
	

Mon, Dec 3, 2012 at 7:01 AM 
To: adam.villani@lacity.org  

Mr. Villani, 

After reviewing the DEIR for the Sea Breeze Apartments located at 1311 West Sepulveda Blvd. my wife and I 
have several concerns about the environmental impact this project will have on the surrounding area. 

z[

1. The project includes building two six story buildings in an area that currently does not have any buildings 
taller than two or three stories for miles around. It does not matter how far you set these buildings back on the 
property they will dominate the surrounding communities skyline. 

r 2. Another major concern is the traffic from an additional four to five hundred vehicles this will add to the streets 

L in the area. 

[ 3. The exit and entrance to the complex is on Sepulveda Blvd with no tra ffic lights set to be installed. The Th 
vehicles traveling on Sepulveda Blvd can reach speeds of 50 to 60 miles an hour at this section of the street. The 
number of accidents that already occur at Mulligan's Fun Center (next to the proposed site), Halldale Ave. 

1 (across from the site) and Lockness Ave. are very high. The Lockness Ave. and Sepulveda Blvd. has traffic 
signals but still has a tremendous number of accidents. Sepulveda Blvd. is an east/west street and visibility 
during sunrise and sunset is extremely difficult due to the sun. Also, adding to the problem will be an offset 
intersection with Halldale Ave. 

C.4. There is no nearby green space for an additional 400 to 500 residents. 

Thank you, 

Matt and Marni Ruhiand 

23314 Brightwater Place 

Harbor City, CA 90710 

310-534-2143 

Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org > 	 Tue, Dec 4, 2012 at 8:59 AM 
To: Matt <triplem92@sbcglobal.net > 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=a762094e6d&view=pt&search=in... 	 1/2 
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Thank you for your comment. A response will appear in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Adam Villani 
Planning Assistant 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
Adam.Villani@lacity.org  
(213) 978-1454 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=a762094e6d&view=pt&search=in... 	 2/2 
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b) LL Ak0 Adam 'Mani <acian'iMHaril@lacity 

Comments to ENV-2009-339-EIR Sea Breeze Apartments due 12.3.2012 4PM 
2 messages 

Joyce Dillard <dillardjoyce@yahoo.com > 
	

Mon, Dec 3, 2012 at 3:48 PM 
Reply-To: Joyce Dillard <dillardjoyce@yahoo.com > 
To: Adam Villani <Adam.villani@lacity.org > 

You mention the RCP Regional Comprehensive Plan in relationship to SCAG but omit the 
GLAC IRWMP GREATER LOS ANGELES COUNTY INTEGRATED REGIONAL WATER 
MANAGEMENT PLAN and the impacts of this project. 

You also fail to mention the LOS ANGELES REGION BASIN PLAN FOR COASTAL 
WATERSHEDS and the impacts to beneficial uses and the TMDLs Total Daily Maximum 

1 	Loads impacted. You fail to mention the watershed or sub-watershed affected. 

L What mitigation or capital improvements would be needed for compliance. 

2 C What would be the impact on wetlands or wetland mitigation banking. 

Would LID Low Impact Development suffice, or do the soils and geology not warrant 
groundwater recharge to capture pollutant loads. The soils appear not to warrant LID, so what 
alternatives are suggested. 

Though you mention AQMD consistency, you fail to recognize that the AQMD State 
Implementation Plan is not in compliance, and there is a threat looming over a Federal 
Implementation Plan being enacted. What are the effects on air pollution and air quality in 
relationship to the AQMD failure. 

The project is in a METHANE ZONE and would have effects on both Air Quality and Water 
(o 	Quality as well as Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sea-Level rise. How would this affect 

flooding. 

. How do the excavation volumes fit into the LA County Sediment Management Plan. If not, what 
7 	special handling will be required or what landfill will receive the soils removed and what are 

those impacts on air quality, greenhouse gas emissions and any other environmental impact. 

Joyce Dillard 
P.O. Box 31377' 
Los Angeles, CA 90031 

Adam Villani <adam.villani@lacity.org > 	 Tue, Dec 4, 2012 at 9:05 AM 
To: Joyce Dillard <dillardjoyce@yahoo.corn> 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ui=2&ik=a762094e6d&view=pt&search=in... 	 1/2 
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Thank you for your comment. A response will appear in the Final 
Environmental Impact Report. 
[Quoted text hidden] 

Adam Villani 
Planning Assistant 
City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
Adam.Villani@lacity.org  
(213) 978-1454 
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FORM GEN. 160 (Rev. 6.80) 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 

File: SC.CE. 

DATE: 	January 23, 2013 

TO: 	Adam Villani, Planning Assistant 
Environmental Review Section 
Department of City ,Pl nning 

FROM: 	All Poosti, Division Manager 
Wastewater Engineering Services Division 
Bureau of Sanitation 

RECEIVED 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

JAN 28 2013 
ENVIRONMENTAL .  

UNIT 

SUBJECT: Sea Breeze Apartments — Notice of Completion of Draft EIR 

This is in response to your letter requesting a review of your proposed mixed residential 
development. The Bureau of Sanitation has conducted a preliminary evaluation of the 
potential impacts to the wastewater and stormwater systems for the proposed project. 

WASTEWATER REQUIREMENT 

The Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division (WESD) is charged 
with the task of evaluating the local sewer conditions and to determine if available 
wastewater capacity exists for future developments. The evaluation will determine 
cumulative sewer impacts and guide the planning process for any future sewer 
improvements projects needed to provide future capacity as the City grows and develops. 

Projected Wastewater Discharges for the Proposed Project: 

OPTION 'I 
Type Description Average Daily Fiow per 

Type Description 
(GPD/UNIT) 

Proposed No. of 
Units 

Average Daily Flow 
(GPD) 

Proposed 
Warehouse 30 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 57,768 SQ.FT 1,733 

Retail 25 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 17,904 SQ.FT 448 
Residential 

Apartment -1BR 
110 GPD/DU 204 DU 22,440 

Residential 
Apartment -2BR 

150 GPD/DU 52 DU 7,800 

Parking 20 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 163,049 SQ.FT 3,261 
Total 35,682 
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OPTION 2 
Type Description Average Daily Flow per 

Type Description 
(GPD/UNIT) 

Proposed No. of 
Units 

Average Daily Flow 
(GPD) 

Proposed 
Retail 25 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 17,904 SQ.FT 448 

Residential 
Apartment 

150 GPD/DU 520 DU 78,000 

Parking 20 GPD/1000 SQ.FT 163,049 SQ.FT 3,261 
Total 81,709 

--- SEWER AVAILABILITY 

The sewer infrastructure in the vicinity of the proposed project includes an existing 15-inch 
line on Sepulveda Blvd. The sewage from the existing 15-inch line feeds into an 18-inch 
line on Batey Ave and continues into an 18-inch line on Frampton Ave before discharging 
into a 57-inch Los Angeles county line on Frampton Ave R/W. Figure 1 shows the details of 
the sewer system within the vicinity of the project. 

The current approximate flow level (d/D) and the design capacities at d/D of 50% in the 
sewer system are as follows: 

Pipe Diameter 
(in) 

Pipe Location Current Gauging d/D 
(%) 

50% Design Capacity 

15 Sepulveda Ave. 30 950,000 GPD 
18 Batey Ave. 21 1,410,000 GPD 
18 BNSF Railroad 1,261,000 GPD 
57 Frampton Ave. * 21.5 MGD 

* No gauging available 

Based on the estimated flows, it appears the sewer system might be able to accommodate 
the total flow for your proposed project and add area. The developers will be required to 
contact Los Angeles County to verify capacity availability of the 57-inch line on Frampton 
Ave RIW. Further detailed gauging and evaluation will be needed as part of the permit 
process to identify a sewer connection point. If the public sewer has insufficient capacity 
then the developer will be required to build sewer lines to a point in the sewer system with 
sufficient capacity. A final approval for sewer capacity and connection permit will be made 
at that time. Ultimately, this sewage flow will be conveyed to the Hyperion Treatment Plant, 
which has sufficient capacity for the project. 

If you have any questions, please call Kwasi Berko of my staff at (323) 342-1562. 

STORMWATER REQUIREMENTS 

The Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division (WPD) is charged with the task of 
ensuring the implementation of the Municipal Stormwater Permit requirements within the 
\Div Files\SCAR\CEQA Review\FINAL CEQA Response LTRs\ Sea Breeze Apartments — Notice of Completion of Draft EIR.doc 
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City of Los Angeles. We anticipate the following requirements would apply for this project. 
POST-CONSTRUCTION MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS 

The project requires implementation of stormwater mitigation measures. These 
requirements are based on the Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) and 
the recently adopted Low Impact Development (LID) requirements. The projects that are 
subject to SUSMP/LID are required to incorporate measures to mitigate the impact of 
stormwater runoff. The requirements are outlined in the guidance manual 
titled "Development Best Management Practices Handbook — Part B: Planning Activities". 
Current regulations prioritize infiltration, capture/use, and then biofiltration as the preferred 
stormwater control measures. The relevant documents can be found at: 
www.lastormwater.org . It is advised that input regarding SUSMP requirements be received 
in the early phases of the project from WPD's plan-checking staff. 

GREEN STREETS 

The City is developing a Green Street Initiative that will require projects to implement 
Green Street elements in the parkway areas between the roadway and sidewalk of the 
public right-of-away to capture and retain stormwater and urban runoff to mitigate the 
impact of stormwater runoff and other environmental concerns. The goals of the Green 
Street elements are to improve the water quality of stormwater runoff, recharge local 
ground water basins, improve air quality, reduce the heat island effect of street 
pavement, enhance pedestrian use of sidewalks, and encourage alternate means of 
transportation. The Green Street elements may include infiltration systems, biofiltration 
swales, and permeable pavements where stormwater can be easily -directed from the 
streets into the parkways and can be implemented in conjunction with the SUSMP/LID 
requirements. 

CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS 

The project is required to implement stormwater control measures during its construction 
phase. All projects are subject to a set of minimum control measures to lessen the impact 
of stormwater pollution. In addition for projects that involve construction during the rainy 
season that is between October 1 and April 15, a Wet Weather Erosion Control Plan is 
required to be prepared. Also projects that disturb more than one-acre of land are subject 
to the California General Construction Stormwater Permit. As part of this requirement a 
Notice of Intent (N01) needs to be filed with the State of California and a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) needs to be prepared. The SWPPP must be 
maintained on-site during the duration of construction. 

If there are questions regarding the stormwater requirements, please call Kosta Kaporis at 
(213) 485-0586, or WPD's plan-checking counter at (213) 482-7066. WPD's plan-checking 
counter can also be visited at 201 N. Figueroa, 3rd  FI, Station 18 

\Div Files\SCAR \CEQA Review\FINAL CEQA Response LTRs1 Sea Breeze Apartments — Notice of Completion of Draft EIR.doc 
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SOLID RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS 

The City has a standard requirement that applies to all proposed residential developments 
of four or more units or where the addition of floor areas is 25 percent or more, and all 
other development projects where the addition of floor area is 30 percent or more. Such 
developments must set aside a recycling area or room for onsite recycling activities. For 
more details of this requirement, please contact Daniel Hackney of the Special Project 
Division at (213)485-3684. 

Attachments: 
Figure 1 — Sewer Map 

cc: 	Kosta Kaporis, BOS 
Daniel Hackney, BOS 
Zemamu Gebrewold, BOS 
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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
HARBOR GATEWAY COMMUNITY PLAN AREA 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project 
 

 
Case No. ENV-2009-339-EIR 

 
Council District No. 15 

THIS DOCUMENT COMPRISES THE EIR ANALYSIS AS REQUIRED UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

 
 

Project Address:  1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard 
 

 
 
 

Project Description:  The Proposed Project (known as Tract No. 65665 Lot 2 and Lot 3) would involve the 
development of two six story structures.  Both structures would include two above-grade levels of parking and 
four levels of residential uses with 176 multi-family apartment units, for a total of 352 residential units.  Lot 2 
would provide a total of 398 residential and residential guest parking spaces.  Lot 3 would provide a total of 399 
residential and residential guest parking spaces.  In addition to Lot 2 and Lot 3, the Applicant has proposed a 
development scenario for Lot 4 and 5 (known as the Add Area).  The Add Area would involve the development 
of 17,904 square feet of retail space over the two lots.  

 
APPLICANT: 

A & M Properties, Inc. 
 

PREPARED BY: 
Christopher A. Joseph & Associates 

 
 

March 2010 
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I. INTRODUCTION/SUMMARY 

A. INTRODUCTION 

Purpose of the EIR 

The purpose of this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is to inform decision makers and the general 
public of the potential environmental impacts resulting from the Proposed Sea Breeze Apartments Project, 
a residential project proposed to be located at the intersection of Sepulveda Boulevard and Normandie 
Avenue in the Harbor Gateway community of the City of Los Angeles.  The project applicant is A & M 
Properties, Inc., located at 23545 Crenshaw Boulevard, Suite 100, Torrance, CA 90505.  A detailed 
description of the Proposed Project is contained in Section II, Project Description, of this EIR. 

The Proposed Project will require approval of certain discretionary actions by the City of Los Angeles 
and other governmental agencies.  Therefore, the Proposed Project is subject to environmental review 
requirements under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).1  For purposes of complying with 
CEQA, the City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Environmental Review Section, at 200 N. 
Spring Street, Room 763, Los Angeles, CA 90012 is identified as the Lead Agency for the Proposed 
Project. 

As described in Section 15121(a) and 15362 of the Guidelines for CEQA2, an EIR is an informational 
document which will inform public agency decision makers and the public of the significant 
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize any significant effects, and 
describe reasonable alternatives to the project.  Therefore, the purpose of this EIR is to focus the 
discussion on those potential effects on the environment of the Proposed Project which the Lead Agency 
has determined are or may be significant.  In addition, feasible mitigation measures are recommended, 
when applicable, that could reduce or avoid significant environmental impacts. 

This EIR was prepared in accordance with Section 15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which defines 
the standards for EIR adequacy: 

An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decisionmakers with 
information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of 
environmental consequences.  An evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project 
need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in the light of what is 

                                                      

1  Public Resources Code Sections 21000-21178. 

2  California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 3, Sections 15000-15387 (State CEQA Guidelines). 
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reasonably feasible.  Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR 
should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.  The courts have looked 
not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure. 

EIR Process 

Notice of Preparation 

In compliance with Section 21080.4 of the California Public Resources Code, a Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) was prepared by the Department of City Planning and distributed to the State Clearinghouse, 
Office of Planning and Research, responsible agencies and other interested parties on February 4, 2010.  
The NOP was circulated for 30 days with the comment period ending March 8, 2010.  Appendix A to this 
EIR contains a copy of the NOP.  Appendix B to this EIR contains the written responses received by the 
City in response to the NOP. 

Environmental Issues to be Analyzed in the EIR 

Based on a review of environmental issues by the City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, this 
EIR analyzes the following impact areas: 

• Aesthetics 

• Air Quality 

• Land Use and Planning 

• Noise 

• Public Services 

o Fire Protection 

o Police Protection 

o Schools  

o Parks 

o Libraries 

• Traffic/Transportation/Parking 

The Los Angeles Department of City Planning has determined that the Proposed Project would not result 
in any significant environmental effects with respect to agricultural resources, biological resources, 
cultural resources, geology and soil, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, 
mineral resources, population and housing, and utilities.  Therefore, these issues are not examined in the 
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EIR3.  In accordance with state CEQA Guidelines Section 15128, brief statements of the reasons that 
these possible significant effects were determined not to be significant are contained in Section IV.A, 
Impacts Found To Be Less Than Significant, of this EIR. 

Environmental Review Process 

The Draft EIR will be circulated for review and comment by the public and other interested parties, 
agencies, and organizations for a period of 45 days.  After completion of the 45-day review period, a 
Final EIR will be prepared that responds to comments on the Draft EIR submitted during the review 
period and modifies the Draft EIR as required.  Public hearings on the Proposed Project will be held after 
completion of the Final EIR.  The City will make the Final EIR available to agencies and the public prior 
to considering certification of the EIR.  Notice of the time and location will be published prior to the 
public hearing date.  All comments or questions about the Draft EIR should be addressed to: 

 Adam Villani, Environmental Review Coordinator 
 City of Los Angeles 
 Department of City Planning 
 Environmental Review Section  

200 North Spring Street, Room 750 
 Los Angeles, California 90012 

Organization of the Draft EIR 

The Draft EIR is organized into eight sections as follows: 

Section I (Introduction/Summary):  This section provides an introduction to the environmental review 
process and a summary of the project description, alternatives, environmental impacts, and mitigation 
measures. 

Section II (Project Description):  A complete description of the Proposed Sea Breeze Apartments Project 
including: project location, project site characteristics, project characteristics, project objectives, and 
required discretionary actions is presented. 

Section III (Environmental Setting):  An overview of the environmental setting of the Proposed Project is 
provided including a description of existing and surrounding land uses, and a list of related projects. 

                                                      

3  Per State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a), “an EIR shall identify and focus on the significant 
environmental effects of the proposed project.” 
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Section IV (Environmental Impact Analysis):  The Environmental Impact Analysis section is the primary 
focus of this EIR.  Separate discussions are provided to address the potential environmental effects of the 
Proposed Project.  Each environmental issue contains a discussion of existing conditions, an assessment 
and discussion of the significance of impacts associated with the Proposed Project, mitigation measures, 
cumulative impacts, and level of impact significance after mitigation. 

Section V (General Impact Categories):  This section provides a summary of significant and unavoidable 
impacts of the Proposed Project, a discussion of potential growth inducing effects, and an explanation of 
the significant irreversible environmental changes. 

Section VI (Alternatives to the Proposed Project):  This section includes an analysis of a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Project.  The range of alternatives selected is based on their ability 
to feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and alternatives that would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. 

Section VII (Preparers of the EIR and Persons Consulted):  This section presents a list of City, County, 
and other agencies and consultant team members that contributed to the preparation of the EIR. 

Section VIII (Acronyms and Abbreviations):  This section provides a list of all acronyms and 
abbreviations that are used in the EIR. 

B. PROJECT SUMMARY 

Project Location 

The project site, a 5.12-acre (approximately 222,906 square feet) vacant lot, is located on the north side of 
W. Sepulveda Boulevard, just west of Normandie Avenue in the Harbor Gateway Community within the 
City of Los Angeles.  The project site is generally bound by warehouse and office uses to the north and 
east, W. Sepulveda Boulevard to the south, and the Mulligan Family Fun Center to the west.   

Regional access to the project site is provided via the I-110 Freeway (Harbor Freeway) and the I-405 
Freeway (San Diego Freeway).  The primary arterial roadways providing access to the project site are 
Sepulveda Boulevard and Western Avenue, with additional access provided from Normandie Avenue.   

Proposed Project 

The Proposed Sea Breeze Apartments Project (known as Tract # 65665 Lot 2 and Lot 3) would involve 
the development of two six-story structures containing residential uses and parking.  Both structures 
would include two above-grade levels of parking and four levels of residential uses with 176 multi-family 
apartment units, for a total of 352 residential units.  The maximum building height on the project site 
would be approximately 65 feet.  The apartment units would range in size from approximately 728 square 
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feet to approximately 1,087 square feet.  The 352 apartment units would include 176 one-bedroom units, 
and 176 two-bedroom units.   

In addition to Lot 2 and Lot 3, the Applicant has proposed a development scenario for Lot 4 and 5 (known 
as the Add Area).  The Add Area would involve the development of 17,904 square feet of retail space 
over the two lots and any required parking for the retail space.   

C. AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

Concerns raised in letters submitted to the City of Los Angeles Planning Department in response to the 
NOP included: 

• Air Quality – Concerns were raised regarding potential pollutants that may be generated during 
construction and operation.  These issues are addressed in Section IV.B, Air Quality. 

• Geology and Soils – Concerns were raised regarding potential exposure to earthquake fault, 
strong seismic ground shaking, seismic related ground failure, liquefaction, soil stability, 
expansive soil, storm water pollution, storm water infiltration, and storm water runoff.  These 
issues are addressed in Section IV.A, Impacts Found To Be Less Than Significant. 

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials – Concerns were raised regarding the location of the 
Proposed Project and potentially hazardous materials on-site and hazards from adjacent land uses.  
These issues are addressed in Section IV.A, Impacts Found To Be Less Than Significant. 

• Hydrology and Water Quality – Concerns were raised regarding erosion, storm water pollution, 
and storm water runoff.  These issues are addressed in Section IV.A, Impacts Found To Be Less 
Than Significant. 

• Land Use Planning – Concerns were raised regarding the requested land use zoning change.  
These issues are addressed in Section IV.D, Land Use Planning. 

• Public Services – Concerns were raised regarding the potential impacts on police, fire, and 
emergency medical services.  These issues are addressed in Section IV.F.1, Public Services – Fire 
Protection, and Section IV.F.2, Public Services – Police Protection. 

• Recreation – Concerns were raised regarding the potential impacts on existing recreation 
facilities in the vicinity.  These issues are addressed in Section IV.F.4, Public Services – Parks 
and Recreation. 

• Traffic, Transportation, and Parking – Concerns were raised regarding the potential impact on 
public transportation.  These issues are addressed in Section IV.G, Traffic, Transportation, and 
Parking. 
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• Utilities – Concerns were raised regarding potential impacts on electricity supply, solid waste 
disposal, water supply, sewer capacity, wastewater management, and water conservation.  These 
issues are addressed in Section IV.A, Impacts Found To Be Less Than Significant. 

E. ALTERNATIVES 

This EIR considers a range of alternatives to the Proposed Project to provide informed decision-making in 
accordance with Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines.  As described below in greater detail, the 
alternatives to the Proposed Project that are analyzed in this EIR include: 1) No Project Alternative, 2) 
Reduced Density Alternative, 3) All Office Alternative, and 4) the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 

Alternative A – No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not proceed.  The CEQA 
Guidelines (Section 15126.6(e)) provide that the “no project” analysis shall discuss the existing 
conditions at the time the Notice of Preparation is published, as well as what would be reasonably 
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the Proposed Project is not approved based on current plans 
and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.  In the event the project is not 
approved, it is expected that the project site will remain in its current condition.  Under the No Project 
Alternative, the project site would remain vacant.   

Alternative B – Reduced Density Alternative 

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, the project site would be developed with developments similar to 
the Proposed Project, including the possible inclusion of retail uses within the Add Area.  However, this 
alternative consists of an overall reduced project density consisting of R3 zoning with 222,906 square feet 
of buildable area, which results in a total of 278 multi-family apartment units, a 21 percent decrease when 
compared to the 542,192 square feet of total development, which includes 352 units of multi-family 
apartment units, associated with the Proposed Project.  The Reduced Density Alternative also takes into 
account the possible inclusion of 14,144 square feet of retail uses within the Add Area, a 21 percent 
reduction when compared to the Proposed Project.  The residential buildings would provide 
approximately 626 parking spaces.  The building heights would reach a maximum of 51 feet.  All other 
aspects of the project would be similar as described under the Proposed Project.   

Alternative C – All Residential Development Alternative 

Under the Residential Development Alternative, the project site would be developed with 352 residential 
uses and no retail Add Area.  The All Residential Development Alternative assumes the development of 
the related projects described in Section III.B (Related Projects).  The potential environmental impacts 
associated with the Residential Development Alternative are described below and are compared to the 
potential environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Project. 
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Environmentally Superior Alternative 

In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of a Proposed Project and the alternatives, 
Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an “environmentally superior” alternative be 
selected and the reasons for such a selection disclosed.  In general, the environmentally superior 
alternative is the alternative that would be expected to generate the fewest adverse impacts.  Based on the 
alternatives analysis provided above and in Table VI-1, Alternatives Comparison, the Reduced Density 
Alternative would result in the fewest adverse impacts and, therefore, is considered to be the 
environmentally superior alternative.  Most importantly, as the height of the structure under Reduced 
Density Alternative would be 21 percent shorter than the Proposed Project, the Reduced Density 
Alternative would decrease the visual resources and shade/shadow impacts experienced by the 
surrounding communities.  In addition, as Reduced Density Alternative would be comprised of 
approximately 278 residential units, with a possible inclusion of 14,144 square feet of retail uses within 
the Add Area, there would be less air, noise, and public service impacts as a result of the project.  
However, as previously discussed, Reduced Density Alternative would not satisfy the project objectives 
as fully as the Proposed Project. 

F. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Table I-1 summarizes the various environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation 
of the Proposed Project.  Mitigation measures are proposed for significant impacts, and the level of 
significance after mitigation is also identified. 
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Table I-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Mitigation Measures Level of Impact After Mitigation 

AESTHETICS 
Visual Quality/Character Impacts 

Construction impacts associated with the Proposed Project would be temporary, with 
the various components (demolition, excavation, building construction, landscaping, 
etc.) to occur in two separate phases: site preparation and construction.  Construction of 
the Proposed Project is expected to be completed by 2014.  Additionally, during the 
construction period, a fence would be erected around the perimeter of the project site.  
This fence would obstruct the view of the lower portion of the project site from viewers 
on area roadways during construction.  After the completion of construction activities, 
the aesthetic impacts directly associated with the disruption and alteration of the project 
site would cease.  Therefore, visual quality impacts associated with construction of the 
Proposed Project would be less than significant. 

As the project site is currently vacant, the size and nature of the Proposed Project would 
result in a greater building mass and density at the project site when compared to 
existing conditions.  The Proposed Project would be constructed in a contemporary 
architectural style designed to complement the existing modern design of recent 
buildings in vicinity of the project site, and with other mid-rise buildings in the project 
area.  As a result of the buildings’ architectural design and orientation on the project 
site, the proposed structures would be effectively integrated into the aesthetics of the 
project site and project area by means of design, architecture, size, massing, and 
location.  

Overall, the Proposed Project would result in an improved visual character of the project 
site and surrounding area.  In contrast to the existing vacant lot, the overall intent of the 

B-1. All open areas not used for 
buildings, driveways, pedestrian 
amenities or walks shall be 
attractively landscaped and 
maintained in accordance with a 
landscape plan, including an 
automatic irrigation plan, prepared 
by a licensed landscape architect to 
the satisfaction of the decision 
maker. 

B-2. Every building, structure, or 
portion thereof, shall be 
maintained in a safe and sanitary 
condition and good repair, and free 
from graffiti, debris, rubbish, 
garbage, trash, overgrown 
vegetation or other similar 
material, pursuant to Municipal 
Code Section 91.8104. 

B-3. The exterior of all buildings and 
fences shall be free from graffiti 
when such graffiti is visible from a 
public street or alley, pursuant to 

Impacts of the Proposed Project related 
to views of and through the project site, 
as well as shade and shadow would be 
less than significant.  After the 
implementation of mitigation measures 
impacts on light and glare would be less 
than significant.  
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Table I-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Mitigation Measures Level of Impact After Mitigation 

Proposed Project’s design and associated landscaping would be to create an 
aesthetically pleasing visual environment.  Extensive landscaping would be installed 
around the perimeter of the project site, which would serve to provide a visual transition 
between the streetscape and the buildings by screening the lower portion of the 
buildings; creating a transition area to that of a human scale; and too provide an that is 
aesthetically pleasing visual character.  Accordingly, impacts related to visual 
quality/character would be less than significant.   

Existing Viewsheds 

As the proposed buildings would be slightly taller than the surrounding low-rise 
buildings, the Proposed Project would slightly increase the visibility of the project site 
from local area roadways.  Changes in views of the Proposed Project from adjacent land 
uses and roadways would not result in a significant impact, because the project area is 
already highly urbanized with a mix of buildings of varying architectural design and 
height.  

The Proposed Project would not result in the obstruction of any public scenic views.  
While the Proposed Project would be visible from portions of public areas such as 
Sepulveda Boulevard and Normandie Avenue and surrounding public parks, it would 
not obstruct any scenic views (e.g., ocean, mountains, coastline).  Therefore, impacts 
relative to public scenic views would be less than significant. 

Visual Compatibility 

The project site, which is zoned M3-1VL, is located in an urbanized area characterized 

Municipal Code Section 
91,8104.15. 

B-4. On-site signs shall be limited to the 
maximum allowable under City 
Code. 

B-5. Multiple temporary signs in the 
store windows and along the 
building walls are not permitted. 

B-6. A minimum five-foot wide 
landscape buffer shall be planted 
adjacent to the residential towers. 

B-7. A landscape plan shall be prepared 
by a licensed landscape architect to 
the satisfaction of the decision 
maker. 

B-8. The Applicant shall ensure through 
appropriate postings and daily 
visual inspections that no 
unauthorized materials are posted 
on any temporary construction 
barriers or temporary pedestrian 
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Table I-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Mitigation Measures Level of Impact After Mitigation 

predominantly by mid-rise commercial and residential development along major 
arterials.  Structures in the area are of varying elevations and heights.  The project site is 
in an area where the zoning designations range from light industrial and low-density 
residential to commercial manufacturing, heavy industrial, and medium-density 
residential.  Under the Proposed Project, the project site and the associated Add Area 
would be rezoned to C2-1L (C2: Commercial Zone, 1L: Limited Height District).  
While the Proposed Project would not be compatible with the current light industrial 
zoning designation, due to its inclusion of residential dwelling units, the Proposed 
Project would be compatible with the C2 zoning designation.  While the Proposed 
Project would introduce the first mid-rise structure within the immediate project 
vicinity, the development would be compatible with the mass, scale, and contemporary 
design of buildings in the immediate vicinity.  Therefore, visual compatibility impacts 
would be less than significant. 

Policy and Regulatory Compliance 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with the policies set forth in the Urban Form 
and Neighborhood Design section of the City’s General Plan Framework document.  
Primary Urban Form and Neighborhood Design goals of the General Plan Framework 
are intended to promote pedestrian activity and to provide a quality experience for the 
City’s residents.  The General Plan Framework also encourages the enhancement of the 
livability of all neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of development and improving 
the quality of the public realm.   

 

walkways, and that such temporary 
barriers and walkways are 
maintained in a visually attractive 
manner throughout the 
construction period. 

B-9. The Applicant shall prepare a 
street tree plan to be reviewed and 
approved by the City’s Department 
of Public Works, Street Tree 
Division.  All plantings in the 
public right-of-way shall be 
installed in accordance with the 
approved street tree plan. 

B-10. All new sidewalks along the 
project’s street frontages shall be 
paved with pervious (permeable) 
concrete or interlocking pavers to 
create a distinctive pedestrian 
environment and to increase the 
opportunity for stormwater 
infiltration on the site.  

B-11. Project lighting shall be directed 
onto the site, and all lighting shall 
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Table I-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Mitigation Measures Level of Impact After Mitigation 

View Obstruction Impacts 

The public and streets and sidewalks in the project area contain very few views of 
scenic resources.  Views of the Palos Verdes Hills are almost entirely obstructed by 
existing development of in the Harbor Gateway area.  As the Proposed Project would 
not involve structures that would extend into the W. Sepulveda Boulevard, the Proposed 
Project would not obstruct the minimal views of the Palos Verdes Hills along W. 
Sepulveda Boulevard. 

Adjacent private locations, such as the single-family residential development south of 
the project site and the multi-family development northeast of the project site have 
views across the upper portions of the project site.  Through this upper portion, minimal 
views of the Palos Verdes Hills to the west from multi- and single-family residential 
uses would only be partially obstructed by the proposed structures.  Additionally, the 
thresholds within the City of L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) focus on public 
views and not on individual private views from commercial or residential properties.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact to private 
views.  

Light and Glare Impacts 

Lighting needed during Proposed Project construction could generate light spillover in 
the vicinity of the project area.  However, the adjacent land uses are not considered 
sensitive to light.  Thus, construction would not result in artificial light on sensitive 
uses.  Additionally, construction activities would occur primarily during daylight hours 
and any construction-related illumination would be used for safety and security 

be shielded from adjacent 
roadways and off-site properties.   

B-12. Atmospheric light pollution shall 
be minimized by utilizing lighting 
fixtures that cut-off light directed 
to the sky.   

B-13. Expansive areas of highly 
reflective materials, such as 
mirrored glass, shall not be 
permitted.   

B-14. Non-reflective building materials 
shall be used to the extent feasible 
to reduce potential glare impacts.  

B-15. The proposed buildings shall 
incorporate non-reflective exterior 
building materials (such as plaster 
and masonry) in their design.  Any 
glass to be incorporated into the 
façade of the building shall be 
either of low-reflectivity, or 
accompanied by a non-glare 
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Table I-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Mitigation Measures Level of Impact After Mitigation 

purposes only, in compliance with LAMC light intensity requirements.  Therefore, 
artificial light impacts associated with construction would be less than significant. 

Construction activities are not anticipated to result in flat, shiny surfaces that would 
reflect sunlight or cause other natural glare.  Therefore, less than significant impacts 
with respect to reflected sunlight and natural glare are anticipated. 

The Proposed Project would introduce new sources of light to the currently undeveloped 
project site.  On-site lighting would be designed to accent the architectural features of 
the Proposed Project and may be located on the building facades to highlight the 
architectural design.  All street and pedestrian lighting would be coordinated with the 
City of Los Angeles Bureau of Street Lighting to maintain appropriate and safe lighting 
levels on both sidewalks and roadways while minimizing errant light spillover.  
Although all lighting would be shielded and focused on the project site and directed 
away from the neighboring land uses, development of the currently vacant lot with new 
uses that require lighting creates a potential for significant light impacts on surrounding 
properties.   

The Proposed Project would introduce new sources of glare to the project site.  The 
Proposed Project would use non-reflective glass in all exterior windows and building 
surfaces.  These materials would reduce potential glare from reflected sunlight.  Overall, 
the building materials used would not be expected to cause glare that would be visually 
inconsistent with surrounding land uses, or to result in a substantial increase in glare 
that would affect nearby sensitive uses.  However, the Proposed Project would create 
reflective sources where none currently exist.  Therefore, impacts associated with glare 

coating.   

B-16. On-site signs shall be limited to the 
maximum allowable under the 
LAMC.  Multiple temporary signs 
in the store windows and along the 
building walls are not permitted.   
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Table I-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Mitigation Measures Level of Impact After Mitigation 

would be potentially significant.   

Shading Impacts 

As the project site is located north of the single-family residential uses, which are 
located south of W. Sepulveda Boulevard, the Proposed Project’s winter solstice 
shadows would not cast shadows on these residences.  The Proposed Project’s winter 
solstice shadows would cast no shadows on the Mulligan Family Center during the 
weekday operating hours and minimal amounts of shadows during weekend morning 
operating hours. As no shade-sensitive uses would be shaded for more than three hours, 
the winter solstice shadow impact of the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant. 

As the project site is located north of the single-family residential uses, which are 
located south of W. Sepulveda Boulevard, the Proposed Project’s summer solstice 
shadows would not cast shadows on these residences.  The Proposed Project’s summer 
solstice shadows would cast no shadows on the Mulligan Family Center during the 
weekday operating hours and minimal amounts of shadows during weekend morning 
operating hours.  As no shade-sensitive uses would be shaded for more than four hours, 
the summer solstice shadow impact of the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant. 

AIR QUALITY 

Construction Impacts 

Construction activities at the project site would generate pollutant emissions from the 

Air quality impacts generated by the 
Proposed Project would be less than 
significant without mitigation. 

The level of significance for the 
Proposed Project’s air quality-related 
impacts would be less than significant 
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following construction activities:  (1) grading and excavation; (2) construction workers 
traveling to and from the project site; (3) delivery and hauling of construction supplies and 
debris to and from the project site; (4) the fuel combustion generated by onsite construction 
equipment; and (5) building construction, including the application of architectural 
coatings.  These construction activities would temporarily create emissions of dusts, fumes, 
equipment exhaust, and other air contaminants.  Construction activities involving site 
preparation and grading would primarily generate PM10 emissions.  Mobile source 
emissions (use of diesel-fueled equipment onsite, and traveling to and from the project site) 
would primarily generate NOx emissions.  The application of architectural coatings would 
primarily result in the release of ROG emissions. 

Regional Air Quality Impacts 

The peak daily emissions generated during project construction would not exceed the 
regional emissions threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for any of the criteria 
pollutants (i.e., ROG, NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5) during any of the construction 
phases.  As such, the regional air quality impacts associated with the project-related 
construction emissions would be less than significant. 

Local Air Quality Impacts 

The closest receptor distance on the SCAQMD’s Mass Rate LST Look-up Tables is 82 
feet.  Although some of the nearest off-site receptors to the project site identified above are 
closer than 82 feet, the SCAQMD’s LST methodology states that projects with boundaries 
located closer than 82 feet (25 meters) to the nearest receptor should use the LSTs for 

without implementation of mitigation.   
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receptors located at 82 feet.  

On-site emissions generated by the Proposed Project during the different phases of 
construction would not exceed the established SCAQMD localized thresholds for NOx (in 
the form of NO2), CO, PM10, and PM2.5 at a receptor distance of 82 feet.  Thus, the on-site 
construction emissions would also not exceed the SCAQMD localized thresholds at 
receptor distances beyond 82 feet (i.e., 164, 328, 656, and 1,640 feet).  Therefore, the 
localized air quality impacts resulting from construction emissions associated with the 
Proposed Project would be less than significant. 

Operational Impacts 

Regional Air Quality Impacts 

The net operational emissions associated with the Proposed Project would not exceed 
the established SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG, NOx, CO, SOx PM10, and PM2.5 

during both the summertime and wintertime seasons.  Therefore, impacts associated 
with regional operational emissions from the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant.   

Local Air Quality Impacts 

The on-site operational emissions generated by the Proposed Project would not exceed 
the established SCAQMD localized thresholds for NOx (in the form of NO2), CO, PM10, 
and PM2.5.  Thus, the localized air quality impacts resulting from operational emissions 
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associated with the Proposed Project would be less than significant.   

Localized CO Impacts 

Future 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations near the study intersections would not 
exceed their respective national or State ambient air quality standards (i.e., the national 
1-hour CO ambient air quality standard is 35.0 ppm, and the State 1-hour CO ambient 
air quality standard is 20.0 ppm; the 8-hour national and State standards for localized 
CO concentrations are 9.0 ppm).  Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project 
and cumulative development would not expose any possible sensitive receptors (such as 
residential uses, schools, hospitals) located in close proximity to these intersections to 
substantial localized pollutant concentrations.  This would be a less than significant 
impact regarding the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

AQMP Consistency 

With regards to the second criterion, projects that are consistent with the regional 
population, housing, and employment forecasts identified by SCAG are considered to 
be consistent with the AQMP growth projections, since the forecast assumptions by 
SCAG forms the basis of the land use and transportation control portions of the AQMP.  
As discussed in Section IV.A, Impacts Found To Be Less Than Significant, the 
Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact with respect to population, 
housing, and employment that would be introduced at the project site.  With the 
construction of the proposed 352 multi-family residential units, the Proposed Project 
would generate approximately 1,214 residents, which represents 0.8 percent of the of 
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the City’s projected growth rate between the years 2010 and 2020.  The 352 new 
dwelling units would represent approximately 0.3 percent of the anticipated housing 
growth rate for the City through the year 2020.  Additionally, the proposed 17,904 
square feet of retail uses at the project site is anticipated to generate approximately 40 
employees, which would represent approximately 0.06 percent of SCAG’s anticipated 
growth rate for the City between the years 2010 and 2020.     

As the Proposed Project would be consistent with the underlying assumptions of the 
SCAQMD’s 2007 AQMP and does not cause or worsen an exceedance of an ambient 
air quality standard, the Proposed Project is concluded to be consistent with that plan.  
This impact would be less than significant. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

As the Proposed Project would consist of the development of residential and retail uses, 
and would not include any land uses involving the use, storage, or processing of 
carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic toxic air contaminants, no toxic airborne emissions 
would result from its implementation.  In addition, construction activities associated 
with the Proposed Project would be typical of other similar residential and commercial 
developments in the City, and would be subject to the regulations and laws relating to 
toxic air pollutants at the regional, State, and federal level that would protect sensitive 
receptors from substantial concentrations of these emissions.  Therefore, impacts 
associated with the release of TACs by the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant. 

The nearest source of pollution to the future on-site residents would be the dry cleaners 
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located at 1308 Sepulveda Boulevard and 1249 Sepulveda Boulevard.  Based on the site 
plan for the Proposed Project, the future on-site residential units would be located 
beyond 700 feet of both these dry cleaners, which is beyond the distances recommended 
by the ARB for these sources of air pollution.  Therefore, health impacts on the 
proposed residents from the existing uses in the project vicinity would be less than 
significant.   

GHG Emissions 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with all feasible and applicable strategies to 
reduce GHG emissions in California.  Therefore, the impact of the Proposed Project 
with respect to GHG emissions would be less than significant. 

LAND USE 

Land Use Compatibility 

The building heights and massing that would be developed with the implementation of 
the Proposed Project would represent a substantial change in the visual character of the 
project site from what currently exists.  The Proposed Project would provide a visual 
contrast with the family fun center and office/warehouse facilities adjacent to the project 
site, and the single family residential uses located along Sepulveda Boulevard to the 
south.  While the Proposed Project would introduce the first mid-rise structures within 
the immediate project vicinity, the development would be compatible with the mass, 
scale, and contemporary design of buildings in the immediate vicinity.  Additionally, 
the Proposed Project would replace a vacant lot with a use that is more compatible with 
surrounding development.  Thus, the Proposed Project, two mid-rise structures 

As the Proposed Project is consistent with 
existing land use regulations and compatible 
with adjacent land uses, no mitigation 
measures are required.  

 

Impacts on land use compatibility and 
zoning would be less than significant. 
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containing multi-family residential uses, and the possible inclusion of commercial uses 
located within the Add Area, is considered to be visually compatible with the 
surrounding land uses fronting W. Sepulveda Boulevard and Normandie Avenue as 
there are several multi-story buildings of contemporary design in the area.  In addition, 
the Proposed Project would be subject to design guidelines implemented through the 
LAMC to assure, among other things that the Proposed Project would be compatible in 
terms of design, massing, and architectural integrity.  Therefore, no significant impacts 
would result from the Proposed Project with regard to land use compatibility.   

The Proposed Project would not physically divide an established community.  No 
separation of uses or disruption of access between land use types would occur as a result 
of the Proposed Project.   

Consistency with Land Use Regulations 

Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

The Proposed Project would be generally consistent with policies set forth in Chapter 3, 
Growth Management, of the RCPG as it would maximize an existing urbanized area 
that is accessible to transit.  Therefore, impacts related to consistency with these polices 
would be less than significant. 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with policies set forth in Housing Element of 
the City of Los Angeles General Plan.  The Proposed Project would be generally 
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consistent with the policies set forth in the Housing Element.  Further, the Proposed 
Project would help implement policies of the Housing Element by preserving the nature 
of the surrounding residential neighborhood and developing a range of residential 
housing types that would accommodate all income levels in the area.  Therefore, 
impacts related to consistency with these polices would be less than significant. 

Harbor Gateway Community Plan 

The Harbor Gateway Community Plan designates the project site as Industrial.  The 
Harbor Gateway Community Plan designation refers to the LAMC for specific land uses 
permitted within this designation.  The Industrial land use designation corresponds with 
the following LAMC zone: M3 (Heavy Industrial Zone).   

The Proposed Project would be generally consistent with the policies set forth in the 
Harbor Gateway Community Plan.  Further, the Proposed Project would help implement 
policies of the Harbor Gateway Community Plan by preserving the surrounding 
residential neighborhood and developing additional housing to enhance the character of 
the existing community.  Therefore, impacts related to consistency with these polices 
would be less than significant. 

City of Los Angeles Industrial Land Use Policy 

The project site and surrounding industrially-designated areas can be most accurately 
characterized as a remnant industrial area that has been subsumed by surrounding 
residential and commercial uses such that the existing Heavy Industrial land use 
designation is no longer logical.  Indeed, any use attempting to follow the existing 
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General Plan designation and zoning would be deemed inappropriate based on impacts 
to surrounding areas both inside and outside the City of Los Angeles.  As such, any 
comprehensive planning process that looked closely at this area would likely conclude 
that the existing land use designation would need to be changed.  The project proposes 
to change the land use designation for the project site from Heavy Industrial to 
Commercial and the same would be appropriate for the surrounding areas from a 
comprehensive planning standpoint.  Moreover, changing the land use designation of 
this area from Heavy Industrial to Commercial would retain the potential for this area to 
retain its ability to accommodate employment-generating uses.  Taking all of these 
factors into account, the conversion of this area from Heavy Industrial to Commercial 
land use designations would not be inconsistent with the City’s Industrial Land Use 
Policy. 

City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code 

Permitted Uses 

The project site is currently zoned as M3-1VL.  The Proposed Project may require 
several permits and approvals, including but not limited to:  General Plan Amendment 
from Heavy Manufacturing to Neighborhood Commercial (Proposed Project and Add 
Area); Zone Change from M3-1VL to C2-1L (Proposed Project and Add  Area); Height 
District Change from 1VL to 1L (Proposed Project); Site Plan Review for 352 
residential units (Proposed Project); Adjustment to permit reduced rear yard of 15 feet 
northerly in lieu of the 18 foot rear yard required on Lot 2 and 3; side yards of 5 feet 
southerly in lieu of the 9 foot side yard on Lot 3 in the C2-1L Zone; Zoning 
Administrator Adjustment to permit 2½ foot balcony projections in lieu of 1 foot 



City of Los Angeles  March 2010 

 

 

 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project  I. Introduction/Summary 
Screencheck Draft Environmental Impact Report  Page I-22 
 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT ~ Work In Progress 
 

Table I-1 
Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Environmental Impact Mitigation Measures Level of Impact After Mitigation 

projections into the side yard westerly and southerly and, rear yard northerly on Lot 2 
and 3 in the C2-1L Zone; Grading Permit; Approval of a haul route permit for the 
export of dirt; and other actions from local, regional, State, and federal agencies as may 
be required to implement the Proposed Project.  Accordingly, the Project Applicant has 
requested zone changes, and height district changes.  With project approval, project 
impacts on zoning would be less than significant. 

In accordance with Section 12.20 of the City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning 
Code, the Proposed Project uses are not permitted within the M3 (Heavy Industrial 
Zone) zones.  M3-1VL is an industrial zone which allows for the construction of a 
variety of industrial and manufacturing uses.  As discussed above, Height District 1VL 
establishes a height limit on buildings.  In Height District 1VL, no building shall exceed 
three stories, nor shall it exceed 45 feet in height.  Therefore, the general use of the site 
for six-story residential purposes would not be consistent with the M3-1VL zone.  
However, the Project Applicant is seeking a zone change and a height change from M3-
1VL to C2-1L.  The C2 zone allows for the development of residential and commercial 
uses including those proposed by the project.  With project approval, project impacts 
would be less than significant.  

Setback Requirements 

The applicant is seeking an adjustment to permit reduced rear yard of 15 feet northerly 
in lieu of the 18 foot rear yard required on Lot 2 and 3; side yards of 5 feet southerly in 
lieu of the 9 foot side yard on Lot 3 in the C2-1L Zone; and a Zoning Administrator 
Adjustment to permit 2½ foot balcony projections in lieu of 1 foot projections into the 
side yard westerly and southerly and, rear yard northerly on Lot 2 and 3 in the C2-1L 
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Zone.  Accordingly, the Project Applicant has requested zone changes, and height 
district changes.  With project approval, project impacts on zoning would be less than 
significant. 

Density Limitations 

The M3-1VL zone corresponds with Height District 1VL.  Pursuant to LAMC Section 
12.21.1(A), Height District No. 1VL states no building or structure shall exceed three 
stories, nor shall it exceed 45 feet in height.  The Proposed Project is requesting a Zone 
Change from 1VL to 1L.  1L requires that no building exceed six-stories or 75 feet in 
height.  With the requested zone change, project impacts on zoning would be less than 
significant.   

Open Space 

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.19A.4.(b)(5) of the Light Industrial zone, in the event the 
use is conducted in an area enclosed by a wall or fence as hereinabove provided, all 
property adjacent to any street is landscaped to a minimum depth of two feet measured 
at a right angle from the adjacent street and extending the full length of the property 
contiguous to such street except for areas necessary for ingress and egress.  The 
Proposed Project is requesting a Zone Change from M3 to C2.  C2 requires that for all 
portions of buildings erected and used for residential purposes, side and rear yard 
conforming to the requirements of the.  R4 Zone (Section 12.11 C.2. and 3.) shall be 
provided and maintained at the floor level of the first story used in whole or in part for 
residential purposes.  In addition, the lot area requirements of the R4 Zone (Section 
12.11 C.4.) shall apply to all portions of buildings used for residential purposes.  With 
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the requested zone change, project impacts on zoning would be less than significant.   

Parking Requirements 

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.19A.4.(b)(4) of the Light Industrial zone, paved off street 
parking spaces are provided for buildings as required by Section 12.21-A of the LAMC.  
The Proposed Project is requesting a Zone Change from M3 to C2.  Pursuant to LAMC 
Section 12.21-A.4(a), parking is required at the following ratio: One parking space for 
each dwelling unit of less than three habitable rooms, one and one-half parking spaces 
for each dwelling unit of three habitable rooms, and two parking spaces for each 
dwelling unit of more than three habitable rooms.  The applicant is assuming a 
requirement of 2.0 parking spaces per residential unit.  Additionally, although the 
LAMC does not specifically identify requirements for residential guest parking spaces 
for residential developments, recent actions and historical recommendations by the 
Advisory Agency of the City have identified guest parking requirements for market-rate 
residential uses of 0.20 to 0.25 spaces per unit.  The applicant is assuming a requirement 
of 0.25 guest parking spaces per residential unit.  The amount of on-site parking 
required for the Proposed Project was calculated based on these parking ratios, and the 
results are summarized in Section IV.G Traffic, Transportation, and Parking.  The 
Proposed Project would provide a total of 797 (709 resident and 88 guest) off-street 
parking spaces.  Therefore, the amount of parking for the Proposed Project would 
exceed the current LAMC parking requirements, and as such, no significant off-site 
parking impacts or spill over parking into adjoining residential neighborhoods or 
commercial areas is anticipated. 
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City of Los Angeles Sign Regulations 

Proposed signage associated with the project would include limited project identity 
signs, address signs, and major tenant identities throughout the project site.  Therefore, 
project impacts would be less than significant.   

Zone Change 

Pursuant to Section 12.32 C 7 of the Municipal Code the proposed zone change is 
deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare, and good zoning 
practice.  The requested C2-1L zone is also corresponds to the Neighborhood 
Commercial Plan Land Use designation which lists C1.5, C2, CR, C4, RAS3, RAS4, 
R3, R4, and R5 as corresponding zones.  

Walkability Checklist 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with policies set forth in the Walkability 
Checklist of the City of Los Angeles.  The Proposed Project would be partially 
consistent with the strategies set forth in the Walkability Checklist.  Therefore, impacts 
related to consistency with these strategies would be less than significant. 

NOISE 

Construction Noise 

Temporary construction noise levels could periodically reach 79.2 dBA CNEL for the 
single-family residential uses to the south.  As shown previously in Table IV.E-5, 
existing noise levels at these single-family uses to the south average 68.4 dBA CNEL, 

The following mitigation measures are 
recommended to further reduce 
construction-related noise and vibration 
impacts:   

With mitigation, the Proposed Project 
would result in less than significant 
impacts with respect to noise.   
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due to traffic.  Thus, noise levels from construction activities at the project site would 
exceed 75 dBA at 110 feet from the project site.  However, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures E-1 through E-8, which would require the implementation of noise 
reduction devices and techniques during construction at the project site, would serve to 
reduce the noise levels associated with construction of the Proposed Project to the 
maximum extent feasible.  Thus, the Proposed Project would be in compliance with the 
City’s Code with respect to construction, and would not violate the noise standards 
established in the LAMC.  Therefore, construction noise impacts at the off-site 
residential uses would be less than significant with mitigation.   

Construction-Related Groundborne Vibration 

Due to the use of construction equipment during the site grading and preparation phase, 
the Proposed Project would expose the surrounding off-site sensitive uses to 
groundborne vibration levels.  Such equipment could include large bulldozers, caisson 
drilling rigs, loaded trucks and small bulldozers.  As previously mentioned, the nearest 
sensitive receptors to the project site are the single-family residences located 
approximately 110 feet to the south of the Proposed Project.  Therefore, due to distance 
and attenuation, the vibration velocity forecasted to occur these nearby sensitive 
receptors would be 0.01 PPV.  This would not exceed the threshold for “engineered 
concrete and masonry buildings,” which is 0.3 PPV.  In terms of human annoyance, the 
single-family residences would experience groundborne vibration of 67.7 VdB.  This 
would not exceed the FTA’s threshold of 80 VdB for residential uses where people 
normally sleep.  As such, the vibration impacts would be less than significant.  

E-1. The project shall comply with the 
City of Los Angeles Noise 
Ordinance No. 112.05 which 
prohibits the emission or creation of 
noise beyond certain levels at 
adjacent uses unless technically 
infeasible. 

E-2. The project shall comply with the 
City of Los Angeles Noise 
Ordinance No. 41.40 which restricts 
construction and demolition 
activities to the hours of 7:00 AM to 
9:00 PM Monday through Friday, 
and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on 
Saturday. 

E-3. Construction and demolition 
activities shall be scheduled so as to 
avoid operating several pieces of 
equipment simultaneously, which 
causes high noise levels. 

E-4. The use of those pieces of 
construction equipment or 
construction methods with the 
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Operational Noise 

Traffic Noise 

Offsite locations in the project vicinity would experience a slight increase in noise 
resulting from the additional traffic generated by the Proposed Project.   

As shown, the Proposed Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of 0.6 
dBA CNEL for the roadway segment of Normandie Avenue, north of 223rd Street.  
Because the increase in local noise levels at all of the analyzed roadway segments 
resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project would not exceed the 3.0 dBA 
CNEL threshold established under the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, they would not 
represent a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels.  Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant.   

HVAC Systems 

The noise levels generated by HVAC units would not exceed the City’s exterior noise 
level standard of 65 dBA CNEL residential uses.  Thus, the residential uses off-site 
would not be exposed to noise levels that exceed the City’s noise standards.   

Parking Facilities 

Impacts associated with noise generated as a result of the operation of the Proposed 
Project would not adversely affect the surrounding residential uses, and this impact 
would be less than significant.   

greatest peak noise generation 
potential shall be minimized to the 
extent feasible.  Examples include 
the use of drills, jackhammers, and 
pile drivers. 

E-5. Noise and groundborne vibration 
construction activities whose 
specific location on the site may be 
flexible (e.g., operation of 
compressors and generators, cement 
mixing, general truck idling) shall 
be conducted as far as possible from 
the nearest noise-sensitive land uses, 
and natural and/or manmade barriers 
(e.g., intervening construction 
trailers) shall be used to screen 
propagation of noise from such 
activities towards these land uses to 
the maximum extent possible. 

E-6. Equipment warm-up areas, water 
tanks, and equipment storage areas 
shall be located as far as possible 
from the surrounding residential 
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Operational Vibration 

Although groundborne vibration at the project site and immediate vicinity may currently 
result from heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g., refuse trucks, delivery trucks, and transit 
buses) on the nearby local roadways, the proposed residential uses at the project site 
would not be a land use that attracts any of these heavy-duty vehicles.  While refuse 
trucks would be used for the disposal of solid waste at the project site, these trips would 
typically only occur once a week and would not be any different than those presently 
occurring at the project site for the existing commercial uses.  As such, vibration 
impacts associated with operation of the Proposed Project would be less than 
significant. 

uses. 

E-7. The project contractor shall use 
power construction equipment with 
state-of-the-art noise shielding and 
muffling devices. 

E-8. Flexible sound control curtains shall 
be placed around drilling 
apparatuses and drill rigs used 
within the project site, if sensitive 
receptors are located at, or within, 
50 feet. 

PUBLIC SERVICES- FIRE PROTECTION 

Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Project construction would not be expected to tax fire fighting and emergency services 
to the extent that there would be a need for new, expanded, consolidated, or relocated 
fire facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other 
performance objectives of LAFD.  Therefore, construction-related impacts to fire 
protection services would be less than significant. 

Long-Term Operational Impacts 

The  increase in residents and employees at the project site would generate a potential 
increase in the demand for fire protection services.  The discussion below considers the 

No significant impacts related to fire 
protection services have been identified, 
and no mitigation measures are required.  
However, the City requires implementation 
of the following Standard Conditions of 
Approval: 

F-1. During demolition and construction, 
LAFD access from major roadways 
and internal roadways shall remain 
clear and unobstructed. 

The Proposed Project’s impacts on fire 
protection services would be less than 
significant. 
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major criteria for determining the Proposed Project’s potential impacts to fire protection 
services, including fire flows, response distance and time, and LAFD review of hydrants 
and access.   

Fire Flows 

Hydrants, water lines and water tanks would be installed according to Fire Code 
requirements for the Proposed Project.  As such, with respect to fire flows, fire 
protection services would be adequate and the associated impact would be less than 
significant.  

Response Distance and Access 

Emergency vehicle access to the Proposed Project would be provided by local and 
major roadways near and adjacent to the project site (i.e. Normandie Avenue, Vermont 
Avenue, Sepulveda Boulevard, Lomita Boulevard, and the Pacific Coast Highway).  
The vehicular driveways and a centrally located designated fire lane would be expected 
to provide adequate emergency access to the Proposed Project.  Therefore, impacts 
related to emergency access would be less than significant. 

The existing and future fire flows, response distance, and emergency access would 
accommodate the Proposed Project without necessitating the construction or expansion 
of any fire stations to maintain acceptable levels of fire protection services.  Buildout of 
the Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact with respect to fire 
protection services. 

F-2. The Project Applicant shall submit a 
plot plan to the LAFD prior to 
occupancy of the Proposed Project, 
for review and approval, which shall 
provide the capacity of the fire 
mains serving the project site and 
projected demands.  Any required 
upgrades shall be identified and 
implemented prior to occupancy of 
the project. 

F-3. The design of the project site shall 
provide adequate access for Fire 
Department equipment and 
personnel to the structure.   

F-4. No building or portion of a building 
shall be constructed more than 300 
feet from an approved fire hydrant.  
Distance shall be computed along 
the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel 
distances shall be computed to the 
front door of the unit. 

F-5. The applicant shall submit plot plans 
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for LAFD approval of access and 
fire hydrants. 

F-6. The Proposed Project shall provide 
adequate off-site public and on-site 
private fire hydrants.   

F-7. Fire Code requirements that would 
be implemented as part of the 
Proposed Project include 
compliance with all applicable State 
and local codes and ordinances, fire 
lane design (including width and 
clearances), fire hydrant locations, 
fire hydrant flow rates, access roads, 
turning areas, distances from street 
or fire lane to condominiums and 
hotels, requirements for 
accommodating LAFD equipment, 
and load bearing requirements for 
fire access areas to accommodate 
LAFD equipment.   

PUBLIC SERVICES- POLICE PROTECTION 

Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Construction sites can provide hazards, and invite theft and vandalism.  When not 

F-8. The Project design shall address 
access control to proposed structures 

With implementation of the mitigation 
measures, impacts on police protection 
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properly secured, construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement 
from more pressing matters that require their attention.  Developers typically take 
precautions to prevent trespassing through construction sites.  Most commonly, 
temporary fencing is installed around the construction site to keep out the curious.  
Deployment of roving security guards is also an effective strategy in preventing 
problems from developing.  The project applicant would employ common sense 
precautions to ensure that there is limited need for local law enforcement at the 
construction site.  Therefore, impacts on police protection services would be less than 
significant. 

Construction of the Proposed Project is anticipated to result in a significant impact at 
one of the 11 study area intersections (No. 4, Normandie Avenue and Sepulveda 
Boulevard).  However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure G-1, traffic impacts 
would be reduced to a level that is less than significant and LAPD access would not be 
affected.  Although minor traffic delays may occur during construction, particularly 
during the construction of any potential utilities and street improvements, impacts to 
police response times would be minimal and temporary.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Project’s construction-related impacts on police protection services would be less than 
significant. 

Long-Term Operational Impacts 

The Proposed Project would include security cameras and lighting to enhance public 
safety.  Visually obstructed and infrequently accessed “dead zones” would be limited 
and, where possible, access control features would limit public access.  The building 
and layout design of the project would also include crime prevention features, such as 

including parking areas, security 
lighting, landscaping planning and 
minimization of dead space to 
eliminate areas of concealment, and 
provision of security patrol 
throughout the Project Site if 
needed.  The Design Out Crime 
Guidelines:  Crime Prevention 
Through Environmental Design, 
The Design Out Crime Guidelines:  
Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design, published by 
LAPD, shall be used for reference.  
All crime prevention features shall 
be reviewed and approved by the 
LAPD prior to the issuance of a 
building permit. 

F-9. Upon completion of the Project, the 
applicant shall provide the LAPD’s 
Central Area Commanding Officer 
with a diagram of all portions of the 
Project Site that includes access 
routes and any other applicable 
information that may facilitate 

services would be less than significant. 
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nighttime security lighting and secure parking facilities.  All crime prevention features 
would be approved by the LAPD prior to the issuance of a building permit.  In addition, 
the combination of residential and retail uses would foster the visible and non-visible 
presence of residents and employees at all times during the day and night.  This would 
provide a sense of security during evening and early morning hours.  The discussion 
below considers the some of the criteria that may be used to determine the Proposed 
Project’s impact upon police protection services, including LAPD response time and 
staffing levels in the project area.   

 

Officer-to-Population Ratio 

The Proposed Project would introduce approximately 1,214 individuals to the project 
site.  With the construction of the Proposed Project, the new persons introduced on a 
daily basis would require approximately one additional officer in order to maintain the 
preferred officer-to-population ratio of 1:1,000 on the project site.  However, the 
addition of these new residents at the project site would not require any additional 
officers in order to maintain the current officer-to-population ratio in the greater Harbor 
Gateway area, because 1,214 additional residents would only result in a minimal change 
of the current ratio of one officer per 939 residents.  Similarly, buildout of the Proposed 
Project would not result in increased demand for officers to meet the preferred ratio of 
1:1,000 in the Harbor Gateway area and impacts to officer-to-population ration would 
be less than significant.   

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, a significant environmental impact would 

police response. 

F-10. The Project Applicant shall employ 
security features, such as fencing, 
security lighting, and roaming 
security guards, which would serve 
to minimize the need for LAPD 
services during construction. 

F-11. Prior to the issuance of a certificate 
of occupancy for each construction 
phase and on-going during 
operations, an Emergency 
Procedures Plan shall be developed 
to address emergency concerns and 
practices.  The plan shall be subject 
to review by the LAPD. 
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occur if a project would require the provision of new or physically altered police 
protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered police protection facilities 
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts.  Since the development of the Proposed Project may 
result in the need for additional officers which may result in the need to construct new 
police stations, it is possible that a significant physical environmental impact could 
occur.  Therefore, the mitigation measures identified below would be implemented to 
minimize the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on police protection services. 

 

Response Times 

Local area traffic levels could have an impact on response time for fire protection 
services.  As discussed in Section IV.G, Traffic-Transportation-Parking, the Proposed 
Project is anticipated to result in a significant impact at one of the 11 study area 
intersections (No. 4, Normandie Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard), prior to mitigation.  
However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure G-1, traffic impacts would be 
reduced to a level that is less than significant and LAPD access would not be affected. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project’s impact to response time is considered to be less than 
significant. 

Emergency Access 

Emergency vehicle access to the project site is provided from major and local roadways.  
Major roadways near the project site include Normandie Avenue, Vermont Avenue, 
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Sepulveda Boulevard, Lomita Boulevard, and the Pacific Coast Highway all of which 
are near or adjacent to the project site.  Access to the project site would be provided 
from Sepulveda Boulevard to A Street which is located on the project site.  While 
primary emergency vehicle access will be accommodated via the Sepulveda Boulevard 
access point, secondary emergency and fire department vehicle access is planned via an 
easement through an adjacent property to the east.  This easement is planned to provide 
a direct connection between the project site and Normandie Avenue.  In addition, a fire 
department turnaround is planned at the terminus of the Lot 2 and 3 internal roadway.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project’s impacts to emergency vehicle access would be less 
than significant. 

PUBLIC SERVICES- SCHOOLS 

The Proposed Project would generate a total net increase of approximately 93 students, 
including 46 elementary students, 24 middle school students, and 23 high school 
students. 

Pursuant to the California Government Code, payment of the school fees established by 
the LAUSD in accordance with existing rules and regulations regarding the calculation 
and payment of such fees would, by law, mitigate the Proposed Project’s direct and 
indirect impacts on schools.  Therefore, impacts on school services would be less than 
significant.  Implementation of the mitigation measure identified below, requiring the 
mandatory payment of school fees in conformance with SB 50 would be mandatory and 
would provide full and complete mitigation of school impacts for the purposes of 
CEQA.  

With payment of school fees pursuant to SB 
50, all potential impacts would be less than 
significant and no mitigation measures are 
required.  

 

The Proposed Project’s impacts on 
schools would be less than significant. 
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PUBLIC SERVICES- PARKS AND RECREATION 

The standard minimum parkland-to-resident ratio provided in the City’s Public 
Recreation Plan is one acre per 1,000 residents.  It is estimated that the development of 
the Project would result in an increase of approximately 1,214 residents.  Based on the 
parkland-to-resident ratio, the Project would generate a need for approximately 1.214 
additional acres of public parkland in the project area.  However, to alleviate the 
demand on City parks and recreational facilities, the Project applicant would be required 
to pay Quimby fees to the City to satisfy its obligations under the Quimby Act and/or 
payment of a Dwelling Unit Construction Tax.  Therefore, with the fulfillment of the 
City code-required open space on-site, payment of Quimby fees and/or the Dwelling 
Unit Construction Tax to the City, impacts to parks and recreational facilities would be 
less than significant. 

With payment of park fees, significant 
impacts related to parks and recreation 
would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation measures are required.   

 

The Proposed Project’s impacts on park 
and recreation services would be less 
than significant. 

 

PUBLIC SERVICES- LIBRARIES 

The project is located in a developed urban area within the Harbor Gateway Community 
Plan Area.  General land uses in the vicinity of the project sites include various 
commercial, residential, institutional, and industrial properties.  Development of the 
Proposed Project includes 352 residential units, approximately 17,904 square feet of 
retail uses, and approximately 90,261 square feet of open space.  

The project site is primarily served by the Harbor City – Harbor Gateway Branch 
Library, located at 24000 S. Western Street.  At 14,650 square feet, the library does 
meet the new branch building size criteria when the estimated 2010 library service area 
population is considered.  As discussed in Section IV.A., Impacts Found to be less than 
Significant, the Proposed Project is expected to generate approximately 1,214 new 
residents.  According to the LAPL, the Proposed Project buildout would have 

While impacts to library services would be 
less than significant, it has been 
recommended that the Project Applicant 
pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita 
based upon projected employment and 
residential population of the development.  
The funds will be used for additional books, 
computer, and other library materials and 
information services.   

 

With the implementation of library fees, 
impacts on library facilities would be 
less than significant. 
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potentially significant impacts on library services unless mitigated.  The project 
applicant may be required to pay per capita developer fees to alleviate any increased 
library demands as a result of the project buildout.  However, such fees would not be 
used toward the development of new or the expansion of existing library facilities and 
therefore would not result in environmental impacts.  With payment of these fees, 
project impacts to library facilities would be less than significant. 

TRAFFIC, TRANSPORTATION, AND PARKING 

Operational Impacts 

Based on adopted trip rates, the Proposed Project is anticipated to generate 
approximately 1,434 net daily trips, including 19 trips during the AM peak hour and 55 
trips during the PM peak hour. 

Existing Conditions 

Four of the 11 study intersections are presently operating at LOS D or better during the 
AM and PM peak hours under existing conditions. 

Existing With Ambient Growth Conditions (Without Proposed Project) 

Five of the 11 study intersections are expected to operate at LOS D or better during the 
AM and PM peak hours with the addition of ambient growth traffic through the year 
2014.   

Future Conditions With Related Projects 

Operational Traffic 

The Proposed Project is anticipated to result 
in a significant impact at one of the 11 study 
area intersections (No. 4, Normandie 
Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard), prior to 
mitigation.  The following traffic mitigation 
measure is recommended to reduce the 
forecast significant traffic impact at the 
study intersection to less than significant 
levels.  

G-1. The recommended mitigation 
measure consists of modifying the 
northbound approach on Normandie 
Avenue at Sepulveda Boulevard to 
provide one additional through lane.  
To accommodate the proposed 

With the implementation of the 
mitigation measure, traffic impacts 
would be reduced to a level that is less 
than significant.  This mitigation 
measure is expected to improve 
operations to 0.949 (LOS E) from 0.980 
(LOS E) during the AM peak hour.  
During the PM peak hour, the 
improvement is expected to improve 
operations to 0.777 (LOS C) from 0.811 
(LOS D). 
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The V/C ratios at all 11 study intersections would be incrementally increased with the 
addition of traffic generated by the related projects.  Four of the 11 study intersections 
are expected to continue operating at LOS D or better during the AM and PM peak 
hours with the addition of ambient traffic growth and the traffic generated by the related 
projects.  

Future Conditions With Proposed Project 

Application of the City’s threshold criteria to the “With Proposed Project” scenario 
indicates that the Proposed Project is expected to result in significant impacts at one of 
the 11 study intersections (No. 4, Normandie Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard).  
Incremental but not significant impacts are noted at the remaining ten study 
intersections. 

Congestion Management Program Freeways 

The Proposed Project would not add 150 or more trips (in either direction) during the 
AM or PM peak hours to a CMP freeway monitoring location.  Therefore, there would 
be no impact associated with this issue and no further review of potential impacts to 
freeway monitoring locations that are part of the CMP highway system is required. 

Congestion Management Program Intersections 

The Proposed Project would not add 50 or more trips during the AM or PM peak hours.  
Therefore, there would be no impact associated with this issue and no further review of 
potential impacts to CMP intersection monitoring locations that are part of the CMP 

through lane, the existing bike lane 
along the northbound approach on 
Normandie Avenue would be 
removed and the existing roadway 
striping would be modified.  Parking 
prohibitions may likely be required 
during the PM commuter peak 
period (i.e., 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) 
along the east side of Normandie 
Avenue, north of the intersection.  
The resultant northbound approach 
lane configuration would provide a 
left-turn lane, two through lanes, 
and one shared through/right-turn 
lane.  Also, it is proposed that the 
eastbound approach on Sepulveda 
Boulevard at Normandie Avenue be 
modified to provide a right-turn only 
lane.  The resultant eastbound 
approach lane configuration would 
provide one left-turn lane, three 
through lanes, and one right-turn 
only lane.  To accommodate the 
proposed right-turn lane, the 
existing median island on the west 
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highway system is required. 

Alternative Transportation 

Pursuant to the CMP guidelines, the Proposed Project is forecast to generate demand for 
nine new transit trips during the weekday AM peak hour.  During the PM peak hour, the 
Proposed Project is forecast to generate demand for 12 new transit trips.  Over a 24-hour 
period, the Proposed Project is forecast to generate a demand for 133 daily transit trips.  
Four bus transit lines and routes are provided adjacent to or in close proximity to the 
project site, with two of these transit lines and routes directly serving the site along the 
project frontage.  A total of three different bus transit providers provide service within 
the area.  These four transit lines provide service for an average (i.e., an average of the 
directional number of buses during the peak hours) of approximately 15 buses during 
the AM peak hour and roughly 16 buses during the PM peak hour.  Therefore, based on 
the above calculated AM and PM peak hour transit trips, this would correspond to less 
than two transit riders per bus.  It is anticipated that the existing transit service in the 
project area will adequately accommodate the project generated transit trips.  Thus, 
given the low number of project-generated transit trips per bus, based on the calculated 
number of generated transit trips, no project impacts on existing or future transit 
services in the project area are expected to occur as a result of the Proposed Project.  
Moreover, implementation of the Proposed Project would in no way conflict with 
adopted policies, plans, or programs designed to support alternative transportation.  As 
such, there would be no impact associated with this issue. 

Emergency Access 

leg of the intersection along 
Sepulveda Boulevard would likely 
require removal and the existing 
eastbound and westbound roadway 
striping would be modified for 
transitional purposes. 

G-2. Prior to the issuance of an 
occupancy permit, the Project 
Applicant shall: 

a. Restripe the northbound 
approach on Normandie 
Avenue at Lomita 
Boulevard for one additional 
left-turn lane.  (The resultant 
northbound approach lane 
configuration would provide 
two left-turn lanes, one 
through lane, and one shared 
though/right-turn lane.) 

b. To accommodate the 
proposed left-turn lane, the 
existing median would 
require removal and the 
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Emergency access to the project site would be designed in accordance with the 
requirements of the Los Angeles Fire Department.  Furthermore, while primary 
emergency vehicle access will be accommodated via the Sepulveda Boulevard access 
point, secondary emergency and fire department vehicle access is planned via an 
easement through an adjacent property to the east.  This easement is planned to provide 
a direct connection between the project site and Normandie Avenue.  In addition, a fire 
department turnaround is planned at the terminus of the Lot 2 driveway.  As operation 
of the Proposed Project would not result in inadequate emergency access, no impacts 
associated with this issue would occur.   

Parking 

The Proposed Project is required to provide 396 parking spaces each on Lot 2 and 3.  
The Proposed Project would provide 398 parking spaces on Lot 2 and 399 parking 
spaces on Lot 3.  The Proposed Project would provide a total of 797 (709 resident and 
88 guest) off-street parking spaces.  Therefore, the amount of parking for the Proposed 
Project would exceed the current LAMC parking requirements, and as such, no 
significant off-site parking impacts or spill over parking into adjoining residential 
neighborhoods or commercial areas is anticipated. 

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21-A.4(c), parking is required for general retail uses at 
the following ratio: a minimum of 4.0 parking spaces for each 1,000 square feet of floor 
area.  Therefore, for a conservative analysis for future development a total of 72 parking 
spaces would be required for Lots 4 and 5 (known as the Add Area). 

existing roadway striping 
would need to be modified.  
A traffic signal modification 
may be required. 

c. Make a fair-share 
contribution towards the Los 
Angeles County Intelligent 
Transportation System for 
study intersections 8 
(Vermont 
Avenue/Sepulveda 
Boulevard) and 9 (I-110 
Freeway Southbound Off-
Ramp/Sepulveda 
Boulevard). 

 

 



 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project  II. Project Description 
Screencheck Draft Environmental Impact Report  Page II-1 
 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT ~ Work In Progress 
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A. PROJECT APPLICANT 

The project applicant is A & M Properties, Inc.  located at 23545 Crenshaw Boulevard, Suite 100, 
Torrance, CA 90505. 

B. PROJECT LOCATION 

The project site is an approximately 5.12-acre (222,906 square feet) vacant lot, located at 1311 West 
Sepulveda Boulevard in the Harbor Gateway community within the City of Los Angeles.  The project site 
is generally bounded by office warehouse uses to the north and east, West Sepulveda Boulevard to the 
south, and the Mulligan Family Fun Center to the west (see Figure II-1, Regional and Project Vicinity 
Map and Figure II-2, Aerial Photograph).   

The project applicant owns leases or otherwise has access to all parcels that comprise the project site.  No 
acquisition of property through eminent domain will be required to implement the Proposed Project.   

Regional access to the project site is provided via the I-110 Freeway (Harbor Freeway) and the I-405 
Freeway (San Diego Freeway).  Major north-south streets serving the project site and surrounding area 
include Normandie Avenue and South Western Avenue.  Major east-west streets serving the project site 
and surrounding area include West Sepulveda Boulevard and West 228th Street. 

The project site is located within the Harbor Gateway Community Plan Area and is designated for “Heavy 
Manufacturing” land use.  The project site is currently zoned as M3-1VL (M3: Heavy Industrial Zone, 
1VL: Very Limited Height District).   

C. PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

Existing On-Site Uses 

The project site was previously built with three commercial buildings that were demolished in September 
2008.  The project site was formerly occupied by a used car auction operation with a 35,000 square foot 
building that contained a combination of distribution and warehouse operations; and two office buildings 
totaling approximately 10,000 square feet.   

The project site is currently vacant and a majority of the site is paved with asphalt.  No structures exist 
on-site and the project site currently contains overgrown shrubs, grasses, and trees that were planted as 
part of a former landscape plan.  Security fencing runs along the perimeter of the project site prohibiting  
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Source: Google Earth Pro and Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009.
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public access to the site.  The surrounding area is relatively flat and developed with single-family 
residential uses, a vacant restaurant, office uses, office/warehouse uses, commercial uses, and a family 
fun center.  The project site is located within the Harbor Gateway Community Plan Area.   

Proposed Project 

The Proposed Sea Breeze Apartments Project (known as Tract # 65665 Lot 2 and Lot 3) would involve 
the development of two six-story structures containing residential uses and parking.  Both structures 
would include two above-grade levels of parking and four levels of residential uses with 176 multi-family 
apartment units, for a total of 352 residential units (see Figure II-3 Site Plan).  The maximum building 
height on the project site would be approximately 65 feet.  The apartment units would range in size from 
approximately 728 square feet to approximately 1,087 square feet.  The 352 apartment units would 
include 176 one-bedroom units, and 176 two-bedroom units as shown in Tables II-1 and II-2.   

 

In addition to Lot 2 and Lot 3, the Applicant has proposed a development scenario for Lot 4 and 5 (known 
as the Add Area).  The Add Area would involve the development of 17,904 square feet of retail space 
over the two lots and any required parking for the retail space.   

Table II-1 
Lot 2 Apartment Building Area Summary 

 

Floor Land Use Number of Units 
Square Footage 

(sq.ft.) 

1st Parking/Circulation 163 spaces 
(65 regular + 98 tandem) 57,508 sq.ft.

2nd Parking/Circulation 160 spaces 
(62 regular + 98 tandem) 58,116 sq.ft.

Unit A – 1 Bedroom (728 sq.ft. each) 32 rooms 23,296 sq.ft.
Unit B – 1 Bedroom (768 sq.ft. each) 40 rooms 30,720 sq.ft.
Unit C – 1 Bedroom (814 sq.ft. each) 16 rooms 13,024 sq.ft.
Unit D – 2 Bedroom (960 sq.ft. each) 32 rooms 30,720 sq.ft.

Unit E – 2 Bedroom (1,008 sq.ft. each) 40 rooms 40,320 sq.ft.

3rd – 6th 

Unit F – 2 Bedroom (1,087 sq.ft. each) 16 rooms 17,392 sq.ft.
Subtotal 176 rooms 155,472  sq.ft.

Total  271,096  sq.ft.
Source:  A & M Properties, Inc.., November 2009.   



LOT 4

LOT 5

Source: Ovalle Architects, November 10, 2009. Scale (Feet)

0 6432 4816

Figure II-3
Site Plan

Legend

Proposed Project

Add Area
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Table II-2 
Lot 3 Apartment Building Area Summary 

Floor Land Use Number of Units 
Square Footage 

(sq.ft.) 

1st Parking/Circulation 163 spaces 
(65 regular + 98 tandem) 57,508 sq.ft.

2nd Parking/Circulation 160 spaces 
(62 regular + 98 tandem) 58,116 sq.ft.

Unit A – 1 Bedroom (728 sq.ft. each) 32 rooms 23,296 sq.ft.
Unit B – 1 Bedroom (768 sq.ft. each) 40 rooms 30,720 sq.ft.
Unit C – 1 Bedroom (814 sq.ft. each) 16 rooms 13,024 sq.ft.
Unit D – 2 Bedroom (960 sq.ft. each) 32 rooms 30,720 sq.ft.

Unit E – 2 Bedroom (1,008 sq.ft. each) 40 rooms 40,320 sq.ft.

3rd – 6th 

Unit F – 2 Bedroom (1,087 sq.ft. each) 16 rooms 17,392 sq.ft.
Subtotal 176 rooms 155,472 sq.ft.

Total  271,096 sq.ft.
Source:  A & M Properties, Inc.., November 2009.   

 

Lot 2 

Lot 2 is located on the northwest corner of the project site.  Lot 2 would be developed with a street level 
residential parking lot containing 44 guest parking stalls and 31 residential parking stalls and a six-story 
structure.  The ground floor and the second floor would provide residential parking.  Floors three through 
six would be developed with 176 multi-family residential uses.  The third floor would also include a 
courtyard containing resident-only amenities such as a barbeque area, a pool and spa, and a toddler 
playground area as shown in Figure II-4 Detailed Site Plan Lot 2.  Specifically, Lot 2 would provide a 
total of 48,931 square feet of open space which includes: 12,040 square feet of private open area, 5,500 
square feet of community space, 12,910 square feet of courtyard (on podium), and 18,481 square feet of 
yard space.   

Lot 3 

Lot 3 is located on the northeast corner of the project site.  Lot 3 would be developed with a street level 
residential parking lot containing 44 guest parking stalls and 32 residential parking stalls and a six-story 
structure.  The ground floor and the second floor would provide residential parking.  Floors three through 
six would be developed with 176 multi-family residential uses.  The third floor would also include a 
courtyard containing resident-only amenities such as a barbeque area, a pool and spa, and a toddler 
playground area as shown in Figure II-5 Detailed Site Plan Lot 3.  Specifically, Lot 3 would provide a 



Source: Ovalle Architects, November 10, 2009. Scale (Feet)

0 6432 4816

Figure II-4
Detailed Site Plan Lot 2



Source: Ovalle Architects, November 10, 2009. Scale (Feet)

0 6432 4816

Figure II-5
Detailed Site Plan Lot 3
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total of 41,330 square feet of open space which includes: 12,040 square feet of private open area, 5,500 
square feet of community space, 12,910 square feet of courtyard (on podium), and 10,880 square feet of 
yard space.   

Parking and Access 

As stated above, residential and residential guest parking for both Lots 2 and 3 would be provided in 
street level parking lots located adjacent to the residential buildings.  Lot 2 would provide 44 guest 
parking stalls and 31 residential parking stalls.  Lot 3 would provide 44 guest parking stalls and 32 
residential parking stalls.   

Residential parking would also be provided in both buildings in the two above-grade parking levels.  On 
the first level, Lot 2 would provide 65 regular parking spaces and 98 tandem parking spaces (see Figure 
II-6).  On the second level, Lot 2 would provide 62 regular parking spaces and 98 tandem parking spaces 
(see Figure II-7).  On the first level, Lot 3 would provide 65 regular parking spaces and 98 tandem 
parking spaces (see Figure II-8).  On the second level, Lot 3 would provide 62 regular parking spaces and 
98 tandem parking spaces (see Figure II-9).  The Proposed Project is required to provide 396 parking 
spaces on Lot 2 and 3.  The Proposed Project would provide a total of 398 parking spaces on Lot 2 and 
399 parking spaces on Lot 3.   

Access to the project site would be provided from Sepulveda Boulevard to A Street, which is located on 
the project site.  A Street is a 60-foot wide public street, which provides one inbound lane and one 
outbound lane connection from Sepulveda Boulevard to the project site.  A Street accommodates full 
access (i.e., left-turn and right-turn ingress and egress) turning movements and is proposed to be stop-
signal controlled.  A Street connects to an internal roadway located between Lot 2 and Lot 3 to provide 
vehicular ingress and egress to the above-grade parking garages (see Figure II-3 Site Plan).  Access to the 
above-grade parking garage for Lot 2 is to the west of the internal roadway, and access to the above grade 
parking garage for Lot 3 is to the east of the internal roadway.   

While primary emergency vehicle access will be accommodated via the Sepulveda Boulevard access 
point, secondary emergency and fire department vehicle access is planned via an easement through an 
adjacent property to the east.  This easement is planned to provide a direct connection between the project 
site and Normandie Avenue.  In addition, a fire department turnaround is planned at the terminus of the 
Lot 2 and 3 internal roadway. 

Lighting 

The project site would be illuminated with indoor and outdoor lighting.  Security lighting would be 
provided along the perimeter of structures, parking areas, in stairwells, along walkways, and in open 
space areas.  All lighting would either be shielded and focused on the project site or located completely 
indoors.  Furthermore, street lights would be provided at appropriate intervals along internal roadways.  



Source: Ovalle Architects, November 10, 2009. Scale (Feet)

0 6432 4816

Figure II-6
First Floor Parking Plan, Lot 2



Source: Ovalle Architects, November 10, 2009. Scale (Feet)

0 6432 4816

Figure II-7
Second Floor Parking Plan, Lot 2



Source: Ovalle Architects, November 10, 2009. Scale (Feet)

0 6432 4816

Figure II-8
First Floor Parking Plan, Lot 3



Source: Ovalle Architects, November 10, 2009. Scale (Feet)

0 6432 4816

Figure II-9
Second Floor Parking Plan, Lot 3
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Landscaping 

As shown in Figure II-10 Landscape Plan, landscaping would consist of ornamental grasses, trees, and 
shrubs provided along the perimeter of the project site as well as along the perimeters of the proposed 
structures.  Landscaped medians would also be provided between internal roadways and parking areas.  
The Proposed Project also contains landscaped courtyards in the center of the structures on the third floor.  

Elevations  

Building Section is provided in Figure II-11.  East and South Elevations are provided in Figure II-12.  A 
Conceptual Site Plan and Conceptual Plan are provided in Figures II-13 and II-14.  As shown in the above 
figures, the courtyard would be located on the third floor, in the center of the Proposed Project and would 
be surrounded by residential units.  Furthermore, the Proposed Project would be developed to a maximum 
height of six- stories with a maximum height of 65 feet.   

Construction 

Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would be undertaken in two separate phases: 
site preparation and construction.  The site preparation phase includes the excavation and grading of the 
project site, and preparation of the building foundation.  Excavation will be required for the foundation 
and utilities.  The building construction phase includes the construction of the proposed buildings, 
hooking up of the building to the utilities, laying irrigation for landscaping, and landscaping the project 
site.  Construction of the Proposed Project is expected to be completed by 2014.   

D. PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of the Proposed Sea Breeze Apartments Project are as follows: 

• Redevelop and revitalize an underutilized site and provide residential uses to support the Harbor 
Gateway Community Plan Area. 

• To utilize the currently vacant project site to provide residential and retail uses to serve the local 
community. 

• To provide a well-designed development that is compatible and complementary with surrounding 
land uses. 

• To provide adequate parking facilities to serve the proposed development residents, and visitors. 



Source: Ben Lundgren & Assocites, December 28, 2009.

Scale (Feet)
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Figure II-10
Landscape Plan



Source: Ovalle Architects, November 10, 2009.

Figure II-11
Building Section



Source: Ovalle Architects, November 10, 2009.

Figure II-12
East and South Elevations



Figure II-13
Conceptual Site Plan 

Source: Ovalle Architects, November 10, 2009.



Figure II-14
Conceptual Plan

 

Source: Ovalle Architects, November 10, 2009.
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• To provide development that is financially viable. 

• To incorporate sufficient residential square-footage to facilitate redevelopment and revitalization 
of an underutilized and deteriorating part of the Harbor Gateway Community. 

E. DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 

The Proposed Project would require approval of discretionary actions by the City of Los Angeles, which 
may include the following: 

• General Plan Amendment from Heavy Manufacturing to Neighborhood Commercial (Proposed 
Project); 

•  Zone Change from M3-1VL to C2-1L (Proposed Project); 

• Height District Change from 1VL to 1L (Proposed Project); 

• Site Plan Review for 352 residential units (Proposed Project); 

• Adjustment to permit reduced rear yard of 15 feet northerly in lieu of the 18 foot rear yard 
required on Lot 2 and 3; side yards of 5 feet southerly in lieu of the 9 foot side yard on Lot 3 in 
the C2-1L Zone; 

• Zoning Administrator Adjustment to permit 2½ foot balcony projections in lieu of 1 foot 
projections into the side yard westerly and southerly and, rear yard northerly on Lot 2 and 3 in the 
C2-1L Zone; 

• Grading Permit; 

• Approval of a haul route permit for the export of dirt; and 

• Other permits (as needed), ministerial or otherwise, may be necessary, as the City finds 
appropriate, in order to execute and implement the project.  Such approvals may include, but are 
not limited to: engineering, and landscaping, in accordance with the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety; City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation permits 
for driveway/curb cuts; storm water discharge permit; issuance of permits from the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety may include permit approvals for grading, approvals 
for foundations, retaining walls, and structural improvements; vacation of existing City of Los 
Angeles Department of Public Works easements; installation and hook-up approvals for public 
utilities and related permits.  Additional discretionary or ministerial action may include sewer and 
water hook-up permits from the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and Bureau 
of Sanitation and City of Los Angeles Fire Department Site Plan Review. 
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This EIR serves as the environmental document under CEQA for all discretionary actions associated with 
the Proposed Sea Breeze Apartments Project.  This EIR is intended to be the primary reference document 
in the formulation and implementation of a mitigation monitoring program for the Proposed Sea Breeze 
Apartments Project.  This EIR is also intended to cover all State, regional and/or local government 
discretionary approvals that may be required in conjunction with the Proposed Project, whether or not 
they are explicitly listed.  Federal, State and regional agencies that may have jurisdiction over specific 
activities associated with the Proposed Project include, but are not necessarily limited to: 

• South Coast Air Quality Management District; and 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region. 



 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project  III. Environmental Setting 
Screencheck Draft Environmental Impact Report  Page III-1 
 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT ~ Work In Progress 
 

III. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
A. OVERVIEW OF ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

This section provides a brief overview of the project site’s regional and local settings.  Additional 
descriptions of the environmental setting as it relates to each of the environmental issues analyzed in this 
EIR are included in the environmental setting discussions contained within Sections IV.A. through IV.G.  
A list of related projects, which is used as the basis for the discussion of cumulative impacts in Section IV 
(Environmental Impact Analysis), is also provided in this section. 

Regional Setting 

The project site located in the City of Los Angeles within the Harbor Gateway Community Plan area (see 
Figure II-1, Regional and Project Vicinity Map).  The project site is located approximately 16 miles 
southwest of Downtown Los Angeles, 0.5 miles east of the City of Torrance, and adjacent to the western 
boundary of the City of Carson.   

Regional access to the project site is provided via the I-110 Freeway (Harbor Freeway) and the I-405 
Freeway (San Diego Freeway).  The primary arterial roadways providing access to the project site are 
Sepulveda Boulevard and Western Avenue, with additional access provided from Normandie Avenue.  
The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority (Metro) and the Cities of Gardena and Torrance 
currently provide public bus service in the vicinity of the project site.  Specifically, Metro bus line 205 
provides service from San Pedro to Willowbrook via Vermont Avenue; Metro line 550 provides service 
between San Pedro and West Hollywood via Vermont Avenue; Gardena line 2 provides service to the 
City of Gardena via Normandie Avenue and Western Avenue; and Torrance line 7 provides service from 
Torrance to Wilmington via Sepulveda Boulevard and Vermont Avenue.1 

Local Setting and Land Use 

The 5.12-acre (approximately 222,906 square feet) project site comprises multiple parcels and is located 
on the north side of W. Sepulveda Boulevard, just west of Normandie Avenue.  The project site is 
generally bound by warehouse and office uses to the north and east, W. Sepulveda Boulevard to the south, 
and the Mulligan Family Fun Center to the west (see Figure III-1, Aerial Photograph).  As discussed, the 
project site is located within the Harbor Gateway Community Plan (Community Plan) area.  Under the 
Community Plan, the project site is designated for “Industrial” land uses within the M3-1VL Zone.  The 
project site was formerly occupied by a car auction operation that contained distribution and warehousing 
operations, and two office buildings.  The project site is currently vacant and a majority of 

                                                      

1  Traffic Impact Study, 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard Project, City of Los Angeles, California, prepared by 
Linscott, Law, & Greenspan, June 18, 2009. 



Figure III-1
Aerial Photograph

of Surrounding Uses

Source: Bing and Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009.
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the site is paved with asphalt.  No structures exist on-site and the project site currently contains 
overgrown shrubs, grasses, and trees that were planted as part of a former landscape plan.  Security 
fencing runs along the perimeter of the project site prohibiting public access to the site.  Views of the 
existing project site are shown in Figure III-2 and III-3. 

Surrounding Land Uses 

The area surrounding the project site is developed with office/warehouse uses, restaurant and commercial 
uses, single family residences, and a family fun center (see Figure III-4 through III-7). 

The area to the north and east of the project site is developed with the Storm Business Park, which 
encompasses approximately 400,000 square feet of business and corporate office facilities along Storm 
Parkway and fronting the eastern side of Normandie Avenue between Storm Parkway and Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  The Storm Business Park includes the following:  two three-story newly-constructed 
buildings containing office and warehouse space, northwest of the project site (see Figure III-4, View 1); 
a two-story office for the TV and entertainment staging design company All Access, and a three-story LA 
Times office building directly north of the project site (see Figure III-4, Views 2 and 3); a two-story 
office building occupied by W.W. Grainger northeast of the project site (see Figure III-5, View 4); and a 
two-story Storm Manufacturing Group, Inc. office building and a two-story Industrial Parts Depot, Inc. 
office building directly east of the project site (see Figure III-5, Views 5 and 6).  Views of surrounding 
uses to the north and east are shown in Figures III-4 and III-5. 

Southeast of the project site is a vacant diner with associated structures and paved surface parking lot (see 
Figure III-6, View 7).  South of the project site, across W. Sepulveda Boulevard, are one- and two-story 
single family homes (see Figure III-6, View 8).  Southwest of the project site fronting W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard and surrounded by the single-family residential neighborhood is Drillsite B-2 operated by Brea 
Cañon Oil Company, Inc (see Figure III-6, View 9).  Views of the surrounding uses to the south are 
shown in Figure III-6. 

Directly west of the project site is the Mulligan Family Fun Center, which features miniature golf, race 
tracks, batting cages, and party facilities (see Figure III-7, Views 10 and 11).  West of the Mulligan 
Family Fun Center is a vacant and non-operational concrete mix company (see Figure III-7, View 12).  
Views of the surrounding uses to the west are shown in Figure III-7. 



View 1: View looking northwest across the project site 
from Sepulveda Boulevard.

View 2: View looking northeast across Sepulveda 
Boulevard toward the project site.

View 3: View looking northwest across Sepulveda 
Boulevard toward the project site.
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Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009.

Figure III-2
Views of the Project Site
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View 4: View looking southeast across the project site. View 5: View looking south across the project site from
the Mulligan Family Center.

View 6: View looking north across the project site.
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Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009.

Figure III-3
Views of the Project Site
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View 1: View looking west from Storm Parkway toward 
the two newly-constructed three-story industrial buildings 
northwest of the project site.

View 2: View looking south across Storm Parkway 
toward the two-story All Access office building north of 
the project site.

View 3: View looking south from Frampton Avenue
toward the three-story LA Times office building north of 
the project site.
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Figure III-4
Views of the Surrounding Uses
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View 4: View looking west across Normandie Avenue 
toward the two-story W.W. Grainger office building 
northeast of the project site.

View 5: View looking west across Normandie Avenue 
toward the two-story Storm Manufacturing Group, Inc. 
office building east of the project site.

View 6: View looking west across Normandie Avenue 
toward the two-story Industrial Parts Depot, Inc. office 
building east of the project site.
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Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009.

Figure III-5
Views of the Surrounding Uses
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View 7: View looking north across W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard toward the vacant diner and associated 
buildings and parking lot southeast of the project site.

View 8: View looking north from the southeast corner of
Batey Avenue and Woodbury Drive toward the Green
Medows residential community.

View 9: View looking north from Brightwater Place 
toward drill site B-2, operated by Brea Canon Oil 
Company, Inc.
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Figure III-6
Views of the Surrounding Uses
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View 10: View looking north across W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard toward the Mulligan Family Fun Center directly 
west of the project site.

View 11: View looking east toward the Mulligan Family
Center and associated batting cages.

View 12: View looking north across W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard toward the vacant and non-operational 
Concrete Mix company.
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Figure III-7
Views of the Surrounding Uses
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III. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
B. RELATED PROJECTS 

Sections 15126 and 15130 of the State CEQA Guidelines require EIRs to consider the significant 
environmental effects of a Proposed Project as well as “cumulative impacts”.  “Cumulative impacts” refer 
to two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound 
or increase other environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines section 15355).  Cumulative impacts may be 
analyzed by considering a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or 
cumulative impacts (CEQA Guidelines section 15130 subdivision (b)(1)(A)). 

All proposed (those with pending applications), recently approved, under construction, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects that could produce a related or cumulative impact on the local environment, when 
considered in conjunction with the Proposed Project, are included in the EIR.  For an analysis of the 
cumulative impacts associated with these related projects and the Proposed Project, cumulative impact 
discussions are provided under each individual environmental impact category in Chapter IV of this EIR. 

The list of related projects consists of 24 projects (see Table III-1).  Sources for the list include the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Transportation, the City of Los Angeles Planning Department, the County of 
Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning, the City of Torrance, the City of Lomita, and recently 
accepted traffic impact analysis reports prepared for projects in the vicinity of the project site.  This list 
includes all approved, proposed, or potential projects within a radius of approximately two miles from the 
project site that could add traffic to the study intersections.  Since this list was compiled, some of the 
listed project have been opened or have been reduced in scope.  For purposes of the traffic analysis, these 
projects continue to be shown on the related projects list because they were not generating traffic at the 
time the traffic counts were taken, but will be generating traffic at the time the Proposed Project opens.  
The locations of the related projects are shown in Figure III-8, Related Projects Location Map.  

 

Table III-1 
List of Related Projects 

No. Location Description Size 
City of Los Angeles 
LA 1 1616 W. 224th Street Condominium 3 du 
LA 2 1609 W. 224th Street Condominium 8 du 
LA 3 22421 S. Denker Avenue Condominium 4 du 
LA 4 1445 W. 225th Street Condominium 14 du 
LA 5 1400 W. 228th Street Light Industrial 179,795 sf 
LA 6 1658 W. 228th Street Condominium 4 du 
LA 7 1620 W. 237th Street Condominium 10 du 
LA 8 1610 W. 251st Street Condominium 4 du 
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Table III-1 
List of Related Projects 

No. Location Description Size 
LA 9 1046 W. 253rd Street Condominium 3 du 
City of Torrance 
T 1 2410 Apple Avenue Condominium 4 du 

T2 
Southside of Sepulveda 

Boulevard/west of Crenshaw 
Boulevard 

Office 
Medical Office 

222,190 sf 
129,020 sf 

City of Lomita 
L 1 2215-2219 W. 241st Street Condominium 9 du 
L 2 2247-2261 W. 241st Street Condominium 16 du 
L 3 2155 W. 240th Street Senior Housing 4 du 
L 4 2067-2077 240th Street Single-Family 5 du 
L 5 2103-2139 Lomita Boulevard Senior Housing 46 du 
L 6 2212 Lomita Boulevard Office 7,548 sf 
L 7 2100 Lomita Boulevard Specialty Retail 888 sf 
L 8 2040 & 2046 Lomita Boulevard Specialty Retail 10,140 sf 
L 9 2020 Lomita Boulevard, #6 Auto Dealership 1,014 sf 
L 10 25316 Ebony Lane Senior Housing 16 du 
County of Los Angeles 
LC 1 1010-1022 W. 223rd Street Condominium 16 du 
LC 2 1154 W. 223rd Street Single-Family 5 du 
LC 3 SE corner of Normandie/223rd Condominium 58 du 
LC 4 22800 Normandie Avenue Condominium 79 du 

Note: du = dwelling unit, sf = square feet 
Source:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Draft Traffic Impact Study for 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard 

Project, City of Los Angeles California, June 18, 2009. 

 



Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009. Not to Scale

Figure III-8
Related Projects Location Map
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
A. IMPACTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 

INTRODUCTION 

This section addresses potential environmental resources for which the Proposed Project would not result 
in significant effects.  California Public Resources Code Section 21003(f) states: 

“…it is the policy of the State that…all persons and public agencies involved in the 
environmental review process be responsible for carrying out the process in the most 
efficient, expeditious manner in order to conserve the available financial, governmental, 
physical, and social resources with the objective that those resources may be better 
applied toward the mitigation of actual significant effects on the environment.”   

This policy is reflected in CEQA Guidelines (“Guidelines”) sections 15126.2 subdivision (a), “(a)n EIR 
shall focus on the significant environmental effects of the Proposed Project” and 15143, “(t)he EIR shall 
focus on the significant effects on the environment.”   

Although the Guidelines allow use of an Initial Study to document project effects which are less than 
significant, Guidelines section 15063 subdivision (a) provides that an Initial Study is not required if the 
Lead Agency can determine that an EIR will clearly be required for the project.  Guidelines section 15128 
requires that an EIR contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible significant 
effects of a project were determined not to be significant, and were therefore not discussed in detail in the 
EIR.  The statements required by Guidelines Section 15128 are included in this Section. 

An Initial Study for the Proposed Project was previously prepared.  As a result, the City of Los Angeles, 
Planning Department has determined that the Proposed Project would not have the potential to result in 
significant impacts with regard to the following environmental issue areas:  agricultural resources; 
biological resources; cultural resources; geology and soils; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology 
and water quality; mineral resources; population, housing, and employment; and utilities.  The rationale 
for each of these determinations is presented below.  The Lead Agency also determined, based on the 
environmental characteristics of the project area and review of existing data and relevant programs, that 
implementation of the Proposed Project may have the potential to create environmental impacts in the 
remaining environmental issue areas.  The analyses of these environmental issues are contained in the 
remainder of Chapter IV of this EIR. 

Agricultural Resources 

The project site is located in an urbanized area of the Harbor Gateway Community of the City of Los 
Angeles.  The California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Protection, lists Prime Farmland, 
Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance under the general category of “Important 
Farmland.”  The Extent of Important Farmland Map Coverage maintained by the Division of Land 
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Protection indicates that the project site is not included in the Important Farmland category.1  The project 
site is designated for “Industrial” land uses under the M3-1VL Zone (M3:  Manufacturing Uses; 1VL:  
Height District 1, Very Limited).  The project site is currently vacant and neither it nor the surrounding 
properties contain any State-designated agricultural lands.  The project site and adjacent properties are not 
utilized for agricultural purposes.  Additionally, the Proposed Project would not convert agricultural land 
to another use and the project site is not under a Williamson Act Contract.2  Therefore, no impacts with 
respect to agricultural resources would occur as a result of the Proposed Project. 

Biological Resources 

The project site is located in an urbanized area of the Harbor Gateway Community of the City of Los 
Angeles.  The project site is currently vacant and the only vegetation consists of overgrown shrubs, 
grasses, and trees that were planted as part of a former landscape plan.  No candidate, sensitive, or special 
status species identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game (Fish and Game) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) occur on the 
project site.  In addition, there are no riparian or other sensitive habitat areas located on or adjacent to the 
project site, and no known locally designated natural communities exist on or in the vicinity of the project 
site.3   

No federally protected wetlands occur on or in the vicinity of the project site.4  The Proposed Project 
would not result in the direct removal, filling, or hydrological interruption of a federally protected 
wetland as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  As discussed, vegetation on the project site is 
limited to ornamental and non-native species.  The project site does not contain any protected tree species 
as defined by the City of Los Angeles Protective Tree Relocation and Replacement Ordinance No. 
177,404.  Due to the existing and surrounding urban development, there are no wildlife corridors or native 
wildlife nursery sites in the project vicinity.  The Proposed Project would not interfere with the movement 
of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species.  There are no known locally designated natural 
communities on or in the vicinity of the project site, therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict 

                                                      

1  California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Land Resource Protection – 
Home, Important Farmland Maps in PDF format, Important Farmland in California, 2006, Map, website:  
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/Pages/Index.aspx, December 7, 2009. 

2  California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Williamson Act Program, 
website:  http://www.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/lca/Pages/Index.aspx, December 7, 2009. 

3  City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, Significant Ecological 
Areas Map, September 1, 1996. 

4  U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory, Wetlands Mapper, website:  
http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/Data/mapper.html, December 7, 2009. 
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with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community Plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan.  Therefore, no impact with respect to 
biological resources would occur as a result of the Proposed Project. 

Cultural Resources 

Historic Resources 

There are no known historic resources on or adjacent to the project site.  The project site is currently 
vacant and the entire site has been graded.  According to the Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor, 
the oldest building adjacent to the project site is one of the structures associated with the Mulligan’s 
Family Fun Center, which was constructed in 1973.5  Therefore, neither the project site, nor adjacent 
properties contain structures that meet the minimum fifty-year age requirement for consideration as a 
landmark at the national or State levels.  Additionally, none of the adjacent buildings meet the criteria for 
designation under the California Register of Historical Resources, nor are they identified as a California 
Historical Landmark or listed on the National Register of Historic Places, National Register Information 
System (NRIS).6, 7, 8  Furthermore, the project site is not in an area known to contain any Historic-Cultural 
Monuments, nor is it located within a Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) as designated by the 
City.9  Therefore, no impacts with respect to historic resources would occur. 

Archaeological Resources 

According to the City of Los Angeles Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, there are no designated 
archaeological sites or survey areas on the project site.10  Since the project site has been previously 
developed, it is not anticipated that any archaeological resources would be encountered during project 

                                                      

5  Los Angeles County Office of the Assessor, Property Maps and Data, website:  
http://maps.assessor.lacounty.gov/mapping/viewer.asp, December 10, 2009. 

6  California Register of Historical Places, website:  http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=21238, December 10, 
2009. 

7  California Office of Historic Preservation, California Historical Landmarks, California Historical Landmarks 
Listed by County, Los Angeles, website:  http://www.parks.ca.gov/?page_id=21427, December 10, 2009. 

8  California Office of Historic Preservation, National Register, National Register Information System, Search by 
Location, Search by State and City, website:  http://www.nr.nps.gov/nrloc1.htm, December 10, 2009. 

9  City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, Historic-Cultural 
Monuments & Historic Preservation Overlay Zones (HPOZs) Map, September 1, 1996. 

10  City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, Prehistoric & Historic 
Archaeological Sites & Survey Areas, September 1, 1996. 
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construction.  However, as excavation of the project site would be necessary for building foundations and 
utilities, the possibility exists that archaeological resources could be encountered.  With implementation 
of Mitigation Measure A-1, impacts related to archaeological resources would be reduced to a less than 
significant level.  

Paleontological Resources 

The project site is not identified as being located in an area containing significant paleontological 
resources.11  The project site is located in an urbanized area and, although no structures currently exist on 
the project site, it has been previously paved and developed.  As such, any superficial paleontological 
resources that may have existed at one time have likely been previously unearthed or disturbed.  
However, as excavation of the project site would be necessary for building foundations and utilities, the 
possibility exists that paleontological resources could be encountered.  With implementation of the 
Mitigation Measure A-1, impacts related to paleontological resources would be reduced to a less than 
significant level. 

Human Remains 

No known human burials have been identified on the project site or vicinity.  However, it is possible that 
unknown human remains could exist on the project site.  If proper care is not taken during project 
construction, damage to or destruction of these previously unknown remains could occur.  With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure A-2, impacts regarding human remains would be reduced to a less 
than significant level.  

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are required to ensure that impacts related to archaeological and 
paleontological resources and human remains would be less than significant: 

A-1. If unknown paleontological and/or archaeological resources are discovered during any 
grading or construction activity, work will stop in the immediate area.  Upon such 
discoveries, the contractor shall immediately notify the applicant and the City of Los 
Angeles.  A paleontologist and/or archaeologist shall be consulted to determine the 
discovery’s significance and, if necessary, formulate a mitigation plan, including 
avoidance alternatives, to mitigate impacts.  Work can only resume in that area with 
approval of the City of Los Angeles and paleontologist and/or archaeologist.   

                                                      

11  City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, Vertebrate 
Paleontological Resources Map, September 1, 1996. 
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A-2. In the event that human remains are discovered, there shall be no disposition of such 
human remains, other than in accordance with the procedures and requirements set forth 
in California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98.  These code provisions require notification of the County Coroner and the 
Native American Heritage Commission, who in turn must notify those persons believed 
to be most likely descended from the deceased Native American for appropriate 
disposition of the remains.  Excavation or disturbance may continue in other areas of the 
project site that are not reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains. 

Geology and Soils 

The following analysis is based on the Geotechnical Exploration Report, Proposed Site Development, 
Storm Properties – Phase III, 1309 & 1313 Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, California, prepared by 
Professional Service Industries, Inc., March 14, 2007.  This report is included as Appendix IV.A-1 to this 
Draft EIR. 

Ground Rupture 

The project site is located in the seismically active region of Southern California.  Numerous active and 
potentially active faults with surface expressions (fault traces) have been mapped adjacent to, within, and 
beneath the City of Los Angeles (the City).  However, there are no active surface fault traces identified by 
the State, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map, known to be 
present on the project site and the project site is not located within a designated Alquist-Priolo Zone.12  
No known or potentially active faults pass through the project site.13  The closest known fault is the Palos 
Verdes Fault, located approximately three miles southwest of the project site.14  The City of Los Angeles 
Uniform Building Code, updated since the 1994 Northridge Earthquake, contains construction 
requirements to ensure habitable structures are built to a level such that they can withstand acceptable 
seismic risk.  As such, impacts related to ground rupture from known earthquake faults would be less than 
significant. 

                                                      

12  City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, Alquist-Priolo Special 
Study Zones & Fault Rupture Study Areas Map, September 1, 1996. 

13  Geotechnical Exploration Report, Proposed Site Development, Storm Properties – Phase III, 1309 & 1313 
Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, California, prepared by Professional Service Industries, Inc., March 14, 2007. 

14  Geotechnical Exploration Report, Proposed Site Development, Storm Properties – Phase III, 1309 & 1313 
Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, California, prepared by Professional Service Industries, Inc., March 14, 2007. 
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Seismic Ground Shaking 

As with all properties in the seismically active Southern California region, the project site is susceptible to 
ground shaking during a seismic event.  However, potential impacts from seismic ground shaking are 
present throughout southern California and would be of comparable intensity at the project site as they 
would be for large parts of the City and the region.  The Proposed Project would be required to comply 
with existing codes which reduce seismic risks to an acceptable level.  Nonetheless, implementation of 
mitigation measures would ensure that project impacts related to seismic ground shaking would be less 
than significant. 

Liquefaction 

Liquefaction typically occurs in loose granular soils with groundwater near the ground surface.  During an 
earthquake, ground shaking causes the soil to collapse and the groundwater to rapidly rise to the surface, 
resulting in a sudden loss of soil bearing strength.15  According to the City Planning Department, the 
project site is not located in an area identified as being potentially liquefiable.16  Further, subsurface 
exploration encountered medium dense/very stiff to very dense/hard soils to the maximum depth explored 
of approximately 51 feet below existing grade; groundwater was not encountered to the maximum depth 
explored.  The project site is considered to have a low potential for liquefaction.17  Therefore, impacts 
related to liquefaction would be less than significant. 

Landslides 

The project site and surrounding area is relatively flat and contains no slopes adequate to support 
landslide conditions.18  The project site is not located in an area identified by the City as being susceptible 
to landslides.19  Additionally, according to the State of California Seismic Hazards Map, the project site is 

                                                      

15  Geotechnical Exploration Report, Proposed Site Development, Storm Properties – Phase III, 1309 & 1313 
Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, California, prepared by Professional Service Industries, Inc., March 14, 2007. 

16  City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, Areas Susceptible to 
Liquefaction Map, September 1, 1996. 

17  Geotechnical Exploration Report, Proposed Site Development, Storm Properties – Phase III, 1309 & 1313 
Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, California, prepared by Professional Service Industries, Inc., March 14, 2007. 

18  Geotechnical Exploration Report, Proposed Site Development, Storm Properties – Phase III, 1309 & 1313 
Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, California, prepared by Professional Service Industries, Inc., March 14, 2007. 

19  City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, Landslide Inventory & 
Hillside Areas Map, September 1, 1996. 
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not at risk for earthquake-induced landslides.20  Therefore, no impacts related to landslides are anticipated 
to occur. 

Erosion 

As discussed, the project site is relatively flat.  Subterranean excavation would be limited to that 
necessary for the installation of the building foundations and utilities.  All grading activities require 
grading permits from the Department of Building and Safety, which include requirements and standards 
designed to limit potential impacts to acceptable levels.  In addition, all on-site grading and site 
preparation would comply with all applicable provisions of Chapter IX, Division 70 of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC), which addresses grading, excavation, and fills. 

The area surrounding the project site is completely developed and would not be susceptible to indirect 
erosional processes (e.g., uncontrolled runoff) caused by the Proposed Project.  During construction, the 
Proposed Project would be required to prevent the transport of sediments from the project site by 
stormwater runoff and winds through the use of appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs).  These 
BMPs would be detailed in a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program (SWPPP), which is required to 
be acceptable to the City Engineer and in compliance with the latest National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Storm Water Regulations.  In addition, pursuant to Los Angeles Building 
Code, Section 7002, the Proposed Project would be required to implement a Wet Weather Erosion 
Control Plan for construction during the rainy season (between October 1 and April 15).  The 
implementation of the required construction BMPs would ensure that soil erosion impacts would be less 
than significant.  Nonetheless, implementation of mitigation measures is required to ensure the 
application of BMPs and would further reduce the already less than significant impact with respect to 
erosion. 

Expansive Soils 

As discussed, the project site is not at risk for impacts related to liquefaction or landslides.  A majority of 
the project site is covered with two to three inches of asphalt, which is underlain by two to 2.5 inches of 
base material.  Beneath the surface materials, the subsurface materials generally consist of clean, silty and 
clayey sands, clean and sandy silts, and silty sands.21  These materials are considered to have a low 

                                                      

20  California Department of Conservation, Seismic Hazards Zoning Program, Seismic Hazard Zone Maps, 
Southern California, Torrance Quadrangle, March 25, 1999, website:  
http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/html/pdf_maps_so.html, September 22, 2009. 

21  Geotechnical Exploration Report, Proposed Site Development, Storm Properties – Phase III, 1309 & 1313 
Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, California, prepared by Professional Service Industries, Inc., March 14, 2007. 
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expansion potential.22  Additionally, development of the Proposed Project would occur in compliance 
with the City’s Uniform Building Code and Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC.  Furthermore, 
development of the Proposed Project would comply with the recommendations set forth in the 
Geotechnical Exploration Report.  Therefore, no impacts with respect to expansive soils would occur. 

Alternative Wastewater Disposal Systems 

The project site is located in a developed urban area of the Harbor Gateway Community of the City of 
Los Angeles, which is served by a wastewater collection, conveyance, and treatment system operated by 
the City.  No septic tanks or alternative disposal systems are necessary, nor are any proposed as part of 
the Proposed Project.  As the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would not be 
required, no impact with respect to this issue would occur. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are required to ensure that impacts related to geology and soils would 
be less than significant: 

A-3. The design and construction of the project shall conform to the Uniform Building Code 
seismic standards, as approved by the Department of Building and Safety. 

A-4. The Proposed Project shall comply with the recommendations listed below as well as 
those described in the Standard Guidelines for Grading Projects, presented by 
Professional Service Industries, Inc., on pages SG-1 through SG-16 of the Geotechnical 
Exploration Report, Proposed Site Development, Storm Properties – Phase III, 1309 & 
1313 Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, California, prepared by Professional Service 
Industries, Inc., March 14, 2007 (see Appendix IV.A-1 to this Draft EIR).  In case of 
conflict, the recommendations found on pages 9 through 15 supersede those in the 
Standard Guidelines for Grading Projects.  These include: 

• All existing structures, pavements, utilities, and deleterious materials shall be 
removed from areas proposed for construction.  The stripping operations shall extend 
a minimum of ten feet beyond the proposed building limits, where practical. 

• The existing near-surface soils shall be removed and replaced as properly compacted 
fill-in areas that are to receive building or other settlement sensitive structures. 

                                                      

22  Geotechnical Exploration Report, Proposed Site Development, Storm Properties – Phase III, 1309 & 1313 
Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, California, prepared by Professional Service Industries, Inc., March 14, 2007. 
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• All grading operations shall be performed in accordance with the requirements of the 
2001 California Building Code, Professional Service Industries, Inc. Standard 
Guidelines for Grading Projects, and local government standards which have 
jurisdiction over the Proposed Project. 

• Water shall not be allowed to collect in the foundation excavation, on floor slab 
areas, or on prepared subgrades of the construction area either during or after 
construction.  Undercut or excavated areas shall be sloped toward one corner to 
facilitate removal of any collected rainwater, groundwater, or surface runoff.  
Positive site drainage shall be provided to reduce infiltration of surface water around 
the perimeter of the building and beneath the floor slabs.  The grades shall be sloped 
away from the building and surface drainage shall be collected and discharged such 
that water is not permitted to infiltrate the backfill and floor slab areas of the 
building. 

A-5. Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled during dry weather periods.  If 
grading occurs during the rainy season (October 1 through April 15), diversion dikes 
shall be constructed to channel runoff around the site.  Channels shall be lined with grass 
or roughened pavement to reduce runoff velocity. 

A-6. Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be incorporated to the satisfaction 
of the Building and Safety Department.  These measures include interceptor terraces, 
berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of 
the Building Code, including planting fast-growing annual and perennial grasses in areas 
where construction is not immediately planned. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The following analysis is based on the Phase III Environmental Site Assessment Report, Parcel 3 Near 
Halldale Ave. and Sepulveda Blvd., Los Angeles, California 90501, prepared by Professional Service 
Industries, Inc., October 22, 2008.  This report is included as Appendix IV.A-2 to this Draft EIR. 

Development of the Proposed Project involves the construction of approximately 352 multi-family 
residential units between Lots 2 and 3, and approximately 17,904 square feet for the Add Area.  
Construction of the Proposed Project would involve the use of those hazardous materials that are typically 
necessary for construction of residential and retail developments (i.e., paints, building materials, cleaners, 
fuel for construction equipment, etc.).  Therefore, construction of the Proposed Project would involve the 
routine transport, use, and disposal of these types of hazardous materials throughout the duration of 
construction activities.  However, the transport, use, and disposal of construction-related hazardous 
materials would occur in conformance with all applicable local, State, and Federal regulations governing 
such activities.  For example, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with BMPs set forth by 
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the City of Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB), which would ensure that 
wastes generated during the construction process are disposed of properly.  Therefore, short-term 
construction-related impacts would be less than significant. 

Other than typical cleaning solvents used for janitorial purposes, landscaping, and maintenance materials 
which would be considered hazardous if used inappropriately, no hazardous materials would be used, 
transported, or disposed of in conjunction with the routine day-to-day operations of the Proposed Project.  
No significant hazards to the public or the environment are anticipated as long as common sense and good 
housekeeping practices are implemented to ensure the proper handling, storage, and transport of these 
items.  The Proposed Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazards materials.  Therefore, operational impacts related 
to the transport and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant. 

A significant impact may occur of the Proposed Project or Add Area would potentially pose a hazard to 
nearby sensitive receptors by releasing hazardous materials into the environment through accident or 
upset conditions.  On October 2 and 3, 2008, Professional Service Industries, Inc. (PSI) directed the 
drilling and sampling of twelve borings in Lot 3 (see Appendix IV.A-2 to this Draft EIR for soil sampling 
locations).  Samples collected were tested to Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as motor oil (TPH-MO), Title 
22 heavy metals, and volatile organic compounds (VOCs).  The following substances were found to be 
present on the project site: 

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as motor oil (TPH-MO) and Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) 

TPH-MO was detected in samples collected at concentrations of 11 and 18 mg/kg.  TPH concentrations 
for all other samples measured at the project site were below laboratory detection limits.  Regulatory 
agencies typically use 1,000 mg/kg as a remediation goal for heavy end petroleum hydrocarbons such as 
motor oil.   

Arsenic 

Background concentrations of arsenic were detected at concentrations between 5.4 and 1.1 mg/kg.  
Although the results for these samples exceed the California Human Health Screening Levels for 
Commercial/Industrial Use (CHHSL) of 0.24 mg/kg, they are below the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control Guideline for schools, as well as the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 22 Total 
Threshold Limit concentration for hazardous waste. 

Methane 

Methane analysis of soil gas samples detected the presence of methane.  Concentrations ranged from less 
than ten parts per million (ppm) to 23 ppm; however, regulatory agencies consider 1,000 ppm as an 
actionable limit for methane gas in soil. 
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Based on the information provided in the Phase III Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), it was 
concluded that concentrations of petroleum hydrocarbons, methane, and VOCs have not adversely 
impacted soils and the results do not represent recognized environmental conditions.  Therefore, impacts 
with respect to release of hazardous materials would be less than significant. 

The nearest school is Meyler Elementary School, located approximately 0.63 miles northeast of the 
project site.  As discussed, the Proposed Project does not include uses that require handling or storage of 
large amounts of hazardous materials.  Applicable regulations would be implemented during demolition 
and construction activities.  As such, no impacts related to hazardous materials in proximity to schools 
would occur. 

A significant impact would occur if the project site, or nearby sites, were included on any hazardous 
materials sites list.  The Phase III ESA does not indicate that the project site or surrounding area is 
included on any hazardous materials sites lists compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.  
As such, development of the Proposed Project and Add Area would not create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment and no impact would occur. 

The closest airport is the Torrance Municipal Airport – Zamperini Field, located approximately two miles 
southwest of the project site.  The project site is not located within the boundaries of an airport land use 
plan and would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.  No impact 
related to public airport or private airstrip uses would occur. 

The nearest City-designated disaster route is Western Avenue, located approximately 0.5 miles northwest 
of the project site.23  The Proposed Project would not impede access to or from this route.  Additionally, 
as discussed in Section IV.G. Traffic, Transportation, and Parking, with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure G-1, project-generated traffic impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.  
Furthermore, a construction traffic management plan will be reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation (LADOT).  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not interfere with any 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  Impacts related to emergency plans 
would be less than significant. 

The project site is located within an urbanized area of the Harbor Gateway Community and is not within a 
City-designated Wildland Fire Hazard Area.24  Therefore, no impact related to wildland fires would occur. 

                                                      

23  Los Angeles County Department of Public Work, Disaster Route Maps by City, City of Los Angeles – Harbor 
Area Map, website:  http://dpw.lacounty.gov/dsg/DisasterRoutes/city.cfm, December 11, 2009. 

24  City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, Selected Wildfire Hazard 
Areas Map, September 1, 1996. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

Surface Water Hydrology 

The project site is relatively flat and runoff from the site currently drains in a southwesterly direction 
toward existing storm drains on Sepulveda Boulevard.25  Although currently vacant, the project site has 
been previously graded and is primarily covered with asphalt, an impermeable surface.  The Proposed 
Project would replace the current impermeable surfaces with new impermeable surfaces that would cover 
a majority of the project site, similar to current conditions.  With development of the Proposed Project, 
runoff from the project site would continue to drain toward the existing storm drain system.  The 
Proposed Project would not alter the existing drainage pattern of the project site and impacts would be 
less than significant.   

Tsunamis, Seiches, and Flooding 

Water features in proximity to the project site include Lake Machado at Ken Malloy Harbor Regional 
Park, approximately 1.85 miles southeast of the project site; the Los Angeles River, approximately 2.75 
miles northeast of the project site; and the Port of Los Angeles, approximately 3.35 miles southeast of the 
project site.   

Tsunamis are large ocean waves caused by sudden water displacement that results from an underwater 
earthquake, landslide, or volcanic eruption and affect low-lying areas along a coastline.  The project site 
is not located within a City-designated Tsunami Zone or Inundation Area and is not considered to be at 
risk for flooding from nearby water features.26  Impacts related to tsunamis would be less than significant. 

Seiches are oscillations generated in enclosed bodies of water usually as a result of earthquake-related 
ground shaking.  A seiche wave has the potential to overflow the sides of a containing basin to inundate 
adjacent or downstream areas.  There are no large bodies of water in the immediate vicinity of the project 
site.  None of the bodies of water described above are large enough or close enough to the project site to 
result in inundation due to seiche.  Therefore, impacts related to inundation resulting from seiches would 
be less than significant. 

The 100-year and 500-year flood plains are defined as flooding that would result from a rainstorm with 
the probability of occurring once every 100 and 500 years, respectively.  According to the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the project area 
                                                      

25  City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering, Navigate LA, website:  
http://navigatela.lacity.org/index.cfm, January 6, 2010. 

26  City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, Inundation and Tsunami 
Hazard Areas Map, September 1996. 
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indicates that the project site is located within Zone X, an area determined to be outside the 0.2 percent 
annual chance floodplain.27  Additionally, the project site is not located within an area designated by the 
City as a 100- or 500-year flood plain.28  Therefore, impacts related to flooding would be less than 
significant. 

Groundwater 

A subsurface investigation was conducted to gather geotechnical data for the project site.  Groundwater 
was not encountered at the maximum depth explored of approximately 51 feet below ground surface.29  
Excavation activities associated with development of the Proposed Project would be limited to that 
necessary for installation of building foundations and utilities.  Although it is not anticipated that 
groundwater would be encountered during excavation activities, variations in the ground water table may 
result from fluctuation in the ground surface topography, subsurface stratification, precipitation, 
irrigation, and other factors that may not have been evident at the time the geotechnical investigation was 
conducted.30  The Proposed Project would be required to comply with all recommendations made in the 
Geotechnical Exploration Report pertaining to groundwater and excavation.  Additionally, the nearest 
groundwater well is located approximately 1.3 miles north of the project site.31  The Proposed Project 
does not involve any direct extraction of groundwater.  Thus, the Proposed Project would neither increase 
the amount of stormwater entering the groundwater table, nor deplete groundwater through wells.  
Therefore, project impacts related to groundwater would be less than significant. 

Water Quality 

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program establishes a comprehensive 
stormwater quality program to manage urban stormwater and minimize pollution of the environment to 
the maximum extent practicable.  Pursuant to the NPDES, the Proposed Project would be subject to the 
requirements set forth in the Los Angeles County Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP).  

                                                      

27  Federal Emergency Management Agency, Flood Insurance Rate Maps, Search by Street Address, website:  
http://www.fema.gov/hazard/map/firm.shtm, January 7, 2010. 

28  City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, 100-Year & 500-Year 
Flood Plains Map, September 1996. 

29  Geotechnical Exploration Report, Proposed Site Development, Storm Properties – Phase III, 1309 & 1313 
Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, California, prepared by Professional Service Industries, Inc., March 14, 2007. 

30  Geotechnical Exploration Report, Proposed Site Development, Storm Properties – Phase III, 1309 & 1313 
Sepulveda Boulevard, Torrance, California, prepared by Professional Service Industries, Inc., March 14, 2007. 

31  Los Angeles County Department of Public Works, Government, Water Resources, Well Measurement, Ground 
Water Wells Website, website:  http://dpw.lacounty.gov/wrd/wellinfo/, January 6, 2010. 
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The goals and objectives of the SUSMP are achieved through the use of BMPs to help manage runoff 
water quality.  The City has adopted the regulatory requirements set forth in the SUSMP of the Los 
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LARWQCB) under the City of Los Angeles Ordinance 
No. 173,494.   

The SUSMP identifies the types and sizes of private development projects that are subject to its 
requirements.  As the Proposed Project includes development of ten or more residential units on one or 
more acres of impervious area, it would be subject to the requirements of the SUSMP.32  Requirements of 
the SUSMP are enforced through the City’s plan approval and permit process. 

Construction 

Three general sources of potential short-term construction-related stormwater pollution associated with 
the Proposed Project are:  1) the handling, storage, and disposal of construction materials containing 
pollutants; 2) the maintenance and operation of construction equipment; and 3) earth-moving activities 
which, when not controlled, may generate soil erosion and the transportation of pollutants via storm 
runoff or mechanical equipment.  Generally, routine safety precautions for handling and storing 
construction materials may effectively mitigate the potential pollution of stormwater by these materials.  
The same types of common sense, “good housekeeping” procedures can be extended to non-hazardous 
stormwater pollutants such as sawdust and other solid wastes.  Implementation of mitigation measures 
would ensure that construction-related impacts would be less than significant. 

The Proposed Project would require excavation over 5.12 acres (approximately 222,906 square feet) of 
land.  Construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would be subject to City inspection and 
implementation of at least the minimum storm water BMPs.  Further, as construction of the Proposed 
Project would disturb more than one acre of land, the applicant would be required to obtain coverage 
under the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit (GCASP), which requires development and 
implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).33  As previously discussed, the 
Proposed Project would comply with Chapter IX, Division 70 of the LAMC which addresses grading, 
excavations, and fills.  Compliance with the LAMC would ensure that construction activities would not 
violate any water quality standards or discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality.  Therefore, short-term construction impacts related to water quality would be less than 
significant. 
                                                      

32  City of Los Angeles Stormwater Program, Businesses, For Developers, Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation 
Plans (SUSMPs), website:  http://www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/businesses/susmp/susmpintro.htm, January 6, 
2010. 

33  California Environmental Protection Agency, State Water Resources Control Board, Storm Water Program, 
website:  http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/construction.shtml, January 6, 
2010. 
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Operation 

As discussed previously, the Proposed Project would replace the current impermeable surfaces with new 
impermeable surfaces that would cover a majority of the project site.  Thus, development of the Proposed 
Project will generate surface water runoff similar to the existing conditions.  Activities associated with 
operation of the Proposed Project would generate substances that could degrade the quality of water 
runoff.  The deposition of certain chemicals by cars in parking areas and internal roadway surfaces could 
have the potential to contribute metals, oil and grease, solvents, phosphates, hydrocarbons, and suspended 
solids to the storm drain system.  However, impacts to water quality would be reduced since the Proposed 
Project must comply with water quality standards and wastewater discharge BMPs set forth by the 
County of Los Angeles and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB).  Furthermore, required 
design criteria, as established in the SUSMP for Los Angeles County and cities in Los Angeles County, 
would be incorporated into the Proposed Project to minimize the off-site conveyance of pollutants.  
Compliance with existing regulations would reduce the potential for operational water quality impacts to 
a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are required to ensure that construction-related water quality impacts 
would be less than significant: 

A-7. Appropriate erosion control and drainage devices shall be incorporated to the satisfaction 
of the Building and Safety Department, such as interceptor terraces, berms, vee-channels, 
and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by Section 91.7013 of the Uniform Building 
Code. 

A-8. The project applicant shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement satisfactory to 
the City binding the owners to incorporate structural BMPs contained in the Development 
BMP Handbook, Part 15, in the Planning Department during the construction of the 
Proposed Project in accordance with the SUSMP and/or per manufacturer’s instructions. 

A-9. All waste shall be disposed of properly.  Appropriately labeled recycling bins shall be 
used to recycle construction materials including:  solvents, water-based paints, vehicle 
fluids, broken asphalt and concrete, wood and vegetation.  Non-recyclable 
materials/wastes shall be taken to an appropriate landfill.  Toxic wastes must be discarded 
at a licensed regulated disposal site.  Sunshine Canyon is the closest landfill to the project 
site and would be used for waste disposal related to this project if adequate capacity is 
available, otherwise the closest disposal site with adequate capacity will be used. 

A-10. Leaks, drips, and spills shall be cleaned up immediately to prevent contaminated soil on 
paved surfaces that can be washed away into the storm drains. 
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A-11. Pavement shall not be hosed down at material spills.  Dry cleanup methods shall be used 
whenever possible. 

A-12. Waste containers shall be covered and maintained.  Uncovered waste containers shall be 
placed under a roof or covered with tarps or plastic sheeting. 

A-13. Where truck traffic is frequent, gravel approaches shall be used to reduce soil compaction 
and limit the tracking of sediment into streets. 

A-14. All vehicle/equipment maintenance, repair, and washing shall be conducted away from 
storm drains.  All major repairs shall be conducted off-site.  Drip pans or drop cloths shall 
be used to catch drips and spills. 

A-15. The design and construction of the Proposed Project shall comply with all 
recommendations provided in the Geotechnical Exploration Report.  The geotechnical 
analysis and design measures shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety. 

As construction of the Proposed Project would be required to comply with all applicable requirements 
associated with NPDES Permit No. CA0061654 and all relevant storm water quality management 
regulations, the following mitigation measures are required to ensure that long-term operational impacts 
related to water quality would be less than significant: 

A-16. The project applicant shall implement stormwater BMPs to retain or treat the runoff from 
a storm event producing 0.75 inches of rainfall in a 24-hour period.  The design of 
structural BMPs shall be in accordance with the Development Best Management 
Practices Handbook, Part B – Planning Activities.  A signed certificate from a California 
licensed civil engineer or licensed architect that the proposed BMPs meet this numerical 
threshold standard is required. 

A-17. Post development peak stormwater runoff discharge rates shall not exceed the estimated 
pre-development rate for developments where the increased peak stormwater discharge 
rate will result in increased potential for downstream erosion. 

A-18. Any connection to the sanitary sewer shall have authorization from the Bureau of 
Sanitation. 

A-19. Roof runoff systems shall be installed where site suitable.  Runoff from rooftops is 
relatively clean and can provide groundwater recharge, and reduce excessive runoff into 
storm drains. 
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A-20. The project applicant shall paint messages that prohibit the dumping of improper 
materials into the storm drain system adjacent to storm drain inlets.  Prefabricated stencils 
can be obtained from the Department of Public Works, Stormwater Management 
Division. 

A-21. All storm drain inlets and catch basins within the project area shall be stenciled with 
prohibitive language (such as “NO DUMPING – DRAINS TO OCEAN”) and/or 
graphical icons to discourage illegal dumping. 

A-22. Legibility of stencils and signs shall be maintained by the project applicant. 

A-23. Materials with the potential to contaminate stormwater shall be:  (1) placed in an 
enclosure such as, but not limited to, a cabinet, shed, or similar structure that prevents 
contact with runoff spillage to the stormwater conveyance system; or (2) protected by 
secondary containment structures such as berms, dikes, or curbs. 

A-24. The storage area for potentially contaminating materials shall be paved and sufficiently 
impervious to contain leak and spills. 

A-25. The storage area for potentially contaminating materials shall have a roof or awning to 
minimize collection of stormwater within the secondary containment area. 

A-26. The owner(s) of the property shall prepare and execute a covenant and agreement 
(Planning Department General form CP-6770) satisfactory to the Planning Department 
binding the owners to post construction maintenance on the structural BMPs in 
accordance with the SUSMP and/or per manufacturer’s instructions. 

Mineral Resources 

The project site is not located within an area containing significant mineral deposits (Mineral Resource 
Zone 2 Areas MRZ-2) or a surface mining district.34, 35  The project site is currently zoned M3-1VL (M3:  
Manufacturing Uses; 1VL:  Height District 1, Very Limited).  No classified or designated mineral 
deposits of statewide or regional significance are known to occur on or near the project site. 

                                                      

34  City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, Areas Containing 
Significant Mineral Deposits Map, September 1, 1996. 

35  City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, Oil Drilling & Surface 
Mining Supplemental Use Districts Map, September 1, 1996. 
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The project site is located within the Torrance Oil Field.36  According to the State Department of 
Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas & Geothermal Resources, there are approximately six wells located on 
the project site; however, all six wells have been plugged.37  No active oil wells or mineral operations 
currently exist on-site.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not cause the permanent loss of, or access 
to any significant oil resources and no impacts on oil or mineral resources would occur. 

Population, Housing, and Employment 

Construction of the Proposed Project would result in increased employment opportunities in the 
construction field, which could potentially result in increased permanent population and demand for 
housing in the Harbor Gateway Community.  However, it is not likely that construction workers would 
relocate their households as a consequence of the construction employment associated with the Proposed 
Project.  The construction industry differs from other employment sectors in that many construction 
workers are highly specialized and move from job site to job site as dictated by the demand for their 
skills.  Additionally, workers remain at a job site only for the time frame in which their specific skills are 
needed to complete a particular phase of the construction process.  Therefore, project-related construction 
workers would not likely relocate their place of residence from construction of the Proposed Project.  No 
construction-related population impact would occur. 

As part of its comprehensive planning process for the Southern California region, the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) has divided its planning jurisdiction into 14 subregional 
organizations.  The project site is located within the City of Los Angeles, which is one of the 
aforementioned subregions.  Table IV.A-1 shows population, housing, and employment forecasts for the 
City as well as the Census Tract containing the project site. 

Employment Projections 

According to SCAG statistics, the City of Los Angeles had approximately 1,781,863 persons employed in 
the year 2000.38  For the year 2010, SCAG estimated employment for 1,820,092 persons.39  SCAG  
 

                                                      

36  City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Environmental and Public Facilities Maps, Oil Field & Oil Drilling 
Areas Map, September 1, 1996. 

37  State of California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas & Geothermal Resources, Online 
Mapping System, District 1, website:  http://maps.conservation.ca.gov/doms/index.html, December 14, 2009. 

38  SCAG Forecast 2004.  This forecast reflects the 2000 Census data from the U.S. Census Bureau. 

39  SCAG Forecast 2008.  This is the most current forecast adopted by SCAG and reflects the 2000 Census data 
from the U.S. Census Bureau. 
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Table IV.A-1 
Population, Housing, and Employment Forecasts for the City of Los Angeles 

Los Angeles Subregion 

 Population Housing Employment 
City of Los Angeles/Los Angeles Subregion 
2000 Censusa 3,711,969 1,276,578 1,781,863 
SCAG Forecastsb 

2010c 4,057,484 1,366,985 1,820,092 
2015 4,128,125 1,424,701 1,864,061 
2020 4,204,329 1,485,519 1,892,139 

Census Tract 2932.02 
2000 Censusa 6,653 1,703 1,381 
SCAG Forecastsb 

2010c 7,213 1,811 1,815 
2015 7,327 1,882 1,837 
2020 7,453 1,958 1,852 

a SCAG Forecast 2004. 
b SCAG Forecast 2008.  This is the most current forecast adopted by SCAG and reflects the 2000 Census data from 

the U.S. Census Bureau. 
c Represents a 10-year difference and increase rather than a 5-year difference as represented by other years.  This is 

because 2000 census numbers are available, whereas year 2005 numbers are not as accurate. 
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, January 2010. 

 

forecasts employment for 1,892,139 persons by the year 2020, an increase of approximately 72,047 jobs 
over the estimated year 2010 level.  Further, SCAG has forecasted that the employment level for Census 
Tract 2932.02 (the Census Tract containing the project site) will increase by approximately 37 jobs 
between the years 2010 and 2020.40  The Proposed Project includes development of approximately 352 
multi-family residential units between Lots 2 and 3, and 17,904 square feet of retail uses on the Add Area.  
As there are currently no uses on-site that provide employment, the estimated number of project 
employees also represents the net increase in the number of jobs on the project site.  As shown in Table 
IV.A-2, Estimated Proposed Project Employment Generation, the Proposed Project is anticipated to 
generate approximately 40 employees.  

 
 

                                                      

40  SCAG Forecast 2008.  This is the most current forecast adopted by SCAG and reflects the 2000 Census data 
from the U.S. Census Bureau. 
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Table IV.A-2 
Estimated Proposed Project Employment Generation 

Type of Development Size (sf) Employee Generation Factora Total Employees 
Retail 17,904 0.0022371 employees/sf 40 

Net Total 40 
a Los Angeles Unified School District, School Fee Justification Studies for Los Angeles Unified School District, Table ES-1, 

September 2002. 
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, December 2009. 

 

The estimated 40 employees anticipated to be generated by the Proposed Project are well within SCAG’s 
projections for the City, representing approximately 0.06 percent of the anticipated growth rate between 
the years 2010 and 2020.41  As discussed, SCAG projects a 37 job increase for Census Tract 2932.02 
through the year 2020.  Thus, the 40 employees estimated to be generated by the Proposed Project exceed 
SCAG employment projections for the Census Tract by three employees.  Consequently, the Proposed 
Project would be inconsistent with SCAG projections for the 2932.02 Census Tract.  Although the 
Proposed Project would exceed projections for employment within this Census Tract, development of the 
Proposed Project would be well within projections for the City.  Therefore, impacts related to 
employment would be less than significant. 

Population Projections 

In the year 2000, the City of Los Angeles had a population of 3,711,969 persons.42  SCAG projected 
4,057,484 residents by the year 2010.43  By the year 2020, SCAG estimates the Citywide population to 
reach 4,204,329 persons, an increase of 146,845 residents over the estimated year 2010 level.44  Further, 
SCAG has forecasted that the population for Census Tract 2932.02 will increase by approximately 240 
residents between the years 2010 and 2020.45  The project site is located within the Harbor Gateway 
Community Plan Area (CPA) of the City of Los Angeles.  It is estimated that in the year 2008, the Harbor 

                                                      

41  (40 ÷ 72,047) x 100= 0.06 percent. 

42  SCAG Forecast 2004.  This forecast reflects the 2000 Census data from the U.S. Census Bureau. 

43  SCAG Forecast 2008.  This is the most current forecast adopted by SCAG and reflects the 2000 Census data 
from the U.S. Census Bureau. 

44  SCAG Forecast 2008.  This is the most current forecast adopted by SCAG and reflects the 2000 Census data 
from the U.S. Census Bureau. 

45  SCAG Forecast 2008.  This is the most current forecast adopted by SCAG and reflects the 2000 Census data 
from the U.S. Census Bureau. 
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Gateway CPA had a population of 42,072 residents and 12,195 housing units, resulting in an average of 
3.45 persons per household.46, 47  As shown in Table IV.A-3, Proposed Project Residential Population, 
based on this ratio, it is estimated that the Proposed Project will generate approximately 1,214 residents.48  
There are currently no residential uses on-site.  Consequently, the estimated number of project residents 
also represents the net increase in population on the project site.  The 1,214 project residents represent 
approximately 0.8 percent of the City’s projected growth rate between the years 2010 and 2020.49  Thus, 
the Proposed Project would be within SCAG population projections for the City.  However, the residents 
estimated to be generated by the Proposed Project exceed projections for Census Tract 2932.02 by 974 
residents.  Although the Proposed Project exceeds projections for the Census Tract, the number of 
residents generated would be well within projections for the City.  Therefore, impacts related to 
population growth would be less than significant. 

Table IV.A-3 
Proposed Project Residential Population 

Land Use Size 
Resident Generation 

Factor a 
Total Residents 

Residential Units 352 du 3.45 persons/unit 1,214 
Net Total 1,214 

a Based on an average of 3.45 persons per household, City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Statistical Info, Local 
Population and Housing Estimates, by Community Plan Area, Harbor Gateway Community Plan Area, website:  
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/. 

Source:  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, December 2009. 

 

Housing Projections 

According to SCAG, the City had 1,276,578 housing units in the year 2000.50  SCAG projected 1,366,985 
housing units in the City by 2010.51  By the year 2020, SCAG estimates a total of 1,485,519 housing units 

                                                      

46  City of Los Angeles Planning Department, Statistical Info, Local Population and Housing Estimates, by 
Community Plan Area, Harbor Gateway Community Plan Area, website:  http://cityplanning.lacity.org/, 
December 15, 2009. 

47  42,072 residents ÷ 12,195 housing units = 3.45 persons per household. 

48  352 proposed dwelling units x 3.45 persons per household = 1,214 project residents. 

49  (1,214 ÷ 146,845) x 100 = 0.8 percent. 

50  SCAG Forecast 2004.  This forecast reflects the 2000 Census data from the U.S. Census Bureau. 

51  SCAG Forecast 2008.  This is the most current forecast adopted by SCAG and reflects the 2000 Census data 
from the U.S. Census Bureau. 
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for the City, an increase of 118,534 housing units over the year 2010 projection.52  Additionally, SCAG 
has forecasted that the number of housing units in Census Tract 2932.02 will increase by 147 units 
between the years 2010 and 2020.53  The Proposed Project involves development of approximately 352 
multi-family residential units between Lots 2 and 3, and 17,904 square feet of retail uses on the Add Area.  
As there are currently no housing units on-site, the 352 proposed units also represents the net increase in 
units on the project site.  The Proposed Project’s 352 multi-family residential units represent 
approximately 0.3 percent of the anticipated housing growth rate for the City through the year 2020.54  
The Proposed Project would be within SCAG housing projections for the City.  However, the Proposed 
Project would exceed housing projections for Census Tract 2932.02 by 205 units.  Although the Proposed 
Project exceeds projections for the Census Tract, the number of units to be developed by the Proposed 
Project is consistent with the anticipated housing growth rate for the City.  Further, as discussed in 
Section IV.D. Land Use, the Proposed Project would locate housing units in proximity to existing public 
transit opportunities, consistent with SCAG policies.  Therefore, impacts related to housing would be less 
than significant. 

As discussed, the project site is currently vacant.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not have the 
potential to displace existing housing or people and no impacts related to these issues would occur. 

Utilities 

Water 

The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) currently supplies water to the 
project site.  The City’s water supplies come from the following sources:  the eastern Sierra Nevada 
Mountains by way of the Los Angeles Aqueduct system, local groundwater, and purchases from the 
Metropolitan Water District.55 

Existing water main infrastructure in the vicinity of the project site includes one 12-inch and one eight-
inch waterline along Sepulveda Boulevard, and one 12-inch waterline along a 20-foot wide easement 

                                                      

52  SCAG Forecast 2008.  This is the most current forecast adopted by SCAG and reflects the 2000 Census data 
from the U.S. Census Bureau. 

53  SCAG Forecast 2008.  This is the most current forecast adopted by SCAG and reflects the 2000 Census data 
from the U.S. Census Bureau. 

54  (352 ÷ 118,534) x 100 = 0.3 percent. 

55  City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, Chapter 3.1 
Historical Water Supplies. 
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adjacent to the western boundary of the project site.56  Specifically, the project site is currently being 
supplied with water from the following water services: 

• 1.5-inch domestic service #16430 in Sepulveda Boulevard, 678 feet west of Normandie Avenue; 

• 1.5-inch domestic service #25527 in Sepulveda Boulevard, 574 feet west of Normandie Avenue; 

• Two-inch domestic service #2694 in Sepulveda Boulevard, 404 feet West of Normandie Avenue; 

• Ten-inch fire service #2695 in Sepulveda Boulevard, 400 feet west of Normandie Avenue; and 

• Two-inch domestic service #12891 in Sepulveda Boulevard, 388 feet west of Normandie 
Avenue.57 

As shown in Table IV.A-4, Proposed Project Estimated Water Demand, the Proposed Project, including 
development of the Add Area, is anticipated to consume approximately 59,984 gallons per day (gpd) of 
water.  As the project site is currently vacant, the Proposed Project’s estimated water demand also 
represents the net increase in water demand at the project site. 

Table IV.A-4 
Proposed Project Estimated Water Demand 

Land Use Size Consumption Ratea Total (gallons/day) 
Multi-family Residential 

1 bedroom units 176 units 141.6 gallons/unit/day 24,922 
2 bedroom units 176 units 188.8 gallons/unit/day 33,229 

Retail 17,904 sf 102.4 gallons/1,000 sf/day 1,833 
Total Net Water Consumption 59,984 

a City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, Sewer Generation Rates Table, March 20, 2002.  Water consumption rates are 
calculated as 118% of wastewater generation for residential uses and 128% of wastewater generation for all other non-
residential uses to account for outdoor water usage. 

Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, December 2009. 

 

CEQA Guidelines § 15083.5 requires a Lead Agency to identify water systems to provide water supplies 
for projects over specified thresholds.  Government Code § 66437.7, et seq. (“SB 221”) outlines 
requirements for projects consisting of residential subdivisions.  The Proposed Project does not include a 
residential subdivision and, thus, is not subject to SB 221.  Water Code § 10910, et seq. (“SB 610”) 

                                                      

56  Written correspondence with Charles C. Halloway, Manager of Environmental Planning and Assessment, City 
of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, August 7, 2009. 

57  Written correspondence with Charles C. Halloway, Manager of Environmental Planning and Assessment, City 
of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, August 7, 2009. 
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requires water supply assessments to evaluate whether water supplies will meet projected water demand 
for certain projects.  Projects subject to requirements under SB 610 include the following:  (a) residential 
development of more than 500 dwelling units; (b) a shopping center or business employing more than 
1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space; (c) a commercial office building 
employing more than 1,000 persons or having more than 250,000 square feet; (d) a hotel or motel with 
more than 500 rooms; (e) an industrial or manufacturing establishment housing more than 1,000 persons 
or having more than 650,000 square feet or 40 acres; (f) a mixed-use project containing any of the 
foregoing; or (g) any other project that would have a water demand at least equal to a 500 dwelling unit 
project.  The Proposed Project is not subject to SB 610 as it does not fall into any of the aforementioned 
categories.  Therefore, a water supply assessment is not needed. 

It is anticipated that LADWP would be able to accommodate the estimated increase in water demand 
resulting from the Proposed Project.  Additionally, according to its Final Year 2005 Urban Water 
Management Plan, LADWP anticipates that it can provide adequate water supplies for the City through 
the year 2030.58  Further, the Proposed Project would be required to comply with applicable water 
conservation ordinances and regulations, which would further reduce the Proposed Project’s water 
demand.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not require new or expanded entitlements and impacts 
related to water supply would be less than significant.  Nonetheless, mitigation measures are 
recommended to further reduce the Proposed Project’s water demand.  Given the incremental increase in 
water consumption for the Proposed Project, and compliance with applicable water conservation 
regulations, the Proposed Project would not require or result in the construction of new or expanded water 
treatment facilities.  Therefore, impacts related to water treatment facilities would be less than significant.   

Should it be determined that water main and other infrastructure upgrades are required, a significant 
impact to the physical environmental would not be expected because:  (1) any disruption of service would 
be of a short-term nature; (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public rights-of-way; and 
(3) since existing infrastructure would be replaced with larger infrastructure, the physical environment 
would have already been disturbed when the existing infrastructure was implemented.  Therefore, impacts 
related to water supply infrastructure would be less than significant.   

Mitigation Measures 

To ensure that the Proposed Project and Add Area would have a less than significant impact on water 
supply, the following mitigation measures are recommended: 

A-27. The Proposed Project shall comply with Ordinance No. 170,978 (Water Management 
Ordinance) which imposes numerous water conservation measures in landscape, 

                                                      

58  City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, 2005 Urban Water Management Plan, Executive 
Summary, Reliability of Current and Future Supplies. 
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installation, and maintenance (e.g., drip irrigation and soak hoses in lieu of sprinklers to 
lower the amount of water lost to evaporation and overspray, set automatic sprinkler 
systems to irrigate during early morning or evening hours to minimize water loss due to 
evaporation, and water less in cooler months and during the rainy season). 

A-28. If conditions dictate, the Department of Water and Power may postpone new water 
connections for this project until water supply capacity is adequate. 

A-29. Unless otherwise required, and to the satisfaction of the Department of Building and 
Safety, the applicant shall install: 

• High-efficiency toilets (maximum 1.28 gallons per flush), including dual-flush 
water closest, and high-efficiency urinals (maximum 0.5 gallons per flush), 
including no-flush or waterless urinals, in all restrooms as appropriate; and 

• Restroom faucets with a maximum flow rate of 1.5 gallons per minute. 

A-30. Single-pass cooling equipment shall be strictly prohibited from use.  Prohibition of such 
equipment shall be indicated on the building plans and incorporated into tenant lease 
agreements.  (Single-pass cooling refers to the use of potable water to extract heat from 
process equipment, e.g., vacuum pump, ice machines, by passing the water through 
equipment and discharging the heated water to the sanitary wastewater system.) 

A-31. Unless otherwise required, all restroom faucets shall be of a self-closing design, to the 
satisfaction of the Department of Building and Safety. 

A-32. Unless otherwise required, and to the Satisfaction of the Department of Building and 
Safety, the applicant shall: 

• Install a demand (tankless or instantaneous) water heater system sufficient to 
serve the anticipated needs of the dwelling(s); 

• Install no more than one showerhead per shower stall, having a flow rate no 
greater than 2.0 gallons per minute; 

• Install and utilize only high-efficiency clothes washers (water factor of 6.0 or 
less), if proposed to be provided in either individual units and/or in a common 
laundry room(s).  If such appliance is to be furnished by a tenant, this 
requirement shall be incorporated into the lease agreement, and the applicant 
shall be responsible for ensuring compliance; and 

• Install and utilize only high-efficiency Energy Star-rated dishwashers in the 
project, if proposed to be provided.  If such appliance is to be furnished by a 
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tenant, this requirement shall be incorporated into the lease agreement, and the 
applicant shall be responsible for ensuring compliance. 

A-33. The availability of recycled water should be investigated as a source to irrigate large 
landscaped areas. 

A-34. Significant opportunities for water savings exist in air conditioning systems that utilize 
evaporative cooling (i.e., employ cooling towers).  LADWP should be contacted for 
specific information on appropriate measures. 

Wastewater 

The City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation provides sewer conveyance 
infrastructure and wastewater treatment services for the project site.  Specifically, the Bureau of 
Sanitation provides advance planning and financial management, and maintains and operates the sewage 
collection and treatment system.  Wastewater generated by the Proposed Project during the construction 
phase would be similar to that generated by other projects of similar size and scale, for which no pre-
treatment is required.  Wastewater is treated by standard (primary, secondary, and tertiary) treatment 
processes.  Any wastewater discharged by the Proposed Project must comply with NPDES requirements, 
as discussed under the Hydrology and Water Quality subheading above.  Additionally, the Proposed 
Project must also comply with all applicable wastewater treatment requirements of the LARWQCB.  
Therefore, impacts related to wastewater treatment requirements would be less than significant. 

Wastewater generated at the project site flows to the Hyperion Treatment Plant (HTP), located west of the 
Los Angeles International Airport in Playa del Rey.  Existing sewer infrastructure in the project vicinity 
includes an eight-inch line on the Sepulveda Avenue right-of-way and a 15-inch line on Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  Sewage from these lines flow into an 18-inch line on Batey Avenue before discharging into a 
57-inch County of Los Angeles sewer line on the Frampton Avenue right-of-way.59 

As shown in Table IV.A-5, Proposed Project Estimated Wastewater Generation, development of the 
Proposed Project and the Add Area is anticipated to generate approximately 50,712 gpd of wastewater.  
As the project site is currently vacant, the Proposed Project’s estimated wastewater generation also 
represents the net increase in wastewater generation at the project site. 

                                                      

59  Letter correspondence with Brent Lorscheider, Division Manager, City of Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater Engineering Services Division, February 25, 2010. 
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Table IV.A-5 
Proposed Project Estimated Wastewater Generation 

Land Use Size Generation Ratea Total (gallons/day) 
Multi-family Residential    

1 bedroom units 176 units 120 gallons/unit/day 21,120 
2 bedroom units 176 units 160 gallons/unit/day 28,160 

Retail 17,904 sf 80 gallons/1,000 sf/day 1,432 
Total Net Wastewater Generation 50,712 

a City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, Sewer Generation Rates Table, March 20, 2002.   
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, January 2010. 

 

As discussed, wastewater generated by the Proposed Project would be treated at the HTP, which has a 
design capacity of approximately 450 million gpd and currently treats an average of approximately 362 
million gpd to primary and secondary treatment standards.60  Thus, the HTP has a remaining capacity of 
approximately 88 million gpd.  The Proposed Project’s anticipated net increase of 50,712 gallons of 
wastewater per day represents approximately 0.06 percent of the remaining capacity at the HTP.  The 
HTP has sufficient remaining capacity to accommodate wastewater generated by the Proposed Project.  
Further, the Proposed Project would not require or result in the construction of new or expanded 
wastewater treatment facilities.  Therefore, impacts related to wastewater would be less than significant.   

Solid Waste 

Within the City of Los Angeles, solid waste management, including collection and disposal services and 
landfill operation is administered by various public agencies and private companies.  Single-family and 
limited multiple-family residential refuse is collected by the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, 
whereas waste generated by most multiple-family residential sources and all commercial/industrial 
sources is collected by private contractors.  Waste disposal sites are operated by both the City and County 
of Los Angeles, as well as by private companies.  Most commonly, the Sunshine Canyon Landfill and the 
Chiquita Canyon Landfill service the City of Los Angeles.  Both Landfills accept residential, commercial, 
and construction waste. 

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) was enacted to reduce, recycle, and 
reuse solid waste generated in the State to the maximum amount feasible.  Specifically, AB 939 required 
city and county jurisdictions to identify an implementation schedule to divert 50 percent of the total waste 
stream from landfill disposal by the year 2000.  AB 939 also requires each city and county to promote 
source reduction, recycling and safe disposal or transformation.  California cities and counties are 

                                                      

60  City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation, Wastewater, Facts & Figures, website:  
http://www.lacitysan.org/wastewater/factsfigures.htm, January 5, 2010. 
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required to submit annual reports to the California Integrated Waste Management Board to update the 
Board on the city’s progress toward the AB 939 goals.   

The City of Los Angeles Municipal Code Ordinance 174706 Section 66.32 states that in order to meet AB 
939 diversion goals and the City’s diversion goal of 70 percent by the year 2020, private solid waste 
haulers and recyclers shall register with the City and display a permit decal and number issued by the City 
through the Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation.  Waste haulers shall pay an AB 939 
compliance fee as set forth in sections 66.32.1 through 66.32.8 based on gross receipts of solid waste 
collected.  Solid waste generated at the project site would be disposed of in accordance with all applicable 
Federal, State, and local regulations related to solid waste.  Therefore, impacts with respect to solid waste 
regulations would be less than significant. 

Construction Impacts 

Demolition and construction activities associated with development of the Proposed Project would 
generate construction debris that would need to be disposed of at landfills.  Construction debris includes 
concrete, asphalt, wood, drywall, metals, and other miscellaneous and composite materials.  Per AB 939 
requirements, much of this material would be recycled and salvaged to the maximum extent feasible.  
Materials not recycled would be disposed of at landfills.  By recycling most of the solid waste generated 
by construction of the Proposed Project, short-term construction impacts on landfills would be less than 
significant. 

Operational Impacts 

As shown in Table IV.A-6, Proposed Project Estimated Solid Waste Generation, operation of the 
Proposed Project is anticipated to generate approximately 1,498 pounds per day of solid waste before 
recycling activities.  As there are currently no existing uses on-site, the solid waste estimated to be 
generated by the Proposed Project also represents the net increase in solid waste generated at the project 
site. 

Table IVA-6 
Proposed Project Estimated Solid Waste Generation 

Land Use Size Generation Ratea Total (pounds/day) 
Multi-Family Residential 352 units 4 pounds/unit/day 1,408 
Retail 17,904 sf 5 pounds/1,000 sf/day 90 

Total Net Solid Waste Generation 1,498 
a City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation, “Solid Waste Generation”, 1981. 
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, January 2010. 

 

As discussed, solid waste generated by the Proposed Project would be disposed of at either the Sunshine 
Canyon Landfill or the Chiquita Canyon Landfill.  The Sunshine Canyon Landfill is permitted to intake a 
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maximum of 21,100 tons per day, while the Chiquita Canyon Landfill is permitted to intake a maximum 
of 6,000 tons per day.61  Currently, the Sunshine Canyon Landfill accepts approximately 9,500 tons of 
solid waste per day and, thus, has a remaining capacity of approximately 2,600 tons per day.62 

The Proposed Project would generate a net increase of approximately 1,498 pounds (or 0.75 tons) of solid 
waste per day.  Thus, the amount of solid waste generated by the Proposed Project would represent 
approximately 0.03 percent of the remaining capacity at the Sunshine Canyon Landfill and approximately 
0.01 percent of the maximum permitted daily intake at the Chiquita Canyon Landfill.  Therefore, both the 
Sunshine Canyon Landfill and the Chiquita Canyon Landfill would have sufficient capacity to 
accommodate the Proposed Project solid waste disposal needs.  Further, operations on the project site 
would be subject to requirements set forth in AB 939 requiring each city and county to divert 50 percent 
of its solid waste from landfill disposal through source reduction, recycling, and composting.  
Implementation of the mitigation measures would ensure that impacts related to solid waste services 
would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts related to solid waste services: 

A-35. The construction contractor shall only contract for waste disposal services with a 
company that recycles construction-related wastes. 

A-36. To facilitate the on-site separation and recycling of construction-related wastes, the 
construction contractor shall provide temporary waste separation bins on-site during 
construction. 

A-37. Recycling bins shall be provided at appropriate locations to promote recycling of paper, 
metal, glass, and other recyclable material.  The Proposed Project shall comply with all 
applicable adopted recycling and waste diversion policies of the City of Los Angeles. 

Electricity 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) provides electricity service to the City of 
Los Angeles and obtains electricity from various generating sources that utilize coal, nuclear, natural gas, 
hydroelectric, and renewable resources (solar and wind) to generate power.  LADWP obtains power for 

                                                      

61  State of California Integrated Waste Management Board, Solid Waste Information System, Facility Search, 
website:  http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/SWIS/, January 5, 2010. 

62  Sunshine Canyon Landfill, Update from Project Director, website:  
http://www.sunshinecanyonlandfill.com/update/_index.htm, January 5, 2010. 
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the City of Los Angeles from the following sources:  four municipally owned power plants within the Los 
Angeles Basin, LADWP Hydro-Generators in the Los Angeles Aqueduct, shared-ownership generating 
facilities in the Southwest, and purchased power from the Southwest and Pacific Northwest. 

Energy consumption by new buildings in California is regulated by the State Building Energy Efficiency 
Standards, embodied in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR).  The efficiency standards 
apply to new construction of both residential and non-residential buildings, and regulate energy consumed 
for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting.  The building efficiency standards are 
enforced through the local building permit process.  Local government agencies may adopt and enforce 
energy standards for new buildings, provided that these standards meet or exceed those provided in the 
Title 24 guidelines. 

As shown in Table IV.A-7, Proposed Project Electricity Demand, the Proposed Project and Add Area are 
anticipated to consume approximately 6,090 kilowatt-hours (KW-Hours) of electricity per day.  As the 
project site is currently vacant, the Proposed Project’s anticipated electricity demand also represents the 
net increase in electricity demand on-site. 

Table IV.A-7 
Proposed Project Estimated Electricity Demand 

Land Use Size Consumption Ratea Total (KW-Hours/day) 
Multi-Family Residential 352 units 15.42 KW-Hours/unit/day 5,428 
Retail 17,904 sf 37 KW-Hours/1,000 sf/day 662 

Total Net Electricity Demand 6,090 
a SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-11-A, 1993. 
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, January 2010. 

 

As part of the western United States power grid, the LADWP is required to meet certain operational, 
supply, and reliability criteria as established by the Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) 
and the North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC).  These criteria establish, for one, certain 
reserve margin requirements that LADWP must meet to accommodate any unforeseen contingencies.  
Additionally, energy conservation standards established by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations 
would be incorporated into the Proposed Project as part of the building permit process and would thus 
reduce the amount of electricity consumed by the Proposed Project by addressing insulation, glazing, 
lighting, shading, and water and space heating systems.  The applicant would be required to incorporate 
these energy conservation measures into the project design.  With implementation of energy conservation 
mitigation measures, impacts related to electricity supplies would be less than significant. 

LADWP undertakes expansion and/or modification of electricity distribution infrastructure and systems 
to serve future growth in the City of Los Angeles as required in the normal process of providing electrical 
service.  During the construction phase, the project applicant would be required to coordinate with 
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LADWP to determine connection requirements and upgrades that are needed (if any) would be 
implemented at that time.  Therefore, impacts related to electricity distribution infrastructure would be 
less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are required by the City as Standard Conditions of Approval to reduce 
the Proposed Project’s impacts with respect to energy consumption, including electricity and natural gas 
consumption: 

A-38. Windows shall be designed to reduce thermal gain and loss and thus cooling loads during 
warm weather, and heating loads during cool weather (e.g., tinting, double pane glass, 
etc.). 

A-39. Thermal insulation that exceeds requirements established by the State of California 
Energy Conservation Standards shall be installed in walls and ceilings. 

A-40. High-efficiency lamps shall be installed for all outdoor security lighting. 

A-41. Time control interior and exterior lighting shall be installed.  These systems shall be 
programmed to account for variations in seasonal daylight times. 

A-42. Exterior walls shall be finished with light-colored materials and high-emissivity 
characteristics to reduce cooling loads.  Interior walls shall be finished with light-colored 
materials to reflect more light and thus increase lighting efficiency. 

A-43. If applicable, the applicant shall coordinate with LADWP and fund the installation of the 
upgraded facilities as needed to maintain an adequate electricity distribution system 
and/or to connect the project site to the surrounding infrastructure. 

Natural Gas 

The Southern California Gas Company (SCG) provides natural gas resources to the City of Los Angeles 
and the majority of Southern California and Central California from the United States/Mexico border to 
Visalia, California.  The availability of natural gas is based upon present conditions of gas supply and 
regulatory policies as SCG is under the jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commission (PUC) 
and other federal regulatory agencies.  SCG obtains its gas resources from several sedimentary basins, 
including:  the San Juan Basin in New Mexico, the Permian Basin in West Texas, the Rocky Mountains, 
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Western Canada, and local California supplies.63  SCG makes available to its customers energy efficiency 
programs with rebates and incentives for the purpose of reducing natural gas consumption.  As discussed 
previously, energy consumption, including natural gas consumption, in new buildings in California is 
regulated by the State Building Energy Efficiency Standards contained in Title 24 of the CCR.   

As shown in Table IV.A-8, Proposed Project Natural Gas Demand, the Proposed Project and Add Area 
are anticipated to consume 48,958 cubic feet (cf) of natural gas per day.  As the project site is currently 
vacant, the amount of natural gas estimated to be consumed by the Proposed Project also represents the 
net increase in natural gas demand on-site. 

Table IV.A-8 
Proposed Project Estimated Natural Gas Demand 

Land Use Size Consumption Ratea Total (cf/day) 
Multi-Family Residential 352 units 134 cf/unit/day 47,168 
Retail 17,904 sf 100 cf/1,000 sf/day 1,790 

Total Net Natural Gas Demand 48,958 
a SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Table A9-12-A, 1993. 
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, January 2010. 

 

According to the 2008 California Gas Report, natural gas supplies from the southwestern United States 
(i.e., the San Juan Basin and the Permian Basin) are expected to meet Southern California’s gas demand.64  
Additionally, the Proposed Project would be required to incorporate into the project design the energy 
conservation measures established by Title 24 of the CCR.  With implementation of the energy 
conservation mitigation measures listed above, project impacts related to natural gas supply would be less 
than significant.  Further, according to the State, SGC operates in an environment where interstate 
pipeline capacity exists in excess of anticipated demand.65  Thus, there is adequate pipeline capacity to 
deliver natural gas to the City.  Therefore, impacts related to natural gas infrastructure would be less than 
significant. 

                                                      

63  State of California Division of Ratepayer Advocates, Energy, Natural Gas, Gas Infrastructure Southern 
California, website:  http://www.dra.ca.gov/DRA/energy/gas/Gas+Infrastructure+So+CA.htm, January 6, 
2010. 

64  Southern California Gas Company, Regulatory, California Gas Report, 2008 California Gas Report, website:  
http://www.socalgas.com/regulatory/documents/cgr/2008_CGR.pdf, January 6, 2010. 

65  State of California Division of Ratepayer Advocacy, Energy, Natural Gas, Gas Infrastructure Southern 
California, website:  http://www.dra.ca.gov/DRA/energy/gas/Gas+Infrastructure+So+CA.htm, January 6, 
2010. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
B. AESTHETICS 

INTRODUCTION 

This section evaluates the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on aesthetics, views and vistas, light 
and glare, and shade and shadows in the project area.  Aesthetics refers to visual resources and the quality 
of what can be seen or overall visual perception of the environment, and may include such characteristics 
as building height and mass, development density, design character, and landscaping.  Views refer to 
visual access and obstruction of prominent visual features, including both specific visual landmarks and 
panoramic vistas.  Lighting issues address the effects of nighttime illumination and daytime glare on 
adjacent land uses.  Shading issues are concerned with the shading effects of shadows cast by existing or 
proposed structures upon adjacent land uses. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Existing Visual Character of the Project Site 

The rectangular shaped project site (known as Tract #65665 Lot 2 and Lot 3) encompasses approximately 
5.12 acres (approximately 222,906 square feet) and is located on the north side of W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard, just west of Normandie Avenue.  In addition to Lots 2 and 3, the Applicant has proposed a 
development scenario for Lots 4 and 5 (known as the Add Area).  This portion of the project site 
encompasses approximately 2.47 acres (approximately 107,775 square feet) and is located immediately 
adjacent and south of Lots 2 and 3.  The project site is generally bound by office/warehouse uses to the 
north and east, W. Sepulveda Boulevard to the south, and the Mulligan Family Fun Center to the west 
(refer to Figure III-1, Aerial Photograph).   

The project site, which is relatively flat, was formerly occupied by a car auction operation that contained 
distribution and warehousing operations, as well as two office buildings.  However, the project site is 
currently vacant and a majority of the site is paved with asphalt.  The project site currently contains 
overgrown shrubs, grasses, and trees that were planted as part of a former landscape plan.  Security 
fencing runs along the perimeter of the project site prohibiting public access to the site.  Figures IV.B-1 
and IV.B-2 depict the existing visual environment of the project site. 

Visual Character of the Surrounding Locale 

As shown in Figure IV.B-3, the project site is situated in a highly urbanized area characterized by a mix 
of commercial and retail uses and low- to mid-density residential uses.  The area surrounding the project 
site is developed with industrial, office, warehouse, and commercial uses, as well as single- and multi-
family residential uses.  Development in the area has occurred continuously over the last century.  Thus, 
 



View 1: View looking northeast across W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard toward the project site.

View 2: View looking northeast across W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard toward the project site.

View 3: View looking northeast across W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard toward the project site.
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Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009.
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View 4: View looking southeast across the project site. View 5: View looking south across the project site from
the Mulligan Family Center.

View 6: View looking north across the project site.
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Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009.

Figure IV.B-2
Views of the Project Site
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Figure IV.B-3
Aerial Photograph

of Surrounding Uses

Source: Bing and Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009.
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the project area consists of buildings of varying age and architectural style and there is a lack of 
uniformity in design among nearby development.  Photographs depicting the area surrounding the project 
site are provided in Figures IV.B-4 and IV.B-9.  

As shown in Figures IV.B-4 and IV.B-5, the area to the north and east of project site is developed with 
the Storm Business Park, which encompasses approximately 400,000 square feet of business and 
corporate office facilities along Storm Parkway, and fronting the eastern side of Normandie Avenue 
between Storm Parkway and Sepulveda Boulevard.  The Storm Business Park includes the following:  
two three-story newly-constructed buildings containing office and warehouse space, northwest of the 
project site; a two-story office for the TV and entertainment staging design company All Access, and a 
three-story LA Times office building directly north of the project site; a two-story office building 
occupied by W.W. Grainger northeast of the project site; and a two-story Storm Manufacturing Group, 
Inc. office building and a two-story Industrial Parts Depot, Inc. office building directly east of the project 
site.   

As shown Figures IV.B-6 and IV.B-7, the area further north and east of the project site, beyond the 
immediate surrounding uses, is developed with a mix of commercial and residential uses.  Directly north 
of Storm Parkway is the three-story MK office building and the three-story All Access building.  North of 
W. 228th Street are multi-family uses, single-family uses, and industrial office and warehouse space.  
Directly east of Normandie Avenue are multi-family uses and numerous low-rise commercial uses. 

As shown in Figures IV.B-8 and Figure IV.B-9, southeast of the project site is a vacant diner with 
associated structures and a paved surface parking lot.  South of the project site, across W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard, is the Green Meadow single-family community.  Southwest of the project site, fronting W. 
Sepulveda Boulevard, is Drillsite B-2 operated by Brea Cañon Oil Company, Inc., which is surrounded by 
a single-family residential neighborhood.   

Directly west of the project site is the Mulligan Family Fun Center, which features miniature golf, 
racetracks, batting cages, and party facilities.  West of the Mulligan Family Fun Center is a vacant and 
non-operational concrete mix company. 

Scenic Resources 

As stated above, the project site is located in a developed urban area of the Harbor Gateway community.  
No scenic views currently exist on the project site.  Views from the streets and residential areas in and 
around the project area are limited by the low-rise commercial, industrial, office, warehouse, and 
residential developments lining the surrounding major street corridors.  There are no significant natural 
features (such as rock outcroppings, bodies of water, substantial stands of native vegetation, etc.) or 
native California trees of particular aesthetic value (e.g., oak trees) on the project site.  There are no 
 



View 1: View looking west from Storm Parkway toward 
the two newly-constructed three-story office/warehouse
buildings northwest of the project site.

View 2: View looking south across Storm Parkway 
toward the two-story All Access office building north of 
the project site.

View 3: View looking south from Frampton Avenue
toward the three-story LA Times office building north of 
the project site.
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Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009.

Figure IV.B-4
Views of the Surrounding Uses

Views 1-3

2 3
1

Photo Location

Proposed Project

Add Area

#



View 4: View looking west across Normandie Avenue 
toward the two-story W.W. Grainger office building 
northeast of the project site.

View 5: View looking west across Normandie Avenue 
toward the two-story Storm Manufacturing Group, Inc. 
office building east of the project site.

View 6: View looking west across Normandie Avenue 
toward the two-story Industrial Parts Depot, Inc. office 
building east of the project site.
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Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009.

Figure IV.B-5
Views of the Surrounding Uses
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View 7: View looking northwest from the northwest 
corner of Storm Parkway and Normandie Avenue toward
the three-story All Access Office building.

View 8: View looking north across Storm Parkway toward
the three-story MK Office building.

View 9: View looking northeast across Normandie 
Avenue toward low-rise commercial uses.
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Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009.

Figure IV.B-6
Views of the Surrounding Uses

Views 7-9
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View 10: View looking northwest across W. 228th Street
toward single- and multi-family uses.

View 11: View looking northwest across W. 228th Street
toward an industrial/warehouse use.

View 12: View looking southeast from the northwest
corner of W. 228th Street and Normandie Avenue toward
a three-story multi-family development.
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Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009.

Figure IV.B-7
Views of the Surrounding Uses

Views 10-12
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View 13: View looking north across W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard toward the vacant diner and associated 
buildings and parking lot southeast of the project site.

View 14: View looking north from the southeast corner of
Batey Avenue and Woodbury Drive toward the Green
Medows residential community.

View 15: View looking north from Brightwater Place 
toward drill site B-2, operated by Brea Canon Oil 
Company, Inc.
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Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009.

Figure IV.B-8
Views of the Surrounding Uses
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View 16: View looking north across W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard toward the Mulligan Family Fun Center directly 
west of the project site.

View 17: View looking east toward the Mulligan Family
Center and associated batting cages.

View 18: View looking north across W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard toward the vacant and non-operational 
Concrete Mix company.
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Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009.

Figure IV.B-9
Views of the Surrounding Uses
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natural open spaces and there are no aesthetically significant man-made features or historic buildings on 
the project site.  Furthermore, the project site is not located within a State designated scenic highway.1   

Existing Viewsheds 

Viewsheds refer to the visual qualities of a geographical area that are defined by the horizon, topography, 
and other natural features that give an area its visual boundary and context, or by development that has 
become a prominent visual component of the area.  Public views are those which can be seen from 
vantage points that are publicly accessible, such as streets, freeways, parks, and vista points.  These views 
are generally available to a greater number of persons than are private views.  Private views are those 
which can be seen from vantage points located on private property.  Private views are not considered to 
be impacted when interrupted by land uses on adjacent blocks, specifically if the Proposed Project 
complies with the zoning and design guidelines applicable to the site.  The project area contains little 
visual resources due to area development.  Views of the Palos Verdes Hills to the west are largely 
obstructed by area development.  Additionally, as previously mentioned, there are no designated scenic 
highways in the vicinity of the project site.  The existing viewsheds are defined primarily by the 
commercial, industrial, office, and warehouse uses, and residential developments along W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard, Normandie Avenue, and Storm Parkway.   

Views of and Towards the Project Site 

In general, the project site is only visible from a very limited distance and does not contain any high-rise 
structures that are visible from a distance.  The project site is currently vacant and a majority of the site is 
paved with asphalt.  As previously discussed, the project site contains overgrown shrubs, grasses, and 
trees that were planted as part of a former landscape plan.  The project site is visible from the single-
family residential uses located south of the project site, as well as from the Mulligan Family Center 
located directly west of the project site, the Storm Business Park, the W.W. Grainger office building, and 
the Storm Manufacturing Group, Inc. office buildings located directly north and east of the project site.  
The project site is also visible from the vacant diner, which is located adjacent to and southeast of the site. 

Several public parks and recreation facilities are located in the project area.  These include Normandie 
Park, approximately 0.80 mile north of the project site along Normandie Avenue, Carriage Crest Park, 
approximately 0.9 mile east of the project site along W. Sepulveda Boulevard, Veterans Park, 
approximately 1.2 miles northeast of the project site along 223rd Street, Torrance Park, approximately 
1.33 miles west of the project site on Santa Fe Avenue, and Sur la Brea Park, approximately 1.52 miles 
southwest of the project site on Cabrillo Avenue.  However, due to the existing development in the 
urbanized area, the project site is not visible from these public parks.  

                                                      

1 City of Los Angeles General Plan, Transportation Element, September 8, 1999. 
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Views From the Project Site 

The project site is located in an urbanized setting.  As a result, the project site provides direct views of 
surrounding low-rise commercial, industrial, office, and warehouse developments to the north, east, and 
west.  The project site provides direct views of single-family residential uses, specifically the noise 
blocking wall associated with these residential uses to the south and views of a drillsite.  Distant views to 
the west are of limited views of the Palos Verdes Hills.  No unique scenic vistas, unique landscaping or 
architectural features, or natural geologic formations exist in the local vicinity.   

Regulatory Framework 

General Plan Framework Element 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element (“General Plan Framework”) provides 
direction as to the City’s vision for future development in the project vicinity.  Although the General Plan 
Framework does not directly address the design of individual neighborhoods or communities, it embodies 
generic neighborhood design policies and implementation programs that guide local planning efforts.  The 
General Plan Framework encourages the development of centers in which scale and built form allow both 
daytime and nighttime use.  As an example, Policy 5.2.2.c states that the built form will vary by location.  
This urban design policy also acknowledges the need for the enhancement of pedestrian activity through 
the provision of well-lit exteriors to provide safety and comfort (Policy 5.8.1.e) and the screening or 
location of parking out of public view (Policy 5.8.1.g).  The General Plan Framework also states that the 
livability of all neighborhoods would be improved by upgrading the quality of development and 
improving the quality of the public realm (Objective 5.5).2  Policies that support this objective include the 
planting of street trees which provide shade and give scale to the residential and commercial streets in all 
neighborhoods of the City (Policy 5.5.1) and the incorporation of street lights, bus shelters, benches, and 
other street furniture (Policy 5.5.4).  An analysis of the applicable Urban Form and Neighborhood Design 
policies of the General Plan Framework is presented later in this Section under the “Policy and 
Regulatory Compliance” heading. 

Los Angeles Municipal Code  

The project site is as M3-1VL (M3: Heavy Industrial Zone, 1VL: Very Limited Height District) by the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC).  The “M3” portion of the zoning classification indicates that the 
project site is located in a heavy industrial zone.  The “1VL” portion of the zoning classification 
corresponds to Height District No. 1 Very Limited.  Pursuant to Planning and Zoning Code Section 

                                                      

2  General Plan Framework, page 5-14. 
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12.2.1(A)(1), the total floor area 3 contained in all the main buildings on a lot in a commercial or 
industrial zone in Height District No. 1 shall not exceed one-and-one-half times the buildable area of said 
lot; for a lot in all other zones, the total floor area contained in all the main buildings on a lot in Height 
District No. 1 shall not exceed three times the buildable area of said lot.  Therefore, as the project site is 
located in an industrial zone, it would be permitted to have a maximum floor area ratio of 1.5:1.  In 
addition, pursuant to Section 12.2.1(A)(1), buildings located in a Height District No. 1 Very Limited zone 
shall not exceed three stories or 45 feet in height.   

Light and Glare 

Ambient light consists primarily of natural light conditions and the light emanating from existing 
structures and security lighting.  The project site does not generate light as it is currently vacant and does 
not contain any structures, pavement, or lighting.  Lighting associated with the surrounding uses in the 
project vicinity consists of ambient nighttime lighting including street lights, architectural and security 
lighting, indoor building illumination (light emanating from the interior of structures which passes 
through windows) and automobile headlights.  The areas adjacent to the project site generally experience 
these high ambient lighting levels. 

Glare is largely a daytime phenomenon, occurring when sunlight is reflected off the surfaces of buildings, 
objects (e.g., vehicle windshields), or by vehicle headlights on adjacent roadways.  Excessive glare not 
only restricts visibility but also increases the ambient heat reflectivity in a given area.  The project site 
does not generate glare as it is currently vacant and does not contain structures, and although it contains 
asphalt, it is currently fenced in which blocks any glare from being projected from the project site.   

Shade and Shadow 

The issue of shade and shadow pertains to the blockage of direct sunlight by on-site buildings, which 
affect adjacent properties.  Shading is an important environmental issue because the users or occupants of 
certain land uses, such as residential, recreational, churches, schools, outdoor restaurants, and pedestrian 
areas have expectations for direct sunlight and warmth from the sun.  These land uses are termed 
“shadow-sensitive.”  The area around the project site was surveyed for shadow-sensitive uses.  The 
shadow-sensitive uses identified are described below. 

                                                      

3  Floor Area is defined in the Planning and Zoning Code as that area in square feet confined within the exterior 
walls of a building but not including the area of the following: exterior walls, stairways, shafts, rooms housing 
building-operating equipment or machinery, parking areas with associated driveways and ramps, space for the 
landing and storage of helicopters, and basement storage areas.  Therefore, floor area does not include exterior 
walls, stairs, elevators, shafts, telephone/electric rooms on each typical floor, and parking areas. 
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Shadow lengths are dependent on the height and size of the building from which they are cast and on the 
angle of the sun.  The angle of the sun varies according to the rotation of the earth (i.e. time of day) and 
elliptical orbit (i.e. change in seasons).  The longest shadows are cast during the winter months and the 
shortest shadows are cast during the summer months.   

Summer and Winter Solstice 

“Solstice” is defined as either of the two points on the ecliptic that lie midway between the equinoxes 
(separated from them by an angular distance of 90°).  At the solstices, the sun’s apparent position on the 
celestial sphere reaches its greatest distance above or below the celestial equator, about 23 ½° of the arc.  
At the time of summer solstice, about June 22, the sun is directly overhead at noon at the Tropic of 
Cancer.  In the Northern Hemisphere, the longest day and shortest night of the year occur on this date, 
marking the beginning of summer.  At winter solstice, about December 22, the sun is overhead at noon at 
the Tropic of Capricorn; this marks the beginning of winter in the Northern Hemisphere.  Measuring 
shadow lengths for the winter and summer solstices represents the extreme shadow patterns that occur 
throughout the year.  Shadows cast on the summer solstice are the shortest shadows during the year, 
becoming progressively longer until winter solstice when the shadows are the longest they are all year.  
Shadows are shown for summer and winter solstice, cast from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. (summer) and to 
3:00 p.m. (winter).   

Existing Shadow Patterns 

Shadow-sensitive uses in the project vicinity include single-family residential uses, located on the south 
side of W. Sepulveda Boulevard and the Mulligan Family Fun Center, located immediately adjacent to 
and west of the project site.  As the project site does not contain any structures, it does not project shade 
or shadows onto the surrounding uses. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

Visual Quality/Aesthetics 

The analysis of visual quality considers the visual quality of the area immediately surrounding the project 
site and the impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to the existing aesthetic environment.  The 
analysis is based on the evaluation of visual impacts that the Proposed Project would have on the overall 
visual environment of the project area and whether the Proposed Project would be compatible with and 
respect surrounding development.  
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View Obstruction 

The intent of the view obstruction analysis is to determine if valued view resources exist and whether 
valued view resources would be blocked or diminished.  The analysis further considers whether the 
Proposed Project would enhance viewing conditions through the creation of new resources and whether 
the Proposed Project includes design features that would offset or mitigate specific impacts.  The L.A. 
CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006, p. A.2-3) provides that project impacts to visual resources must analyze 
views from such public places as designated scenic highways, corridors, parkways, public roadways, bike 
paths and trails.  To determine whether a potential view impact would occur, a three-step process is used 
to weigh several considerations, as follows:  

Step 1:  Define the view resources that could be affected by proposed development. 

Step 2:  Identify the potential obstruction of view resources as a result of development of the 
project site. 

Step 3:  Evaluate whether a potential obstruction would substantially alter the view.  The 
“substantiality” of an alteration in viewing is somewhat subjective and dependent on 
many factors.  In this case, an obstruction in the view of a particular view resource is 
considered substantial if it exhibits the following traits:  

(1) the area viewed contains a valued view resource; 

(2) the obstruction of the resource covers more than an incidental/small 
portion of the resource; and 

(3) the obstruction would occur along a public view area. 

Light and Glare 

The analysis of light and glare identifies the location of light-sensitive land uses and describes the existing 
ambient conditions on the project site and in the project vicinity.  The analysis describes the Proposed 
Project’s proposed light and glare sources, and the extent to which project lighting, including illuminated 
signage, would spill off the project site onto adjacent light-sensitive areas.  The analysis also describes the 
affected street frontages, the direction in which the light would be focused, and the extent to which the 
Proposed Project would illuminate sensitive land uses.  The analysis also considers the potential for 
sunlight to reflect off of building surfaces (glare) and the extent to which such glare would interfere with 
the operation of motor vehicles or other activities. 
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Shading 

Shadow effects are dependent on several factors, including local topography, the height and bulk of a 
Proposed Project’s structural elements, sensitivity of surrounding uses, season, and duration of shadow 
projection.  In determining the effects of shading, the locations of sensitive uses (such as residential uses, 
recreational areas, and schools) in the surrounding area are identified and the shading effects are 
calculated according to standard criteria.  Impacts are calculated according to the proposed building 
heights and the distance from the light obstructing structures to the sensitive use.  

Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines  

In accordance with guidance provided in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Proposed 
Project could have a potentially significant impact if it were to result in one or more of the following: 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a State scenic highway. 

c. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 

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

City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 

Based upon criteria established in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, whether the 
Proposed Project would have a significant aesthetic, visual, shading or light and glare impact is 
determined on a case-by-case basis considering the following factors: 

a. The amount or relative proportion of existing features or elements that substantially contribute to 
the valued visual character of image of a neighborhood community, or localized area, which 
would be removed, altered, or demolished; 

b. The amount of natural open space to be graded or developed; 

c. The degree to which proposed structures in natural open space areas would be effectively 
integrated into the aesthetics of the site, through appropriate design, etc; 

d. The degree of contrast between proposed features and existing features that represent the area’s 
valued aesthetic image; 
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e. The degree to which a proposed zone change would result in buildings that would detract from 
the existing style or image of the area due to density, height, bulk, setback, signage, or other 
physical elements; 

f. The degree to which the project would contribute to the area’s aesthetic value;  

g. Applicable guidelines and regulations; 

h. The nature and quality of recognized or valued views (such as natural topography, settings, man-
made or natural features of visual interest, and resources such as mountains or the ocean); 

i. Whether the project affects views from a designated scenic highway, corridor, or parkway; 

j. The extent of obstruction (e.g. total blockage, partial interruption, or minor diminishment);  

k. The extent to which the project affects recognized views from a length of a public roadway, bike 
path, or trail, as opposed to a single, fixed vantage point; 

l. If the shadow-sensitive uses would be shaded by the project-related structures for more than three 
hours between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m. Pacific Standard Time (between late October 
and early April), or for more than four hours between the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Pacific 
Daylight Time (between early April and late October); 

m. The change on ambient illumination levels as a result of project sources; and  

n. The extent to which project lighting would spill off the project site and effect adjacent light-
sensitive areas. 

Project Impacts 

Project Design Features 

As described in Section II, Project Description, of this Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would involve the 
development of two, six-story structures containing residential uses and parking on Lots 2 and 3.  Both 
structures would include two above-grade levels of parking and four levels of residential uses with 176 
multi-family apartment units, for a total of 352 residential units.  The maximum building height on the 
project site would be approximately 65 feet.  The apartment units would range in size from approximately 
728 square feet to approximately 1,087 square feet.  The 352 apartment units would include 176 one-
bedroom units, and 176 two-bedroom units.  

Lot 2 is located on the northwest corner of the project site.  Lot 2 would be developed with a street level 
residential parking lot containing 44 guest-parking stalls and 31 residential parking stalls and a six-story 
structure.  The ground floor and the second floor would provide residential parking.  Floors three through 
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six would be developed with 176 multi-family residential uses.  Lot 2 would provide a total of 48,931 
square feet of open space which includes: 12,040 square feet of private open area, 5,500 square feet of 
community space, 12,910 square feet of courtyard (on podium), and 18,481 square feet of yard space.  Lot 
3 is located on the northeast corner of the project site.  Lot 3 would be developed with a street level 
residential parking lot containing 44 guest-parking stalls and 32 residential parking stalls and a six-story 
structure.  The ground floor and the second floor would provide residential parking.  Floors three through 
six would be developed with 176 multi-family residential uses.  Lot 3 would provide a total of 41,330 
square feet of open space which includes: 12,040 square feet of private open area, 5,500 square feet of 
community space, 12,910 square feet of courtyard (on podium), and 10,880 square feet of yard space.  In 
addition, the Applicant has proposed a development scenario for Lot 4 and 5 (known as the Add Area), 
which are located immediately adjacent to and south of Lots 2 and 3.  The Add Area would involve the 
development of 17,904 square feet of retail space over the two lots.   

The two, six-story residential buildings would be generally rectangular in shape and would be separated 
from each other by an access roadway.  Each building would be oriented around a central courtyard, 
located on the third floor, containing resident-only amenities such as a barbeque area, a pool and spa, and 
a toddler playground area.  Most of the exterior of the residential buildings would be comprised of 
decorative, non-reflective glass associated with the residential unit’s windows.  The windows and 
balconies would be designed to be visually appealing and to break up the visual mass of the building by 
varying the distance that each of the windows or balconies is recessed into or protrudes from the main 
structure.  Decorative foam trim and wrought iron balcony railings would contribute to this affect.  The 
glass windows and balconies would be set against white, grey, and dark red stucco walls.  The wall colors 
would be designed to help accent the configuration of the exterior of the buildings.  Visual renderings of 
the Proposed Project are located in Figures IV.B-10 and IV.B-11.  

Landscaping would consist of ornamental grasses, trees, and shrubs provided along the perimeter of the 
project site as well as along the perimeters of the proposed structures.  Landscaped medians would also be 
provided between internal roadways and parking areas.  The Proposed Project also contains landscaped 
courtyards in the center of the structures on the third floor. 

The project site would be illuminated with indoor and outdoor lighting.  Security lighting would be 
provided along the perimeter of structures, parking areas, in stairwells, along walkways, and in open 
space areas.  All lighting would either be shielded and focused on the project site or located completely 
indoors.  Streetlights would be provided at appropriate intervals along internal roadways.  

Visual Quality/Character Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

Construction activities often contrast with, and disrupt the general order and existing aesthetic character 
of a given location or area.  Although temporary in nature, construction activities associated with the  



Figure IV.B-10
Visual Rendering of the Proposed Project 

 

Source: Ovalle Architects, November 10, 2009.



Figure IV.B-11
Visual Rendering of the Proposed Project Elevation

 

Source: Ovalle Architects, November 10, 2009.
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Proposed Project would likely give the project site a visually unappealing quality for the duration of these 
activities.  Specifically, construction of the Proposed Project would require the removal of the existing 
trees and landscaping, as well as portions of sidewalks and other areas.  Construction would also entail 
extensive excavation activities to allow adequate foundations for the proposed structures.  Frequent haul 
trucks and cement trucks located on the project site during existing operations and equipment associated 
with a typical construction site (e.g., backhoes, skid loaders, temporary mobile office structures) are 
frequently utilized.  As these haul trucks and cement trucks are temporary in nature impacts would be less 
than significant.  

As mentioned above, the visual identity of the project site is primarily that of a vacant use and the project 
site contains limited on-site vegetation.  Vegetation is limited to overgrown shrubs, grasses, and trees that 
were planted as part of a former landscape plan.  Thus, the removal of limited on-site vegetation would 
result in a negligible impact on the visual quality of the project site during the construction phase of the 
Proposed Project.  It is of importance to note that as discussed above, the Proposed Project would include 
landscaping that includes the installation of ornamental grasses, trees, and shrubs throughout the project 
site.  As the loss of landscaping would be minimal and temporary, construction activities would not 
substantially alter, degrade or eliminate the existing visual character of the area.  Therefore, visual quality 
impacts with respect to vegetation would be less than significant. 

Construction impacts associated with the Proposed Project would be temporary, with the various 
components (demolition, excavation, building construction, landscaping, etc.) to occur in two separate 
phases: site preparation and construction.  The site preparation phase includes the excavation and grading 
of the project site, and preparation of the building foundation.  Excavation will be required for the 
foundation and utilities.  The building construction phase includes the construction of the proposed 
buildings, hooking up of the buildings to the utilities, laying irrigation for landscaping, and landscaping 
the project site.  Construction of the Proposed Project is expected to be completed by 2014.  Additionally, 
during the construction period, a fence would be erected around the perimeter of the project site.  This 
fence would obstruct the view of the lower portion of the project site from viewers on area roadways 
during construction.  For a period, the unfinished building structures would be visible from area 
roadways, including W. Sepulveda Boulevard and Normandie Avenue.  

After the completion of construction activities, the aesthetic impacts directly associated with the 
disruption and alteration of the project site would cease.  While the various construction activities would 
negligibly reduce the existing visual attributes of the project site for the duration of the period, due to the 
existing low visual quality of the project site and the temporary nature of construction, construction 
activities would not substantially degrade or eliminate the existing aesthetic image of the project vicinity, 
or generate substantial long-term contrast with the visual character of the surrounding area.  Therefore, 
visual quality impacts associated with construction of the Proposed Project would be less than significant. 
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Operational Impacts 

The project site is located in a highly urbanized area of the western portion of the Harbor Gateway 
community.  The area primarily consists of low-rise commercial, industrial, office, and warehouse 
buildings, including multi- and single-family residential uses along major arterial roadways.  

The Proposed Project would involve the construction of a residential development that would include 
two, six-story residential buildings and the possible construction of a retail use located within the Add 
Area.  As the project site is currently vacant, the size and nature of the Proposed Project would result in a 
greater building mass and density at the project site when compared to existing conditions.  The Proposed 
Project would provide a visual contrast with the low-density residential areas located along W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard to the south.  

Proposed development on the project site includes structures that are designed with attention to 
architectural details, building configuration, variety in design, and associated landscaping.  The Proposed 
Project would be constructed in a contemporary architectural style designed to complement the existing 
modern design of recent buildings in vicinity of the project site, and with other commercial, industrial, 
office, and warehouse buildings in the project area.  Although slightly taller than structures in the project 
area, the mid-rise nature of the proposed buildings would be consistent in character with the other modern 
structures in the area.  As a result of the buildings’ architectural design and orientation on the project site, 
the proposed structures would be effectively integrated into the aesthetics of the project site and project 
area by means of design, architecture, size, massing, and location (refer to Figures IV.B-10 and IV.B-11 
for visual renderings of the Proposed Project).  

The Proposed Project would result in a minor alteration of the skyline in the project area.  Upon 
completion, the Proposed Project would become the tallest buildings in the immediate vicinity.  Thus, the 
Proposed Project would increase the visibility of the project area from a distance including visibility from 
of the project site at nearby residential and commercial, industrial, office, and warehouse properties.  
While the buildings would be the tallest in the immediate vicinity, it would only be only a small degree 
taller than surrounding multi-story buildings.  Furthermore, although there are several public parks in the 
project area, the proposed buildings would not extend to a height that they would be visible above 
existing area development currently surrounding these parks.   

Overall, the Proposed Project would result in an improved visual character of the project site and 
surrounding area.  The Proposed Project would create a visual aesthetic that is more uniform in 
appearance and more visually appealing to the eye.  In contrast to the existing vacant lot, the overall intent 
of the Proposed Project’s design and associated landscaping would be to create an aesthetically pleasing 
visual environment.  The existing land use contains no design features to make the development 
aesthetically pleasing.  This change would honor local plans and policies intended to promote a more 
inviting, accessible use that improves the quality of life of City residents.  
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Extensive landscaping would be installed around the perimeter of the project site.  The landscaping 
around the perimeter of the buildings would serve to provide a visual transition between the streetscape 
and the buildings by screening the lower portion of the buildings; creating a transition area to that of a 
human scale; and too provide an aesthetically pleasing visual character. 

For these reasons, the Proposed Project is considered a beneficial contribution to the existing aesthetic 
environment on the project site and in the project area.  Accordingly, impacts related to visual 
quality/character would be less than significant.   

Existing Viewsheds 

As the proposed buildings would be slightly taller than the surrounding low-rise buildings, the Proposed 
Project would slightly increase the visibility of the project site from local area roadways.  Changes in 
views of the Proposed Project from adjacent land uses and roadways would not result in a significant 
impact, because the project area is already highly urbanized with a mix of buildings of varying 
architectural design and height.  In addition, as the Proposed Project would introduce a uniform, 
aesthetically pleasing, well-landscaped visual landscape to a currently vacant project site, the Proposed 
Project would improve the visual character of the project site from the surrounding uses.  

The Proposed Project would not result in the obstruction of any public scenic views.  While the Proposed 
Project would be visible from portions of public areas such as Sepulveda Boulevard and Normandie 
Avenue and surrounding public parks, it would not obstruct any scenic views (e.g., ocean, mountains, 
coastline).  Further, while views of the Proposed Project would be available from a greater distance than 
the existing vacant lot, the Proposed Project would not obstruct any scenic views.  Therefore, impacts 
relative to public scenic views would be less than significant. 

Visual Compatibility 

As previously stated, the project site, which is zoned M3-1VL, is located in an urbanized area 
characterized predominantly by commercial, industrial, office, and warehouse uses, and residential 
development along major arterials.  Structures in the area are of varying elevations and heights.  The 
project site is in an area where the zoning designations range from light industrial and low-density 
residential to commercial manufacturing, heavy industrial, and medium-density residential.  Under the 
Proposed Project, the project site and the associated Add Area would be rezoned to C2-1L (C2: 
Commercial Zone, 1L: Limited Height District).  In addition, the Proposed Project would include a 
general plan amendment from Heavy Manufacturing to Neighborhood Commercial.  While the Proposed 
Project would not be compatible with the current light industrial zoning designation or the General Plan 
designation of Heavy Manufacturing, due to its inclusion of residential dwelling units, the Proposed 
Project would be compatible with the C2 zoning designation and the Neighborhood Commercial General 
Plan designation.  While the Proposed Project would introduce the first mid-rise structures within the 
immediate project vicinity, the development would be compatible with the mass, scale, and contemporary 
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design of buildings in the immediate vicinity.  Additionally, the Proposed Project would replace a vacant 
lot with a use that is more compatible with surrounding development.  Thus, the Proposed Project, two 
mid-rise structures containing multi-family residential uses, and the possible inclusion of commercial uses 
located within the Add Area, is considered to be visually compatible with the surrounding land uses as 
there are several multi-story buildings, including multi-family residential uses, of contemporary design in 
the area.  In addition, the Proposed Project would be subject to design guidelines implemented through 
the LAMC to assure, among other things that the Proposed Project would be compatible in terms of 
design, massing, and architectural integrity.  Furthermore, the LAMC sets forth development 
requirements, including allowable uses, building heights, and yard and setback requirements (refer to 
Section IV.D, Land Use).  The Proposed Project would be consistent with the LAMC for the following 
reasons:  

• The proposed buildings conform to all provisions contained within the LAMC design guidelines. 

• Landscape material would be compatible with the context and design of the on-site and 
surrounding setting.  Through a rich variety of plant materials, a lush environment would be 
created benefiting the surrounding community and ensuring a comfortable fit of the buildings on 
the project site, as well as to provide a transition from the streetscape and the proposed structures.  
The design results in a transition from the scale of the buildings to the human scale at W. 
Sepulveda Boulevard and Normandie Avenue.   

• The Proposed Project would be consistent with the contemporary design of newer buildings in the 
project area. 

Therefore, visual compatibility impacts would be less than significant. 

Policy and Regulatory Compliance 

General Plan Framework 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with the policies set forth in the Urban Form and 
Neighborhood Design section of the City’s General Plan Framework document.  Primary Urban Form and 
Neighborhood Design goals of the General Plan Framework are intended to promote pedestrian activity 
and to provide a quality experience for the City’s residents.  The General Plan Framework also 
encourages the enhancement of the livability of all neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of 
development and improving the quality of the public realm.  The comparison of General Framework 
policies with the design features of the Proposed Project is provided in detail in Table IV.B-1. 
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Table IV.B-1 
Consistency of the Project with Urban Form and Neighborhood Design Policies 

of the General Plan Framework 

 Recommendation Consistency Discussion 
Policy 5.2.2:  Encourage the development of centers, 
districts, and selected corridor/boulevard nodes such 
that the land uses, scale, and built form allowed 
and/or encouraged within these areas allow them to 
function as centers and support transit use, both in 
daytime and nighttime.  Additionally, develop these 
areas so that they are compatible with surrounding 
neighborhoods.   

Consistent:  The existing neighborhood is interconnected 
with a range of office, industrial, retail, dining, and other 
commercial development uses all within proximity to one 
another.  The Proposed Project would provide a new 
residential development, with the possible inclusion of 
commercial uses within the Add Area, comparable in scale 
and character to the existing structures in the surrounding 
area.  The Proposed Project would provide higher density 
residential and commercial uses on an existing property, 
adjacent to major thoroughfares.   
 
Although the project site is not located within a designated 
center or district, the Proposed Project would increase the 
housing choices of residents residing in the Harbor 
Gateway community and throughout the City of Los 
Angeles, and the location of the Proposed Project adjacent 
to City of Torrance and Gardena bus lines and MTA bus 
lines would increase housing opportunities for those 
wishing to reside near public transportation.  Additionally, 
by combining residential and community-serving 
commercial uses, the Proposed Project would increase the 
range of community-serving commercial land uses in close 
proximity with residential land uses. 
 
The Proposed Project would be designed to be compatible 
with surrounding uses.  The buildings would be designed 
in an attractive and contemporary manner and would 
feature extensive landscaping around the exterior of the 
project site.  The landscaping would provide a transition 
between the streetscape and the proposed structures and 
would help transition the mid-rise structure to human 
scale.  Further, the Proposed Project would replace a 
vacant lot that contains few aesthetically pleasing features 
that is not compatible with the nearby residential 
neighborhoods with a well-designed multi-use 
development. 
 
As such, the Proposed Project would support the policy of 
creating land uses that support transit use and are 
compatible with surrounding neighborhoods. 

Policy 5.2.3:  Encourage the development of housing 
surrounding or adjacent to centers and along 
designated corridors, at sufficient densities to support 
the centers, corridors, and the transit system. 

Consistent:  The Proposed Project, as mentioned 
previously, would develop the project site with a 
residential development, with the possible inclusion of 
commercial uses within the Add Area, uses that are well-
suited to the existing uses in the project area.  With 
implementation of the Proposed Project, the increased 
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Table IV.B-1 
Consistency of the Project with Urban Form and Neighborhood Design Policies 

of the General Plan Framework 

intensity of development on-site would provide the 
additional housing and amenities needed to accommodate 
anticipated growth within Los Angeles and more 
specifically, within the Harbor Gateway community.  
Further, by increasing residential and commercial density 
in close proximity to designated MTA bus lines and City 
of Torrance and Gardena bus lines, the Proposed Project 
would increase the density of the project area to levels that 
would support the use of these mass transit options.  
Lastly, the Project Site is within close proximity to the I-
110 Freeway, which provides regional access to the 
project site.  Thus, the Proposed Project would be 
consistent with the policy to increase density to a level that 
would support the transit system. 

Objective 5.5: Enhance the livability of all 
neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of 
development and improving the quality of the public 
realm. 

Consistent:  The Proposed Project would replace a vacant 
lot with few aesthetically pleasing features with a 
residential development, with the possible inclusion of 
commercial uses within the Add Area, with high quality 
architectural design and landscaping.  These features 
would improve the public experience of the project area 
and contribute to the project area’s residential and 
commercial opportunities.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would be consistent with the Framework goal to 
enhance the livability of all neighborhoods. 

Source: The Framework Element of the Los Angeles General Plan, Chapter 5, Urban Form and Neighborhood Design, July 27, 
1995. 
Table Source:  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, December 2009. 

 

View Obstruction Impacts 

The construction of new buildings and structures within the line of sight of a scenic resource has the 
potential to create an adverse impact with respect to view blockage.  Public viewing locations or vantage 
points with respect to the project vicinity include public streets and sidewalks adjacent to the project site 
and in the surrounding area that have existing views of identified view resources.   

As discussed above, the public streets and sidewalks in the project area contain very few views of scenic 
resources.  Views of the Palos Verdes Hills are almost entirely obstructed by existing development of in 
the Harbor Gateway area.  However, minimal views of the Palos Verdes Hills are afforded to pedestrians 
and motorists traveling west on W. Sepulveda Boulevard.  As the Proposed Project would not involve 
structures that would extend into the W. Sepulveda Boulevard, the Proposed Project would not obstruct 
the minimal views of the Palos Verdes Hills along W. Sepulveda Boulevard. 
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Adjacent private locations, such as the single-family residential development south of the project site and 
the multi-family development northeast of the project site have views across the upper portions of the 
project site.  Through this upper portion, minimal views of the Palos Verdes Hills to the west from multi- 
and single-family residential uses would only be partially obstructed by the proposed structures.  
Additionally, the thresholds within the City of L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) focus on public views 
and not on individual private views from commercial or residential properties.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would result in a less than significant impact to private views.  

As mentioned above, although the buildings would be taller than immediately adjacent development, the 
buildings would not extend to great enough of a height to obstruct views of scenic resources from area 
roadways.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact on the obstruction 
of views. 

Light and Glare Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

Lighting needed during Proposed Project construction could generate light spillover in the vicinity of the 
project area.  However, the adjacent land uses are not considered sensitive to light.  Thus, construction 
would not result in artificial light on sensitive uses.  Additionally, construction activities would occur 
primarily during daylight hours and any construction-related illumination would be used for safety and 
security purposes only, in compliance with LAMC light intensity requirements.  Construction lighting 
also would last only as long as needed in the finite construction process.  Thus, with the implementation 
of existing LAMC regulations, artificial light associated with construction activities would not 
significantly impact sensitive uses, substantially alter the character of off-site areas surrounding the 
construction area, or interfere with the performance of an off-site activity.  Therefore, artificial light 
impacts associated with construction would be less than significant. 

Construction activities are not anticipated to result in flat, shiny surfaces that would reflect sunlight or 
cause other natural glare.  Therefore, less than significant impacts with respect to reflected sunlight and 
natural glare are anticipated. 

Operational Impacts 

The Proposed Project would involve the excavation and grading of the currently vacant site and the 
construction of a residential development featuring two, six-story residential buildings with the possible 
inclusion of commercial uses within the Add Area.  Most of the exterior of the proposed buildings would 
be comprised of decorative, non-reflective glass associated with the residential unit’s windows, decorative 
foam trim, and wrought iron balcony railings.  The windows and balconies would be designed to create a 
visually appealing appearance by varying the distance that each of the windows or balconies would be 
recessed into or protrude from the main structure.  The glass windows and balcony railings would be set 
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against white, grey, and dark red stucco walls.  The wall colors would be designed to help accent the 
unique configuration of glass along the exterior of the buildings.   

The Proposed Project would introduce new sources of light to the currently undeveloped project site.  On-
site lighting would be designed to accent the architectural features of the Proposed Project and may be 
located on the building facades to highlight the architectural design.  Lighting would also be implemented 
to highlight landscaping or other aesthetic features of the Proposed Project.  The Proposed Project would 
also potentially require the replacement of streetlights or installation of decorative luminaries for 
pedestrian security.  All street and pedestrian lighting would be coordinated with the City of Los Angeles 
Bureau of Street Lighting to maintain appropriate and safe lighting levels on both sidewalks and 
roadways while minimizing errant light spillover.  The commercial uses proposed within the Add Area 
would include signage.  Signage along the Sepulveda Boulevard street frontage would not exceed the 
allowable totals (square feet) within the corresponding zone.  Illumination for building and store 
identification signs would be directed towards the interior of the building to the extent feasible and all 
signage would also be illuminated in a manner that conforms to code requirements to minimize light spill-
over and glare.  Further, the Proposed Project does not propose high-intensity motion graphics, 
information-tickers, animation, or other signage types that would have significantly greater direct 
impacts.  Although all lighting would be shielded and focused on the project site and directed away from 
the neighboring land uses, development of the currently vacant lot with new uses that require lighting 
creates a potential for significant light impacts on surrounding properties.   

The Proposed Project would introduce new sources of glare to the project site.  The Proposed Project 
would use non-reflective glass in all exterior windows and building surfaces.  These materials would 
reduce potential glare from reflected sunlight.  The Proposed Project would be required to comply with 
LAMC Sec. 93.0117(b) which would preclude the Project’s exterior light sources and building materials 
from causing more than two foot-candles of lighting intensity or generating direct glare onto exterior 
glazed windows or glass doors on any property containing residential units; elevated habitable porch, 
deck, or balcony on any property containing residential units; or any ground surface intended for uses 
such as recreation, barbecue or lawn areas or any other property containing a residential unit or units.  
Overall, the building materials used would not be expected to cause glare that would be visually 
inconsistent with surrounding land uses, or to result in a substantial increase in glare that would affect 
nearby sensitive uses.  However, the Proposed Project would create reflective sources where none 
currently exist.  Therefore, impacts associated with glare would be potentially significant.   

Shading Impacts 

As mentioned above, shade sensitive uses in the area include the single-family residential uses, located 
south of the project site, and the Mulligan Family Center, located immediately adjacent to and west of the 
project site.   
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Winter Solstice 

As the project site is located north of the single-family residential uses, which are located south of W. 
Sepulveda Boulevard, the Proposed Project’s winter solstice shadows would not cast shadows on these 
residences.  Furthermore, the Mulligan Family Center, located adjacent to and west of the project site, 
does not open until 2 PM during the weekdays and 10 AM on the weekends.  The Proposed Project’s 
winter solstice shadows would cast no shadows on the Mulligan Family Center during the weekday 
operating hours and minimal amounts of shadows during weekend morning operating hours.  Thus, no 
shade-sensitive uses would be shaded for more than three hours.  As no shade-sensitive uses would be 
shaded for more than three hours, the winter solstice shadow impact of the Proposed Project would be less 
than significant. 

Summer Solstice 

As the project site is located north of the single-family residential uses, which are located south of W. 
Sepulveda Boulevard, the Proposed Project’s summer solstice shadows would not cast shadows on these 
residences.  Furthermore, the Mulligan Family Center, located adjacent to and west of the project site, 
does not open until 2 PM during the weekdays and 10 AM on the weekends.  The Proposed Project’s 
summer solstice shadows would cast no shadows on the Mulligan Family Center during the weekday 
operating hours and minimal amounts of shadows during weekend morning operating hours.  As no 
shade-sensitive uses would be shaded for more than four hours, the summer solstice shadow impact of the 
Proposed Project would be less than significant. 

Shading Impacts – Conclusion 

The Proposed Project would not shade shadow-sensitive uses for more than three hours between the hours 
of 9:00 A.M. and 3:00 P.M. Pacific Standard Time (between late October and early April), or for more 
than four hours between the hours of 9:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time (between early 
April and late October).  Therefore, shading impacts would be less than significant.  

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative aesthetic impacts includes areas with views of the 
Proposed Project, which occur in certain portions of the Harbor Gateway CPA, the City of Torrance, the 
City of Lomita, and the County of Los Angeles.  The analysis accounts for all anticipated cumulative 
growth within this geographic area, as represented by development of the related projects that are located 
within these areas.  Development of the Proposed Project in combination with the related projects located 
within the Harbor Gateway CPA, the City of Torrance, the City of Lomita, and the County of Los 
Angeles would result in an intensification of land uses in an already urbanized area.  However, 
cumulative development would continue to be guided by the General Plan for the Harbor Gateway CPA 
and any applicable plans for projects located within the City of Torrance, the City of Lomita, or the 
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County of Los Angeles.  Consequently, no changes in the nature or land use of various communities that 
would substantially degrade the area would be permitted to occur under the General Plan, other applicable 
plans, and CEQA requirements, thereby protecting the visual character of the area.  Also, while the 
related projects and the Proposed Project may be visible from public and private properties, none of the 
related projects are in close enough proximity to the Proposed Project to combine with the Proposed 
Project to obstruct existing public scenic views or view corridors.  Furthermore, much of the surrounding 
area in proximate to the project site is composed of a mixture of low-rise commercial, office, and 
residential land uses.  Thus, development of the Proposed Project in combination with the related projects, 
consisting primarily of multi-family developments, would not result in adverse cumulative visual 
compatibility impacts.  Overall, cumulative aesthetics impacts would be less than significant. 

Related project number LA5, a light industrial project located at 1400 W. 228th Street, is located directly 
northwest of the Proposed Project.  This project, in combination with the Proposed Project, has the 
potential to increase the amount of ambient lighting and glare levels in the immediate project vicinity.  
The levels of ambient light in the project area are currently moderate and the development of this project 
in combination with the Proposed Project would slightly increase the overall ambient light levels.  
Nonetheless, as with the Proposed Project, the related projects would be required to comply with the 
lighting standards set forth in the LAMC.  With respect to glare, the related projects would be subject to 
the City’s reflective materials design standards, which limits the amount of reflective surface areas and 
materials that can be used for any given project.  Therefore, the Proposed Project, in conjunction with this 
related project would not result in significant cumulative impacts with regard to lighting and glare in the 
project area. 

Development of the Proposed Project would result in a less than significant shade and shadow impact on 
nearby residences and the Mulligan Family Center during the winter.  No other structures would cast 
shadows upon the same shadow-sensitive uses as the Proposed Project.  The closest related project is 
located northwest of the Proposed Project.  Related project number LA5, a light industrial project located 
at 1400 W. 228th Street, is located directly northwest of the project site.  Due to its low-rise nature and 
located north of the project site, this structure would not cast shadows that would extend off-site onto the 
same shadow-sensitive uses which would be shaded by the Proposed Project.  Thus, the Proposed Project 
in combination with this related project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact with 
respect to shade and shadow. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Because the Proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts to visual quality/character and 
view obstruction, no mitigation measures are required.  Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures B-1 through B-
10 are recommended to further reduce impacts and reflect good planning and design practices currently 
promoted by the City. 
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B-1. All open areas not used for buildings, driveways, pedestrian amenities or walks shall be 
attractively landscaped and maintained in accordance with a landscape plan, including an 
automatic irrigation plan, prepared by a licensed landscape architect to the satisfaction of the 
decision maker. 

B-2. Every building, structure, or portion thereof, shall be maintained in a safe and sanitary 
condition and good repair, and free from graffiti, debris, rubbish, garbage, trash, overgrown 
vegetation or other similar material, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 91.8104. 

B-3. The exterior of all buildings and fences shall be free from graffiti when such graffiti is visible 
from a public street or alley, pursuant to Municipal Code Section 91,8104.15. 

B-4. On-site signs shall be limited to the maximum allowable under City Code. 

B-5. Multiple temporary signs in the store windows and along the building walls are not permitted. 

B-6. A minimum five-foot wide landscape buffer shall be planted adjacent to the residential 
towers. 

B-7. A landscape plan shall be prepared by a licensed landscape architect to the satisfaction of the 
decision maker. 

B-8. The Applicant shall ensure through appropriate postings and daily visual inspections that no 
unauthorized materials are posted on any temporary construction barriers or temporary 
pedestrian walkways, and that such temporary barriers and walkways are maintained in a 
visually attractive manner throughout the construction period. 

B-9. The Applicant shall prepare a street tree plan to be reviewed and approved by the City’s 
Department of Public Works, Street Tree Division.  All plantings in the public right-of-way 
shall be installed in accordance with the approved street tree plan. 

B-10. All new sidewalks along the project’s street frontages shall be paved with pervious 
(permeable) concrete or interlocking pavers to create a distinctive pedestrian environment and 
to increase the opportunity for stormwater infiltration on the site. 

No significant shade and shadow impacts would occur as a result of the Proposed Project.  Therefore, no 
mitigation measures are required.  The following mitigation measures will be implemented to reduce 
potential light and glare impacts to less than significant levels. 

B-11. Project lighting shall be directed onto the site, and all lighting shall be shielded from adjacent 
roadways and off-site properties.   
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B-12. Atmospheric light pollution shall be minimized by utilizing lighting fixtures that cut-off light 
directed to the sky.   

B-13. Expansive areas of highly reflective materials, such as mirrored glass, shall not be permitted.   

B-14. Non-reflective building materials shall be used to the extent feasible to reduce potential glare 
impacts.  

B-15. The proposed buildings shall incorporate non-reflective exterior building materials (such as 
plaster and masonry) in their design.  Any glass to be incorporated into the façade of the 
buildings shall be either of low-reflectivity, or accompanied by a non-glare coating.   

B-16. On-site signs shall be limited to the maximum allowable under the LAMC.  Multiple 
temporary signs in the store windows and along the building walls are not permitted.   

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts of the Proposed Project related to views of and through the project site, as well as shade and 
shadow would be less than significant.  After the implementation of mitigation measures impacts on light 
and glare would be less than significant. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
C. AIR QUALITY 

INTRODUCTION 

This section examines the degree to which the Proposed Project may result in significant adverse changes 
to air quality.  Both short-term construction emissions occurring from activities such as site grading and 
haul truck trips, as well as long-term effects related to the ongoing operation of the Proposed Project are 
discussed in this section.  The analysis contained herein focuses on air pollution from two perspectives: 
daily emissions and pollutant concentrations.  “Emissions” refer to the actual quantity of pollutant 
measured in pounds per day (ppd).  “Concentrations” refer to the amount of pollutant material per 
volumetric unit of air and are measured in parts per million (ppm) or micrograms per cubic meter 
(µg/m3). 

The potential for the Proposed Project to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan, to violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation, to result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment, to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, 
or to create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people are also discussed.  Furthermore, 
the impacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions generated by the Proposed Project during its 
construction and operation are also examined.  Documents used in the preparation of this section include 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA Air Quality Handbook and the 
2007 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), as amended, as well as federal and State regulations and 
guidelines. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site is located within the South Coast Air Basin (Basin), named so because its geographical 
formation is that of a basin, with the surrounding mountains trapping the air and its pollutants in the 
valleys below.  This Basin includes all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, San 
Bernardino, and Riverside Counties.  The regional climate within the Basin is considered semi-arid and is 
characterized by warm summers, mild winters, infrequent seasonal rainfall, moderate daytime onshore 
breezes, and moderate humidity.  The air quality within the Basin is primarily influenced by a wide range 
of emissions sources – such as dense population centers, heavy vehicular traffic, and industry – and 
meteorology. 

Air Pollutants 

Air pollutant emissions within the Basin are generated by stationary and mobile sources.  Stationary 
sources can be divided into two major subcategories: point and area sources.  Point sources occur at an 
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identified location and are usually associated with manufacturing and industry.  Examples of point 
sources are boilers or combustion equipment that produce electricity or generates heat.  Area sources are 
widely distributed and produce many small emissions.  Examples of area sources include residential and 
commercial water heaters, painting operations, lawn mowers, agricultural fields, landfills, and consumer 
products such as barbeque lighter fluid and hair spray.  Mobile sources are emissions from motor 
vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative emissions, and are classified as either on-road or off-road.  
On-road sources may be legally operated on roadways and highways.  Off-road sources include aircraft, 
ships, trains, racecars, and self-propelled construction equipment.  Air pollutants can also be generated by 
the natural environment such as when fine dust particles are pulled off the ground surface and suspended 
in the air during high winds. 

Both the federal and State governments have established ambient air quality standards for outdoor 
concentrations of various pollutants in order to protect public health and welfare.  These pollutants are 
referred to as “criteria air pollutants” as a result of the specific standards, or criteria, that have been 
adopted for them.  The national and State standards have been set at levels considered safe to protect 
public health, including the health of “sensitive” populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly 
with a margin of safety; and to protect public welfare, including protection against decreased visibility 
and damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings.   

The criteria air pollutants that are most relevant to current air quality planning and regulation in the Basin 
include ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), respirable particulate matter (PM10), 
fine particulate matter (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb).  In addition, toxic air contaminants 
(TACs) and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are of a concern in the Basin.  The characteristics of each 
of these pollutants are briefly described below. 

• O3 is a highly reactive and unstable gas that is formed when reactive organic gases (ROGs) and 
nitrogen oxides (NOx), both byproducts of internal combustion engine exhaust, undergo slow 
photochemical reactions in the presence of sunlight.  O3 concentrations are generally highest 
during the summer months when direct sunlight, light wind, and warm temperature conditions are 
favorable to the formation of this pollutant. 

• CO is a colorless, odorless gas produced by the incomplete combustion of carbon-containing 
fuels, such as gasoline or wood.  CO concentrations tend to be the highest during the winter 
morning, when little to no wind and surface-based inversions trap the pollutant at ground levels.  
Because CO is emitted directly from internal combustion engines, unlike O3, motor vehicles 
operating at slow speeds are the primary source of CO in the Basin.  The highest ambient CO 
concentrations are generally found near congested transportation corridors and intersections. 

• PM10 and PM2.5 consist of extremely small, suspended particles or droplets 10 microns and 2.5 
microns or smaller in diameter, respectively.  Some sources of particulate matter, like pollen and 
windstorms, are naturally occurring.  However, in populated areas, most particulate matter is 
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caused by road dust, diesel soot, combustion products, abrasion of tires and brakes, and 
construction activities. 

• NO2 is a nitrogen oxide compound that is produced by the combustion of fossil fuels, such as in 
internal combustion engines (both gasoline and diesel powered), as well as point sources, 
especially power plants.  Of the seven types of NOx compounds, NO2 is the most abundant in the 
atmosphere.  As ambient concentrations of NO2 are related to traffic density, commuters in heavy 
traffic may be exposed to higher concentrations of NO2 than those indicated by regional monitors. 

• SO2 is a colorless, extremely irritating gas or liquid.  It enters the atmosphere as a pollutant 
mainly as a result of burning high sulfur-content fuel oils and coal and from chemical processes 
occurring at chemical plants and refineries.  When SO2 oxidizes in the atmosphere, it forms 
sulfates (SO4).  Collectively, these pollutants are referred to as sulfur oxides (SOx). 

• Pb occurs in the atmosphere as particulate matter.  The combustion of leaded gasoline is the 
primary source of airborne Pb in the Basin.  The use of leaded gasoline is no longer permitted for 
on road motor vehicles, so the majority of such combustion emissions are associated with off-
road vehicles such as racecars.  However, because leaded gasoline was emitted in large amounts 
from vehicles when leaded gasoline was used for on-road motor vehicles, Pb is present in many 
urban soils and can be re-suspended in the air.  Other sources of Pb include the manufacturing 
and recycling of batteries, paint, ink, ceramics, ammunition, and the use of secondary lead 
smelters. 

• TACs refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic (i.e., of long 
duration) and acute (i.e., severe but of short duration) adverse effects on human health.  TACs 
include both organic and inorganic chemical substances that may be emitted from a variety of 
common sources including gasoline stations, motor vehicles, dry cleaners, industrial operations, 
painting operations, and research and teaching facilities.  TACs are different than “criteria” 
pollutants in that ambient air quality standards have not been established for them, largely 
because there are hundreds of air toxics and their effects on health tend to be felt on a local scale 
rather than on a regional basis. 

• GHG emissions refer to a group of compounds present in the Earth’s atmosphere that regulate 
temperature and climate by trapping a portion of the infrared radiation from the sun.  GHGs such 
as carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) keep the average surface 
temperature of the Earth close to a hospitable 60 degrees Fahrenheit.  However, excessive 
concentrations of GHGs in the atmosphere can result in increased global mean temperatures, with 
associated adverse climatic and ecological consequences.  Global climate change attributable to 
anthropogenic (human) emissions of GHGs is one of the most important and widely debated 
scientific, economic, and political issues in the United States. 
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GHGs include CO2, CH4, O3, N2O, water vapor, hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), 
and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).  CO2 is the most abundant GHG.  Other GHGs are less abundant, but have 
higher global warming potential than CO2.  Thus, emissions of other GHGs are frequently expressed in 
the equivalent mass of CO2, denoted as CO2e.  Forest fires, decomposition, industrial processes, landfills, 
and consumption of fossil fuels for power generation, transportation, heating, and cooking are the primary 
sources of GHG emissions.  There appears to be a close relationship between the concentration of GHGs 
in the atmosphere and global temperatures.  A number of scientists believe that the amount of GHG 
emissions in the atmosphere has increased at a rapid rate due to the use of machines powered by fossil 
fuels and that these gases are increasing global temperatures.1  If not abated, the warming increase could 
reduce water supply, increase erosion of coastlines, increase seawater intrusion, increase power demand, 
and worsen air quality.2  According to the California Energy Commission (CEC), emissions from fossil 
fuel consumption represent approximately 81 percent of all GHG emissions and transportation creates 41 
percent of all GHG emissions in the United States.3  A general description of the GHGs discussed is 
provided in Table IV.C-1, Description of Identified GHGs. 

Table IV.C-1 
Description of Identified GHGs  

GHG General Description 

Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 

An odorless, colorless GHG, which has both natural and anthropocentric sources.  
Natural sources include the following: decomposition of dead organic matter; 
respiration of bacteria, plants, animals, and fungus; evaporation from oceans; and 
volcanic outgassing.  Anthropogenic (human caused) sources of carbon dioxide are 
from burning coal, oil, natural gas, and wood.  

Methane 

A flammable gas, and is the main component of natural gas.  When one molecule of 
methane is burned in the presence of oxygen, one molecule of carbon dioxide and two 
molecules of water are released.  There are no ill health effects from methane.  A 
natural source of methane is from the anaerobic decay of organic matter.  Geological 
deposits, known as natural gas fields, also contain methane, which is extracted for fuel. 
Other sources are from landfills, fermentation of manure, and cattle. 

                                                      

1  Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.  Climate Change 2007 – The Physical Science Basis, Summary 
 for Policymakers, 2007. 

2  California Environmental Protection Agency, Climate Action Team, Climate Action Team Report to Governor 
 Schwarzenegger and the Legislature, March 2006. 

3  California Energy Commission, Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to 2004, 
 Staff Final Report, December 2006.   
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Table IV.C-1 
Description of Identified GHGs  

GHG General Description 

Nitrous Oxide (N2O) 

A colorless GHG.  High concentrations can cause dizziness, euphoria, and sometimes 
slight hallucinations. Nitrous oxide is produced by microbial processes in soil and 
water, including those reactions which occur in fertilizer containing nitrogen.  In 
addition to agricultural sources, some industrial processes (fossil fuel-fired power 
plants, nylon production, nitric acid production, and vehicle emissions) also contribute 
to its atmospheric load.  It is used in rocket engines, race cars, and as an aerosol spray 
propellant. 

Hydrofluorocarbons 
(HFCs) 

HFCs are synthetic man-made chemicals that are used as a substitute for 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) for automobile air conditioners and refrigerants.  The 
production of CFCs, which were first synthesized in 1928 for use as refrigerants, 
aerosol propellants, and cleaning solvents, was stopped as required by the Montreal 
Protocol in 1987 because they destroy stratospheric ozone.  Subsequently, HFCs were 
used as an alternative to ozone damaging CFCs in refrigeration systems.  The three 
main HFCs are HFC-23 (CHF3), HFC-134a (CF3CH2F) and HFC152a (CH3CHF2), with 
CH3CHF2 being the most widely used refrigerant.   

Perfluorocarbons 
(PFCs) 

PFCs have stable molecular structures and do not break down though the chemical 
processes in the lower atmosphere.  High-energy ultraviolet rays about 60 kilometers 
above the earth’s surface are able to destroy the compounds.  PFCs have very long 
lifetimes, between 10,000 and 50,000 years.  Two common PFCs are 
tetrafluoromethane and hexafluoroethane.  The two main sources of PFCs are primary 
aluminum production and semiconductor manufacture. 

Sulfur Hexafluoride 
(SF6) 

An inorganic, odorless, colorless, non-toxic, and nonflammable gas.  SF6 is used for 
insulation in electric power transmission and distribution equipment, in the magnesium 
industry, in semiconductor manufacturing, and as a tracer gas for leak detection. 

Source: Association of Environment Professionals, Alternative Approaches to Analyze Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Global Climate Change in CEQA Documents, Final, June 29, 2007. 

 

Health Effects of Criteria Pollutants 

The health effects of the criteria pollutants (i.e., O3, CO, PM10 and PM2.5, NO2, SO2, and Pb) and TACs 
are described below.4  In addition, a list of the harmful effects of each criteria pollutant is provided in 
Table IV.C-2, Summary of Health Effects of Criteria Pollutants.   

 
 

                                                      

4  The descriptions of the health effects of the criteria pollutants are taken from Appendix C (Health Effects of 
Ambient Air Pollutants) of SCAQMD’s “Guidance Document for Addressing Air Quality Issues in General 
Plans and Local Planning” document. 
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Table IV.C-2 
Summary of Health Effects of Criteria Pollutants 

Pollutants Primary Health and Welfare Effects 

Ozone (O3) 
• Aggravation of respiratory and cardiovascular diseases 
• Reduced lung function 
• Increased cough and chest discomfort 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

• Aggravation of some heart disease (angina) 
• Reduced tolerance for exercise 
• Impairment of mental function 
• Impairment of fetal development 
• Death at high levels of exposure 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM10 and 
PM2.5) 

• Reduced lung function 
• Aggravation of respiratory and cardio-respiratory diseases 
• Increases in mortality rate 
• Reduced lung function growth in children 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) • Aggravation of respiratory illness 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 
• Aggravation of respiratory diseases (asthma, emphysema) 
• Reduced lung function 

Lead (Pb) • Behavioral and hearing disabilities in children 
• Nervous system impairment 

Source:  SCAQMD, Guidance Document for Air Quality Issues in General Plans and Local Planning, 2005. 

 

Ozone 

Individuals exercising outdoors, children and people with preexisting lung disease such as asthma and 
chronic pulmonary lung disease are considered to be the most susceptible sub-groups for ozone effects.  
Short-term exposures (lasting for a few hours) to ozone at levels typically observed in Southern California 
can result in breathing pattern changes, reduction of breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to 
infections, inflammation of the lung tissue, and some immunological changes.  Elevated ozone levels are 
associated with increased school absences.  In recent years, a correlation between elevated ambient ozone 
levels and increases in daily hospital admission rates, as well as mortality, has also been reported.  An 
increased risk for asthma has been found in children who participate in multiple sports and live in high 
ozone communities. 

Ozone exposure under exercising conditions is known to increase the severity of the above mentioned 
observed responses.  Animal studies suggest that exposures to a combination of pollutants that include 
ozone may be more toxic than exposure to ozone alone.  Although lung volume and resistance changes 
observed after a single exposure diminish with repeated exposures, biochemical and cellular changes 
appear to persist, which can lead to subsequent lung structural changes. 



City of Los Angeles  March 2010 

 

 

 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project  IV.C. Air Quality 
Screencheck Draft Environmental Impact Report  Page IV.C-7 
 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT ~ Work In Progress 
 

Carbon Monoxide 

Individuals with a deficient blood supply to the heart are the most susceptible to the adverse effects of CO 
exposure.  The effects observed include earlier onset of chest pain with exercise, and electrocardiograph 
changes indicative of worsening oxygen supply to the heart. 

Inhaled CO has no direct toxic effect on the lungs, but exerts its effect on tissues by interfering with 
oxygen transport by competing with oxygen to combine with hemoglobin present in the blood to form 
carboxyhemoglobin (COHb).  Hence, conditions with an increased demand for oxygen supply can be 
adversely affected by exposure to CO.  Individuals most at risk include patients with diseases involving 
heart and blood vessels, fetuses, and patients with chronic hypoxemia (oxygen deficiency) as seen in high 
altitudes. 

Reduction in birth weight and impaired neurobehavioral development has been observed in animals 
chronically exposed to CO resulting in COHb levels similar to those observed in smokers.  Recent studies 
have found increased risks for adverse birth outcomes with exposure to elevated CO levels.  These 
include pre-term births and heart abnormalities.  Additional research is needed to confirm these results. 

Particulate Matter 

A consistent correlation between elevated ambient fine particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) levels and an 
increase in mortality rates, respiratory infections, number and severity of asthma attacks and the number 
of hospital admissions has been observed in different parts of the United States and various areas around 
the world.  In recent years, some studies have reported an association between long-term exposure to air 
pollution dominated by fine particles and increased mortality, reduction in life-span, and an increased 
mortality from lung cancer. 

Daily fluctuations in fine particulate matter concentration levels have also been related to hospital 
admissions for acute respiratory conditions in children, to school and kindergarten absences, to a decrease 
in respiratory lung volumes in normal children and to increased medication use in children and adults 
with asthma.  Recent studies show lung function growth in children is reduced with long-term exposure to 
particulate matter. 

The elderly, people with pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular disease and children appear to be more 
susceptible to the effects of PM10 and PM2.5. 

Nitrogen Dioxide 

Population-based studies suggest that an increase in acute respiratory illness, including infections and 
respiratory symptoms in children (not infants), is associated with long-term exposures to NO2 at levels 
found in homes with gas stoves, which are higher than ambient levels found in Southern California.  
Increase in resistance to air flow and airway contraction is observed after short-term exposure to NO2 in 
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healthy individuals.  Larger decreases in lung functions are observed in individuals with asthma or 
chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (e.g., chronic bronchitis, emphysema) than in healthy individuals, 
indicating a greater susceptibility of these sub-groups. 

In animals, exposure to levels of NO2 considerably higher than ambient concentrations results in 
increased susceptibility to infections, possibly due to the observed changes in cells involved in 
maintaining immune functions.  The severity of lung tissue damage associated with high levels of ozone 
exposure increases when animals are exposed to a combination of O3 and NO2. 

Sulfur Dioxide 

A few minutes exposure to low levels of SO2 can result in airway constriction in some asthmatics, all of 
whom are sensitive to its effects.  In asthmatics, increase in resistance to air flow, as well as reduction in 
breathing capacity leading to severe breathing difficulties, are observed after acute exposure to SO2.  In 
contrast, healthy individuals do not exhibit similar acute responses even after exposure to higher 
concentrations of SO2. 

Animal studies suggest that despite SO2 being a respiratory irritant, it does not cause substantial lung 
injury at ambient concentrations.  However, very high levels of exposure can cause lung edema (fluid 
accumulation), lung tissue damage, and sloughing off of cells lining the respiratory tract. 

Some population-based studies indicate that the mortality and morbidity effects associated with fine 
particles show a similar association with ambient SO2 levels.  In these studies, efforts to separate the 
effects of SO2 from those of fine particles have not been successful.  It is not clear whether the two 
pollutants act synergistically or one pollutant alone is the predominant factor. 

Sulfates 

Most of the health effects associated with fine particles and SO2 at ambient levels are also associated with 
SO4.  Thus, both mortality and morbidity effects have been observed with an increase in ambient SO4 
concentrations.  However, efforts to separate the effects of SO4 from the effects of other pollutants have 
generally not been successful. 

Clinical studies of asthmatics exposed to sulfuric acid suggest that adolescent asthmatics are possibly a 
subgroup susceptible to acid aerosol exposure.  Animal studies suggest that acidic particles such as 
sulfuric acid aerosol and ammonium bisulfate are more toxic than non-acidic particles like ammonium 
sulfate.  Whether the effects are attributable to acidity or to particles remains unresolved. 

Lead 

Fetuses, infants, and children are more sensitive than others to the adverse effects of lead exposure.  
Exposure to low levels of lead can adversely affect the development and function of the central nervous 
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system, leading to learning disorders, distractibility, inability to follow simple commands, and lower 
intelligence levels.  In adults, increased lead levels are associated with increased blood pressure. 

Lead poisoning can cause anemia, lethargy, seizures and death.  It appears that there are no direct effects 
of lead on the respiratory system.  Lead can be stored in the bone from early-age environmental exposure, 
and elevated blood lead levels can occur due to the breakdown of bone tissue during pregnancy, 
hyperthyroidism (increased secretion of hormones from the thyroid gland) and osteoporosis (breakdown 
of bony tissue).  Fetuses and breast-fed babies can be exposed to higher levels of lead because of previous 
environmental lead exposure of their mothers. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

TACs are a broad class of compounds known to cause or contribute to cancer or non-cancer health effects 
such as birth defects, genetic damage, and other adverse health effects.  As discussed previously, effects 
from TACs may be both chronic and acute on human health.  Acute health effects are attributable to 
sudden exposure to high quantities of air toxics.  These effects include nausea, skin irritation, respiratory 
illness, and, in some cases, death.  Chronic health effects result from low-dose, long-term exposure from 
routine releases of air toxics.  The effect of major concern for this type of exposure is cancer, which 
requires a period of 10-30 years after exposure to develop. 

TACs are found in ambient air, especially in urban areas, and are caused by industry, agriculture, fuel 
combustion, and commercial operations (e.g., dry cleaners).  TACs are typically found in low 
concentrations, even near their source (e.g., benzene near a freeway).  Because chronic exposure can 
result in adverse health effects, TACs are regulated at the regional, state, and federal level. 

Diesel exhaust is the predominant TAC in urban air and is estimated to represent about two-thirds of the 
cancer risk from TACs (based on the statewide average).  According to the California Air Resources 
Board (ARB), diesel exhaust is a complex mixture of gases, vapors, and fine particles.  This complexity 
makes the evaluation of health effects of diesel exhaust a complex scientific issue.  Some of the chemicals 
in diesel exhaust, such as benzene and formaldehyde, have been previously identified as TACs by the 
ARB, and are listed as carcinogens either under the State’s Proposition 65 or under the federal Hazardous 
Air Pollutants programs.  The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) has adopted 
Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel (ULSD) fuel standards that went into effect in June 2006 in an effort to reduce 
diesel particulate matter substantially.  As of June 1, 2006, refiners and importers nationwide have been 
required by the U.S. EPA to ensure that at least 80 percent of the volume of the highway diesel fuel they 
produce or import would be ULSD-compliant.  By December 10, 2010, only ULSD fuel will be available 
for highway use nationwide.  In California, which was an early adopter of ULSD fuel and engine 
technologies, 100 percent of the diesel fuel sold – downstream from refineries, up to and including fuel 
terminals that store diesel fuel – was ULSD fuel since July 15, 2006.  Since September 1, 2006, all diesel 
fuel offered for sale at retail outlets in California have been ULSD fuel.   
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Existing Conditions 

Existing Regional Air Quality 

Ambient air quality is determined primarily by the type and amount of pollutants emitted into the 
atmosphere, as well as the size, topography, and meteorological conditions of a geographic area.  The 
Basin has low mixing heights and light winds, which help to accumulate air pollutants.  The most current 
average daily emissions inventory for the entire Basin and the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin is 
summarized in Table IV.C-3, 2008 Estimated Average Daily Regional Emissions.5  As shown, exhaust 
emissions from mobile sources generate the majority of ROG, CO, NOx, and SOx in the Basin and the Los 
Angeles County portion of the Basin.  Area-wide sources generate the most airborne particulates (i.e., 
PM10 and PM2.5) in both the Basin and Los Angeles County.   

Table IV.C-3 
2008 Estimated Average Daily Regional Emissions 

Emissions in Tons per Day Emissions Source 
ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5

 

South Coast Air Basin 
Stationary (Point) Sources 107.0 56.0 48.1 16.1 24.0 15.4 
Area-wide Sources 142.6 25.8 111.3 0.9 214.9 52.1 
Mobile Sources 361.6 738.2 3,090.0 21.0 43.4 34.4 
Natural (non-anthropogenic) Sources 86.5 5.0 164.2 1.5 16.6 14.1 
Total Emissions 697.7 825.0 3,413.6 39.5 298.9 116.0 

Los Angeles County – South Coast Air Basin 
Stationary (Point) Sources 67.3 39.1 36.5 14.5 24.7 12.3 
Area-wide Sources 86.9 15.9 50.8 0.4 134.9 30.5 
Mobile Sources 219.7 504.3 1,870.8 33.1 29.4 23.9 
Natural (non-anthropogenic) Sources 40.5 1.9 65.0 0.6 6.6 5.6 
Total Emissions 414.4 561.2 2,023.1 48.6 195.6 72.3 

Sources:  California Air Resources Board, 2009 Almanac Emission Projection Data,  
website: http://www.arb.ca.gov/ei/emissiondata.htm, December 11, 2009.  

 

Measurements of ambient concentrations of the criteria pollutants are used by the U.S. EPA and the ARB 
to assess and classify the air quality of each air basin, county, or, in some cases, a specific urbanized area.  
The classification is determined by comparing actual monitoring data with national and State standards.  
If a pollutant concentration in an area is lower than the standard, the area is classified as being in 
“attainment.”  If the pollutant exceeds the standard, the area is classified as a “non-attainment” area.  If 

                                                      

5  The estimated annual average emissions for 2008 are the most recent data provided by the ARB. 
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there is not enough data available to determine whether the standard is exceeded in an area, the area is 
designated “unclassified.” 

The U.S. EPA and the ARB use different standards for determining whether the Basin is in attainment.  
Federal and State standards are summarized in Table IV.C-4, Ambient Air Quality Standards.  The 
attainment status for the Los Angeles County portion of the Basin with regard to the national ambient air 
quality standards (NAAQS) and California ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) is shown in Table 
IV.C-5, Attainment Status for the South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles County Portion).  

Table IV.C-4 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Air Pollutant Averaging Time State Standard Federal Standard 
1 Hour 0.09 ppm -- Ozone (O3) 8 Hour 0.07 ppm 0.08 ppm 
1 Hour 20.0 ppm 35.0 ppm Carbon Monoxide (CO) 8 Hour 9.0 ppm 9.0 ppm 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 1 Hour 0.18 ppm -- 
1 Hour 0.25 ppm -- Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 24 Hour 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm 

Particulate Matter 10 (PM10) 24 Hour 50 μg/m3 150 μg/m3 
Particulate Matter 2.5 (PM2.5) 24 Hour -- 35 μg/m3 
Note:  The Pb standard is not listed because of the phase-out of leaded gasoline. 
Source:  California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Quality Standards, website: 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf, December 11, 2009. 

 

Table IV.C-5 
Attainment Status for the South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles County Portion) 

Attainment Status 
Pollutant NAAQS CAAQS 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment Attainment 
Ozone Extreme Non-attainment Non-attainment 
PM10 Serious Non-Attainment Non-attainment 
PM2.5 Non-Attainment Non-attainment 
Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Attainment 
Lead Attainment Attainment 
Source:  California Air Resources Board: State Area Designation Maps, website: http:  

www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm.htm, December 11, 2009. 
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Existing Local Air Quality 

The SCAQMD divides the Basin into 38 source receptor areas (SRAs) in which 38 monitoring stations 
operate to monitor the various concentrations of air pollutants in the region.  The project site is located in 
the Harbor Gateway community within the City of Los Angeles and is located within SRA 3, which 
covers the Southwest Coastal Los Angeles County area.6  Currently, SCAQMD Station No. 820 collects 
ambient air quality data for SRA 3.  This station currently monitors emission levels of O3, CO, NO2, SO2, 
and PM10.  Table IV.C-6, Summary of Ambient Air Quality in the Proposed Project Vicinity, identifies 
the national and State ambient air quality standards for the relevant air pollutants, along with the ambient 
pollutant concentrations that were measured at the SCAQMD Station No. 820 between 2006 and 2008.7   

According to the air quality data from the SCAQMD Station No. 820 shown in Table IV.C-6, both the 
national and State 1-hour ozone standards have not been exceeded from 2006 to 2008.  The national 8-
hour ozone standard has not exceeded from 2006 to 2008, while the State 8-hour ozone standard has been 
exceeded for a total of two days during that time period.  The national 24-hour PM10 standard has not 
been exceeded from 2006 to 2008, while the State 24-hour PM10 standard has been exceeded a total of 
two days during that time period.  In addition, the State annual average has exceeded the State annual 
average standard during the 2006 to 2008 time period.  Furthermore, no national or State standards for 
CO, NO2, or SO2 have been exceeded from 2006 to 2008.8 

Existing Air Pollutant Emissions in Local Vicinity 

The area surrounding the project site is developed with industrial, office, warehouse, and commercial 
uses, as well as single-family residences and a family fun center.  The area to the north and east of the 
project site is developed with the Storm Business Park, which encompasses approximately 400,000 
square feet of business and corporate office facilities along Storm Parkway, approximately 330 feet north 
of the project site.  The Storm Business Park includes the following:  two three-story newly-constructed 
buildings containing office and warehouse space, northwest of the project site; a two-story office for the 
TV and entertainment staging design company All Access, and a three-story LA Times office building  
 

                                                      

6  SCAQMD, website: http://www.aqmd.gov/telemweb/areamap.asp, December 11, 2009. 

7  The most current air quality data available pertaining to ambient pollutant concentrations over a three-year 
 period provided by the SCAQMD is from 2006 to 2008. 

8  It should be noted that for the ambient concentrations of CO, NO2, and SO2, the number of days that these 
 pollutants exceeded their respective national and State standards were, in many instances, not reported by the 
 SCAQMD.  However, none of the maximum concentrations of CO, NO2, and SO2 reported by the SCAQMD 
 from 2007 to 2008, which are shown in Table IV.C-6, exceed their respective national and State standards. 
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Table IV.C-6 
Summary of Ambient Air Quality in the Proposed Project Vicinity 

Year Air Pollutants Monitored Within SRA 3—Southwest 
Coastal Los Angeles County Area 2006 2007 2008 

Ozone (O3)  
Maximum 1-hour concentration measured 0.080 ppm 0.087 ppm 0.086 ppm 
Number of days exceeding national 0.12 ppm 1-hour standard 0 0 0 
Number of days exceeding State 0.09 ppm 1-hour standard 0 0 0 
Maximum 8-hour concentration measured 0.066 ppm 0.074 ppm 0.075 ppm 
Number of days exceeding national 0.08 ppm 8-hour standard 0 0 0 
Number of days exceeding State 0.07 ppm 8-hour standard 0 1 1 
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 
Maximum 24-hour concentration measured 45.0 µg/m3 96.0 µg/m3 50.0 µg/m3 
Number of days exceeding national 150 µg/m3 24-hour 
standard 0 0 0 

Number of days exceeding State 50 µg/m3 24-hour standard 0 2 0 

Annual Arithmetic Mean (AAM) 26.5 µg/m3 27.7 µg/m3 25.6 µg/m3 
Does measured AAM exceed State 20 µg/m3 AAM standard? Yes Yes Yes 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Maximum 1-hour concentration measured 3.0 ppm 3.0 ppm 4.0 ppm 
Days exceeding national 35.0 ppm 1-hour standard n/a n/a n/a 
Days exceeding State 20.0 ppm 1-hour standard n/a n/a n/a 
Maximum 8-hour concentration measured 2.3 ppm 2.4 ppm 2.5 ppm 
Number of days exceeding national 9.0 ppm 8-hour standard n/a n/a n/a 
Number of days exceeding State 9.0 ppm 8-hour standard n/a n/a n/a 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 
Maximum 1-hour concentration measured 0.10 ppm 0.08 ppm 0.10 ppm 
Number of days exceeding State 0.18 ppm 1-hour standard n/a n/a n/a 
Annual average 0.0155 ppm 0.0140 ppm 0.0143 ppm 
Does measured annual average exceed national 0.0534 ppm 
annual average standard? No No No 

Does measured annual average exceed State 0.030 ppm annual 
average standard? No No No 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 
Maximum 24-hour concentration measured 0.006 ppm 0.009 ppm 0.005 ppm 
Number of days exceeding national 0.14 ppm 24-hour standard n/a n/a n/a 
Number of days exceeding state 0.04 ppm 24-hour standard n/a n/a n/a 
Note: ppm = parts by volume per million of air. 
       µg/m3=micrograms per cubic meter. 
       n/a = data not available or not collected by the District. 

a  The national 50 µg/m3 AAM standard for PM10 was revoked on December 17, 2006. 

Source:   State of California, Air Resources Board, Historical Data by Year, website: 
http://www.aqmd.gov/smog/historicaldata.htm, July 14, 2009. 
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directly north of the project site; a two-story office building occupied by W.W. Grainger northeast of the 
project site; and a two-story Storm Manufacturing Group, Inc. office building and a two-story Industrial 
Parts Depot, Inc. office building directly east of the project site.   

Air pollutant emissions are generated in the local vicinity of the project site by stationary and area-wide 
sources, such as space and water heating, landscape maintenance from leaf blowers and lawn mowers, 
consumer products, and mobile sources, primarily automobile traffic.  Although an industrial office and 
warehouse space are located to the northwest of the project site, these uses do not involve manufacturing 
processes that would result in the release of toxic air emissions.  Overall, motor vehicles are the primary 
source of pollutants in the project site vicinity. 

Traffic-congested roadways and intersections have the potential to generate localized high levels of CO.  
Localized areas where ambient concentrations exceed national and/or state standards for CO are termed 
CO “hotspots.”  The SCAQMD considers CO as a localized problem requiring additional analysis when a 
project is likely to subject sensitive receptors to CO hotspots.  The SCAQMD defines typical sensitive 
receptors as residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, athletic facilities, hospitals, long-term 
health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes.  Land uses such 
as primary and secondary schools, hospitals, and convalescent homes are considered to be sensitive 
receptors to poor air quality because the very young, the old, and the infirm are more susceptible to 
respiratory infections and other air quality-related health problems than the general public.  Residential 
land uses are considered to be sensitive because people in residential areas are often at home for extended 
periods of time, so they could be exposed to pollutants for extended periods.  Recreational areas are 
considered moderately sensitive to poor air quality because vigorous exercise associated with recreation 
places a high demand on the human respiratory function. 

The SCAQMD recommends the use of CALINE4, a dispersion model for predicting CO concentrations, 
as the preferred method of estimating localized pollutant concentrations at sensitive receptors near 
congested roadways and intersections.  For each intersection analyzed, CALINE4 adds roadway-specific 
CO emissions calculated from peak-hour turning volumes to ambient CO air concentrations.  For this 
analysis, localized CO concentrations were calculated based on a simplified CALINE4 screening 
procedure developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and accepted by the SCAQMD.  
The simplified procedure is intended as a screening analysis, which identifies a potential CO hotspot.  
This methodology assumes worst-case conditions and provides a screening of maximum, worst-case CO 
concentrations.  The emission factors used in the analysis have been updated to EMFAC2007. 

Using the simplified CALINE4 screening procedure described above, the maximum 1-hour and 8-hour 
CO concentrations were calculated for 11 study intersections evaluated in the traffic report for the 
Proposed Project (see Appendix IV.C-1 to this Draft EIR).  The results of these calculations are presented 
in Table IV.C-7, Existing (2009) Localized Carbon Monoxide Concentrations, for representative 
receptors located at each roadway edge as well as at 25, 50, and 100 feet from each roadway.  The 
national 1-hour CO ambient air quality standard is 35.0 ppm, and the State 1-hour CO ambient air quality  
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Table V.C-7 
Existing (2009) Localized Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 

CO Concentrations in Parts per Million a 

Roadway Edge 25 feet 50 feet 100 feet 
Intersection 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour
Western Avenue and Sepulveda 
Boulevard 7.2 4.7 6.2 4.0 5.8 3.7 5.3 3.4 

Western Avenue and Lomita 
Boulevard 6.9 4.6 5.8 3.8 5.4 3.5 5.0 3.2 

Normandie Avenue and 223rd Street 5.4 3.5 4.9 3.1 4.7 3.0 4.5 2.9 
Normandie Avenue and Sepulveda 
Boulevard 6.9 4.5 5.9 3.8 5.6 3.6 4.1 3.3 

Normandie Avenue and Lomita 
Boulevard 7.7 5.1 6.3 4.1 5.8 3.7 5.3 3.4 

Normandie Avenue and Pacific 
Coast Highway 6.0 3.9 5.3 3.4 5.0 3.2 4.8 3.0 

Vermont Avenue and 223rd Street 7.1 4.6 5.9 3.8 5.5 3.5 5.1 3.2 
Vermont Avenue and Sepulveda 
Boulevard 7.2 4.8 6.1 4.0 5.7 3.7 5.3 3.4 

I-110 Freeway Southbound Off-
Ramp and Sepulveda Boulevard 6.6 4.4 5.7 3.7 5.4 3.5 5.0 3.2 

I-110 Freeway Northbound Off-
Ramp and Sepulveda Boulevard 5.3 3.4 4.9 3.1 4.7 3.0 4.5 2.8 

Figueroa Street and Sepulveda 
Boulevard 5.6 3.7 5.0 3.2 4.8 3.1 4.6 2.9 
a   The national 1-hour CO ambient air quality standard is 35.0 ppm, and the State 1-hour CO ambient air quality standard 

is 20.0 ppm.  National and State 8-hour standards are 9.0 parts per million. 
Traffic Information Source: Linscott Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard 
Project, City of Los Angeles, California, June 18, 2009; 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard Modified Project Addendum Traffic 
Analysis, November 11, 2009. 
Source:  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, December 2009.  Calculation data and results are provided in Appendix IV.C-1. 

 

standard is 20.0 ppm.  The 8-hour national and State standards for localized CO concentrations are 9.0 
ppm. 

As shown in Table IV.C-7, existing CO concentration levels at the study intersections currently do not 
exceed the national and State 1-hour and 8-hour CO standards.  Therefore, CO hotspots do not exist near 
these intersections. 

Existing Site Emissions 

The project site is currently vacant and a majority of the site is paved with asphalt.  No structures exist 
on-site and the project site currently contains overgrown shrubs, grasses, and trees that were planted as 
part of a former landscape plan.  As such, no existing emissions are generated at the project site. 
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Existing State-wide GHG Emissions 

The CEC published the Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to 2004 in 
December 2006.  This report indicates that California emitted between 425 to 468 million metric tons of 
GHGs in 1990.  This is largely a result of the number of people living in a large state, as opposed to other 
smaller states in the country.  When considering fossil fuel emissions at the level of each individual 
person, California is second lowest in the nation in per capita CO2 emissions, with only the District of 
Columbia being lower.  Between 1990 and 2000, California’s population grew by 4.1 million people and 
during the 1990 to 2003 period, California’s gross state product grew by 83 percent (in dollars, not 
adjusted for inflation).  However, California’s GHG emissions grew by only 12 percent between 1990 and 
2003.  The report concludes that California’s ability to slow the rate of growth of GHG emissions is 
largely due to the success of its energy efficiency, renewable energy programs, and commitment to clean 
air and clean energy.  In fact, the State’s programs and commitments lowered its GHG emissions rate of 
growth by more than half of what it would have been otherwise. 

Regulatory Framework 

Air quality in the United States is governed by the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA).  In addition to being 
subject to the requirements of the CAA, air quality in California is also governed by more stringent 
regulations under the California Clean Air Act (CCAA).  At the federal level, the CAA is administered by 
the U.S. EPA.  In California, the CCAA is administered by the ARB at the State level and by the Air 
Quality Management Districts at the regional and local levels. 

Air quality within the Basin is addressed through the efforts of various federal, State, regional, and local 
government agencies.  These agencies work jointly, as well as individually, to improve air quality through 
legislation, regulations, planning, policy-making, education, and a variety of programs.  The agencies 
responsible for improving the air quality within the Basin are discussed below. 

Federal 

U.S. EPA 

The U.S. EPA is responsible for setting and enforcing the federal ambient air quality standards for 
atmospheric pollutants.  It regulates emission sources that are under the exclusive authority of the federal 
government, such as aircraft, ships, and certain locomotives.  The U.S. EPA also has jurisdiction over 
emissions sources outside state waters (outer continental shelf), and establishes various emissions 
standards for vehicles sold in states other than California. 

As part of its enforcement responsibilities, the U.S. EPA requires each state with nonattainment areas to 
prepare and submit a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that demonstrates the means to attain the federal 
standards.  The SIP must integrate federal, state, and local plan components and regulations to identify 
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specific measures to reduce pollution, using a combination of performance standards and market-based 
programs within the timeframe identified in the SIP. 

State 

ARB 

The ARB, a part of the California Environmental Protection Agency, is responsible for the coordination 
and administration of both federal and State air pollution control programs within California.  In this 
capacity, the ARB conducts research, sets California Ambient Air Quality Standards, compiles emission 
inventories, develops suggested control measures, and provides oversight of local programs.  The ARB 
establishes emissions standards for motor vehicles sold in California, consumer products (such as hair 
spray, aerosol paints, and barbecue lighter fluid), and various types of commercial equipment.  It also sets 
fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular emissions. 

California Global Warming Solutions Act 

In response to growing scientific and political concern with global climate change, California has adopted 
a series of laws to reduce emissions of GHGs to the atmosphere from commercial and private activities 
within the State.  In September 2002, then-Governor Gray Davis signed Assembly Bill (AB) 1493, 
requiring the development and adoption of regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible reduction of 
greenhouse gases” emitted by noncommercial passenger vehicles, light-duty trucks, and other vehicles 
used primarily for personal transportation in the State.  California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger 
announced, on June 1, 2005, through Executive Order S-3-05, the following GHG emission reduction 
targets: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; 
by 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.  In response to the Executive Order, the 
Secretary of Cal/EPA created the Climate Action Team (CAT), which, in March 2006, published the 
Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the Legislature (the “2006 CAT Report”).  
The 2006 CAT Report identifies a recommended list of strategies that the State could pursue to reduce 
climate change GHG emissions.  These are strategies that could be implemented by various State agencies 
to ensure that the Governor’s targets are met and can be met with existing authority of the State agencies. 

In September 2006, Governor Schwarzenegger signed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 
2006, also known as AB 32, into law.  AB 32 focuses on reducing GHG emissions in California, and 
requires the ARB, the State agency charged with regulating statewide air quality, to adopt rules and 
regulations that would achieve GHG emissions equivalent to statewide levels in 1990 by 2020.  To 
achieve this goal, AB32 mandates that the ARB establish a quantified emissions cap, institute a schedule 
to meet the cap, implement regulations to reduce statewide GHG emissions from stationary sources, and 
develop tracking, reporting, and enforcement mechanisms to ensure that reductions are achieved.  As the 
intent of AB 32 is to limit 2020 emissions to the equivalent of 1990, and the present year (2009) is 
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beyond the midpoint of this timeframe, it is expected that the regulations would affect many existing 
sources of GHG emissions and not just new general development projects.   

As a central requirement of AB 32, the ARB was assigned the task of developing a Scoping Plan that 
outlines the State’s strategy to achieve the 2020 GHG emissions limit.  This Scoping Plan, which was 
developed by the ARB in coordination with the CAT, was published in October 2008.  The Scoping Plan 
proposed a comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall GHG emissions in California, 
improve the environment, reduce the State’s dependence on oil, diversify the State’s energy sources, save 
energy, create new jobs, and enhance public health.  An important component of the plan is a cap-and-
trade program covering 85 percent of the State’s emissions.  Additional key recommendations of the 
Scoping Plan include strategies to enhance and expand proven cost-saving energy efficiency programs; 
implementation of California’s clean cars standards; increases in the amount of clean and renewable 
energy used to power the State; and implementation of a low-carbon fuel standard that will make the fuels 
used in the State cleaner.  Furthermore, the Scoping Plan also proposes full deployment of the California 
Solar Initiative, high-speed rail, water-related energy efficiency measures, and a range of regulations to 
reduce emissions from trucks and from ships docked in California ports.  The Proposed Scoping Plan was 
approved by the ARB on December 11, 2008.  The measures in the Scoping Plan would be developed 
over the next two years and be in place by 2012.  As required by AB 32, the ARB must update its 
Scoping Plan every five years to ensure that California remains on the path toward a low carbon future. 

Our understanding of the fundamental processes responsible for global climate change has improved over 
the past decade, and our predictive capabilities are advancing.  However, significant scientific 
uncertainties remain in, for example, predictions of local effects of climate change, occurrence of extreme 
weather events, effects of aerosols, changes in clouds, shifts in the intensity and distribution of 
precipitation, and changes in oceanic circulation.  Due to the complexity of the Earth climate system, the 
uncertainty in its description and in the prediction of changes may never be completely eliminated.  Due 
to these uncertainties, there continues to be significant debate over the extent to which increased 
concentrations of GHGs have caused or will cause climate change, and over the appropriate actions to 
limit and/or respond to climate change. 

Currently, AB 32 does not provide significance thresholds or methodology for analyzing a project’s 
impacts regarding the production of GHGs.  Further, neither the ARB nor the SCAQMD have issued any 
guidance to counties, cities or other agencies for the implementation of AB 32 through the CEQA process 
or for the evaluation and/or analysis of GHG emissions in environmental documents.  In June 2008, the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) released a technical advisory entitled, CEQA and 

Climate Change: Addressing Climate Change Through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
Review (the “OPR Climate Change Report”), which provides lead agencies an approach to comply with 
CEQA climate change analysis for projects that generate GHG emissions.  However, no significance 
thresholds for analyzing a project’s impacts regarding the production of GHGs have been provided in the 
OPR technical advisory document. 
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Off-Road Diesel Engines 

Off-road diesel vehicles, which include construction equipment, are also regulated by the ARB for both 
in-use (existing) and new engines.  There have been four sets of standards implemented by the ARB for 
new off-road diesel engines, known as Tiers.  Tier 1 standards began in 1996.  Tier 2 and 3 were adopted 
in 2000 and were more stringent than the first tier.  Tier 2 and 3 standards were completely phased in by 
2006 and 2008, respectively.  On December 9, 2004, the ARB adopted the Tier 4 or fourth phase of 
emission standards for late model year engines.  These emission standards are nearly identical to those 
finalized by the US EPA in May 2004.  These standards will decrease PM and NOX emissions 90 percent 
below current levels beginning in 2011.  

Since off-road vehicles that are used in construction and other related industries can last 30 years or 
longer, most of those that are in service today are still part of an older fleet that do not have emission 
controls.  As such, the ARB approved, on July 26, 2007, a regulation to reduce emissions from existing 
(in-use) off-road diesel vehicles that are used in construction and other industries.  This regulation was 
approved by the California Office of Administrative Law (OAL) on May 16, 2008 and it became effective 
on June 15, 2008.  This regulation includes an anti-idling limit of five minutes for all off-road vehicles 25 
horsepower and up.  The regulation also establishes emission rates targets for the off-road vehicles that 
decline over time to accelerate turnover to newer, cleaner engines and require exhaust retrofits to meet 
these targets.  The regulation will take affect on the larger fleets first with average compliance dates in 
2010 while medium and small fleet requirements will achieve compliance in 2013 and 2015, respectively.  
This regulation also includes the Surplus Off-Road Opt-in for NOx (SOON) program.  The local air 
districts may opt into the SOON program to reduce NOx emissions beyond what is required by the 
regulation.  SCAQMD adopted Rule 2449 at its May 2, 2008 board meeting, which would implement the 
SOON program.  Opting into this program is anticipated to achieve a 12 ton per day reduction in NOx by 
2014. 

Regional 

Southern California Association of Governments 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is a council of governments for Imperial, 
Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura Counties.  It is a regional planning agency 
and serves as a forum for regional issues relating to transportation, the economy and community 
development, and the environment. 

Although SCAG is not an air quality management agency, it is responsible for developing transportation, 
land use, and energy conservation measures that affect air quality.  SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive 
Plan and Guide (RCPG) provides growth forecasts that are used in the development of air quality-related 
land use and transportation control strategies by the SCAQMD.  The RCPG is a framework for decision-
making for local governments, assisting them in meeting federal and State mandates for growth 
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management, mobility, and environmental standards, while maintaining consistency with regional goals 
regarding growth and changes through the year 2015, and beyond.  Policies within the RCPG include 
consideration of air quality, land use, transportation, and economic relationships by all levels of 
government. 

SCAQMD 

The SCAQMD is the agency principally responsible for comprehensive air pollution control in the Basin.  
To that end, the SCAQMD, a regional agency, works directly with SCAG, county transportation 
commissions, and local governments, and cooperates actively with all State and federal government 
agencies.  The SCAQMD develops rules and regulations, establishes permitting requirements, inspects 
emissions sources, and provides regulatory enforcement through such measures as educational programs 
or fines, when necessary. 

The SCAQMD is directly responsible for reducing emissions from stationary (area and point), mobile, 
and indirect sources to meet federal and State ambient air quality standards.  It has responded to this 
requirement by preparing a series of Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs).  The most recent of these 
was adopted by the Governing Board of the SCAQMD on June 1, 2007.  This AQMP, referred to as the 
2007 AQMP, was prepared to comply with the federal and State Clean Air Acts and amendments, to 
accommodate growth, to reduce the high levels of pollutants in the Basin, to meet federal and State air 
quality standards, and to minimize the fiscal impact that pollution control measures have on the local 
economy.  The 2007 AQMP identifies the control measures that will be implemented over a 20-year 
horizon to reduce major sources of pollutants.  Implementation of control measures established in the 
previous AQMPs has substantially decreased the population’s exposure to unhealthful levels of 
pollutants, even while substantial population growth has occurred within the Basin.  As discussed on 
pages 2 through 6 of the 2007 AQMP, level of ambient pollutants monitored in the Basin have decreased 
substantially since 1985. 

The future air quality levels projected in the 2007 AQMP are based on several assumptions.  For example, 
the SCAQMD assumes that general new development within the Basin will occur in accordance with 
population growth and transportation projections identified by SCAG in its most current version of the 
RCPG, which was adopted in March 1996.  The 2007 AQMP also assumes that general development 
projects will include feasible strategies (i.e., mitigation measures) to reduce emissions generated during 
construction and operation in accordance with SCAQMD and local jurisdiction regulations which are 
designed to address air quality impacts and pollution control measures.  

The 2007 AQMP incorporates new scientific data, primarily in the form of updated emissions inventories, 
ambient measurements, new meteorological episodes, and new air quality modeling.  General 
development projects would be affected in the form of any applicable rules and regulations – if any – that 
are adopted as a result of the 2007 AQMP.   
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Although the SCAQMD is responsible for regional air quality planning efforts, it does not have the 
authority to directly regulate the air quality issues associated with plans and new development projects 
within the Basin.  Instead, the SCAQMD has prepared the CEQA Air Quality Handbook to assist lead 
agencies, as well as consultants, project proponents, and other interested parties, in evaluating potential 
air quality impacts of projects and plans proposed in the Basin. 

Local 

City of Los Angeles 

Local jurisdictions, such as the City of Los Angeles, have the authority and responsibility to reduce air 
pollution through its police power and decision-making authority.  Specifically, the City is responsible for 
the assessment and mitigation of air emissions resulting from its land use decisions.  The City of Los 
Angeles is also responsible for the implementation of transportation control measures as outlined in the 
AQMP.  Examples of such measures include bus turnouts, energy-efficient streetlights, and synchronized 
traffic signals.   

The Air Quality Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan was adopted on November 24, 1992 
and sets forth the goals, objectives and policies which will guide the City in the implementation of its air 
quality improvement programs and strategies.  The Air Quality Element acknowledges that numerous 
efforts are underway at the regional, county and city levels addressing clean air concerns and that 
coordination of these various efforts and the involvement of the area’s residents are crucial to the 
achievement of state and federal air quality standards. 

The Air Quality Element acknowledges the interrelationships among transportation and land use planning 
in meeting the City’s mobility and clean air goals.  Mutually reinforcing strategies need to be developed 
which work to reduce the use of single occupant vehicles and which work to reduce vehicle trips and 
vehicle miles traveled. 

The Air Quality Element establishes six goals: 

• Good air quality in an environment of continued population growth and healthy economic 
structure;  

• Less reliance on single-occupant vehicles with fewer commute and non-work trips;  

• Efficient management of transportation facilities and system infrastructure using cost-effective 
system management and innovative demand-management techniques;  

• Minimize impacts of existing land use patterns and future land use development on air quality by 
addressing the relationship between land use, transportation and air quality;  
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• Energy efficiency through land use and transportation planning, the use of renewable resources 
and less-polluting fuels and the implementation of conservation measures including passive 
measures such as site orientation and tree planting; and  

• Citizen awareness of the linkages between personal behavior and air pollution and participation in 
efforts to reduce air pollution.  

In accordance with CEQA requirements and the CEQA review process, the City assesses the air quality 
impacts of new development projects, requires mitigation of potentially significant air quality impacts by 
conditioning discretionary permits, and monitors and enforces implementation of such mitigation.  The 
City utilizes the CEQA Air Quality Handbook as the guidance document for the environmental review of 
plans and development proposals within its jurisdiction. 

The City of Los Angeles has begun to address the issue of global climate change by publishing Green LA, 
An Action Plan to Lead the Nation in Fighting Global Warming (LA Green Plan).  This document 
outlines the goals and actions the City has established to reduce the generation and emission of GHGs 
from both public and private activities.  According to the LA Green Plan, the City of Los Angeles is 
committed to the goal of reducing emissions of CO2 to 35 percent below 1990 levels.  To achieve this, 
the City will:  

• Increase the generation of renewable energy;  

• Improve energy conservation and efficiency; and  

• Change transportation and land use patterns to reduce dependence on automobiles. 

City of Los Angeles Green Building Program Ordinance 

On April 22, 2008 the Los Angeles City Council approved Ordinance No. 179,820 (the Green Building 
Program Ordinance).  The goal of the Green Building Program Ordinance is to reduce the use of natural 
resources, create healthier living environments and minimize the negative impacts of development on 
local, regional and global ecosystems.  To achieve these goals, it must be demonstrated that certain 
projects in the City meet the intent of the criteria for certification at the Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) certified level.  The ordinance applies to the following categories of 
projects in the City: 

• A new non-residential building or structure of 50,000 gross square feet of more of floor area; or 

• A new mixed use or residential building of 50,000 gross square feet or more of floor area in 
excess of six stories; or 
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• A new mixed use or residential building of six or fewer stories consisting of at least 50 dwelling 
units in a building, which has at least 50,000 gross square feet of floor area, and in which at least 
80 percent of the building’s floor area is dedicated to residential uses; or 

• The alteration or rehabilitation of 50,000 gross square feet or more of floor area in an existing 
non-residential building for which construction costs exceed a valuation of 50 percent of the 
replacement cost of the existing building; or  

• The alteration of at least 50 dwelling units in an existing mixed use or residential building, which 
has at least 50,000 gross square feet of floor area, for which construction costs exceed a valuation 
of 50 percent of the replacement cost of the existing building. 

Unless these projects have been reviewed and the plans are stamped approved by the City’s director for 
LEED compliance, no building permits will be issued to these projects under the Ordinance.  The Green 
Building Ordinance contains exceptions for the following projects:  

• A historic resource, if the Department of City Planning finds that full LEED compliance 
would require alterations that conflict with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties.  In those cases, a LEED-AP, which is a person who has 
been designated a LEED Accredited Professional by the Green Building Certification 
Institute (GBCI), shall assert in writing that the project has incorporated all other reasonable 
measures to achieve LEED compliance, while avoiding adverse impacts to the Historic 
Resource’s character-defining features.  

• Any project where plans were accepted by the Department of Building and Safety for plan 
check and the appropriate fee is paid prior to November 1, 2008, provided no changes were 
made to the project that would increase the floor area by more than five percent.  This 
exception shall no longer be valid if construction is not commenced within one year of the 
date of issuance of the permit.  

• Any entitlement application for a project filed and deemed complete with the exception of 
CEQA review prior to November 1, 2008, provided no changes are made to the application 
that would increase the floor area by more than five percent.  

• Any residential or mixed use project of six or fewer stories where plans were accepted by the 
Department of Building and Safety for plan check and the appropriate fee is paid prior to 
May 1, 2009, provided no changes were made to the project which increase the floor area by 
more than five percent.  This exception shall no longer be valid if construction is not 
commenced within one year of the date of issuance of the permit.  

• Any entitlement application for a residential or mixed use project of six or fewer stories filed 
and deemed complete with the exception of CEQA review prior to May 1, 2009, provided no 
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changes are made to the application that would increase the floor area by more than five 
percent. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

This analysis focuses on the nature and magnitude of the change in the air quality environment due to 
implementation of the Proposed Project.  Air pollutant emissions associated with the Proposed Project 
would result from Project operations and from Project-related traffic volumes.  Construction activities 
would also generate air pollutant emissions at the project site and on roadways resulting from 
construction-related traffic.  The net increase in project site emissions generated by these activities and 
other secondary sources have been quantitatively estimated and compared to thresholds of significance 
recommended by the SCAQMD (see Project Impacts subheading, below). 

Construction Emissions 

The regional construction emissions associated with the Proposed Project were calculated using the 
URBEMIS 2007 computer model developed for the ARB by estimating the types and number of pieces of 
equipment that would be used to grade and excavate the project site and construct the proposed 
development.  These construction emissions were analyzed according to the regional thresholds 
established by the SCAQMD and published in the CEQA Air Quality Handbook. The construction 
activities associated with the Proposed Project would cause diesel emissions, and would generate 
emissions of dust.  Construction equipment within the project site that would generate criteria air 
pollutants could include graders, backhoes, loaders, and dump trucks.  Some of this equipment would be 
used during grading activities as well as when structures are constructed on the project site.  It was 
assumed that all of the construction equipment used would be diesel-powered. 

In addition to SCAQMD’s regional significance thresholds, the SCAQMD has also developed localized 
significance thresholds (LSTs) that are based on the amount of pounds of emissions per day that can be 
generated by a project that would cause or contribute to adverse localized air quality impacts.  These 
localized thresholds, which are found in the mass rate look-up tables in the “Final Localized Significance 
Threshold Methodology” document prepared by the SCAQMD,9 are only applicable to the following 
criteria pollutants: NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5.  For the purposes of this analysis, the LSTs in the mass rate 
look-up tables are used as a screening analysis to determine whether construction activities associated 
with the Proposed Project may potentially result in localized air quality impacts.  Under the circumstances 
where the LSTs in the mass rate look-up tables are exceeded, then a more refined analysis involving 

                                                      

9  SCAQMD, Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, June 2003, Revised July 2008. 
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dispersion air modeling would be required to ascertain whether localized air quality impacts would occur 
at nearby sensitive receptors. 

LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project that are not expected to cause or contribute to an 
exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or State ambient air quality standards, and are 
developed based on the ambient concentrations of that pollutant for each SRA.  In terms of NOx 
emissions, the two principal species of NOx are nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2), with the 
vast majority (95 percent) of the NOx emissions being comprised of NO.  However, because adverse 
health effects are associated with NO2, not NO, the analysis of localized air quality impacts associated 
with NOx emissions is focused on NO2 levels.  NO is converted to NO2 by several processes, the two most 
important of these are (1) the reaction of NO with ozone, and (2) the photochemical reaction of NO with 
hydrocarbons.  When modeling NO2 emissions from combustion sources, the SCAQMD assumes that the 
conversion of NO to NO2 is complete at a distance of 5,000 meters from the source.  For PM10 LSTs, the 
thresholds were derived based on requirements in SCAQMD Rule 403 — Fugitive Dust.  For PM2.5 LSTs, 
the thresholds were derived based on a general ratio of PM2.5 to PM10 for both fugitive dust and 
combustion emissions. 

The SCAQMD has developed five sample construction scenarios, one-acre, two-acre, three-acre, four-
acre, and five-acre in size, where construction impacts do not exceed the most stringent LSTs.  The 
sample scenarios were designed to be used as models or templates for analyzing construction air quality 
impacts by projects of similar size.  As the project site is approximately five acres in size, the five-acre 
sample construction scenario was used as a template to analyze the significance of the construction 
emissions generated by the Proposed Project.  In conducting the analysis, the parameters of the five-acre 
sample construction scenario were slightly modified such that they would apply to the Project-specific 
characteristics of the Proposed Project.  The parameters that have been modified in the five-acre sample 
construction scenario for the Proposed Project analysis include the number of pieces of equipment, the 
construction schedule, the square footage of the proposed structures, and the amount of dirt that would be 
handled at the project site.  The resulting construction emissions generated were then analyzed against the 
applicable LSTs for a five-acre site that are found in the SCAQMD’s mass rate look-up tables. 

It should be noted that the SCAQMD considers a sensitive receptor to be a receptor where it is possible 
that an individual could remain for 24 hours.  Thus, according to the SCAQMD, the LSTs for PM10 and 
PM2.5, which are based on a 24-hour averaging period, would be appropriate to evaluate the localized air 
quality impacts of a project on nearby sensitive receptors.  Additionally, since a sensitive receptor is 
considered to be present onsite for 24 hours, LSTs based on shorter averaging times, such as the one-hour 
NO2 or the 1-hour and 8-hour CO ambient air quality standards, would also apply when evaluating 
localized air quality impacts on sensitive receptors.  However, LSTs based on shorter averaging periods, 
such as the NO2 and CO LSTs, are applied to receptors such as industrial or commercial facilities since it 
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is reasonable to assume that workers at these sites could be present for periods of one to eight hours.10  
Therefore, this analysis evaluates localized air quality impacts from construction activities associated with 
the Proposed Project on sensitive receptors for NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5, and on “non-sensitive” 
receptors (e.g., industrial or commercial facilities) for NO2 and CO. 

Operational Emissions 

Operational emissions associated with the Proposed Project were estimated using the URBEMIS 2007 
computer model developed for the ARB and the information provided in the traffic study prepared for the 
Proposed Project.  Operational emissions would be comprised of mobile source emissions and area source 
emissions.  Mobile source emissions are generated by the increase in motor vehicle trips to and from the 
project site associated with operation of the Proposed Project.  Area source emissions are generated by 
natural gas consumption for space and water heating, and landscape maintenance equipment.  To 
determine if a regional air quality impact would occur, the increase in emissions would be compared with 
the SCAQMD’s recommended regional thresholds for operational emissions. 

As discussed above, the SCAQMD has developed LSTs that are based on the amount of pounds of 
emissions per day that can be generated by a project that would cause or contribute to adverse localized 
air quality impacts.  The LST methodology is only applicable to on-site emission sources.  Thus, for the 
purpose of this analysis, the emissions generated by the on-site stationary sources (e.g., water and space 
heaters, landscaping equipment, etc.) and vehicular travel onsite associated with the Proposed Project 
were analyzed against the applicable LSTs. 

Localized CO Concentrations 

Localized CO concentrations were calculated based on a simplified CALINE4 screening procedure 
developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and accepted by the SCAQMD.  The 
simplified model is intended as a screening analysis, which identifies a potential CO hotspot.  This 
methodology assumes worst-case conditions and provides a screening of maximum, worst-case CO 
concentrations.  The emission factors used in the simplified CALINE4 model have been updated to 
EMFAC2007.  The resulting emissions were compared with adopted national and State ambient air 
quality standards. 

GHG Emissions 

The emissions generated by the Proposed Project, and indeed any individual project, are too small to 
influence global climate change on their own.  Even if an individual project’s GHG emissions were large 
enough to influence global climate change, the significance of the impact of a single project on global 
                                                      

10  SCAQMD, Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, June 2003, Revised July 2008. 
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climate cannot be determined at this time.  First, no guidance exists to indicate what level of GHG emissions 
would be considered substantial enough to result in a significant adverse impact on global climate.  Second, 
global climate change models are not sensitive enough to be able to predict the effect of a single project on 
global temperatures and the resultant effect on climate; therefore, they cannot be used to evaluate the 
significance of a project’s impact.  Thus, insufficient information and predictive tools exist to assess 
whether a single project would result in a significant impact on global climate.  Furthermore, there are 
currently no adopted thresholds or guidance adopted by the SCAQMD or other agencies in California to 
assess the significance of potential impacts associated with GHGs.  In the absence of established thresholds, 
however, the OPR nonetheless recommends, in its 2008 technical advisory, that lead agencies should make 
a good-faith effort to calculate, model, or estimate the amount of CO2 and other GHG emissions from a 
project.  In the absence of regulatory standards for GHG emissions or other scientific data to clearly define 
what constitutes a “significant impact,” the OPR recommends that individual lead agencies may undertake a 
project-by-project analysis that is consistent with available guidance and current CEQA practice.  Thus, for 
the purpose of this analysis, a quantitative analysis containing an inventory of a project’s GHG emissions 
and a qualitative analysis involving a project’s compliance with adopted programs and policies to reduce 
GHG emissions, which is a method suggested by the Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP), 
have been conducted to evaluate a project’s potential effect on climate change.11   

During construction activities at the project site, the consumption of fuel by the on-site equipment would 
generate GHG emissions.  The URBEMIS 2007 model, which estimates the daily amount of CO2 
emissions generated by on-site equipment during construction activities at the project site, is used to 
estimate the amount of GHG emissions that would result on a maximum (i.e., worst-case) construction 
day.  During operation of the Proposed Project, the consumption of fossil fuels to generate electricity and 
to provide heating and hot water for the on-site land uses, as well as the consumption of fuel by on-road 
mobile vehicles associated with the Proposed Project, also creates GHG emissions.  As such, in 
generating the GHG emissions for the Proposed Project, the future fuel consumption rates for the 
Proposed Project by these sources were estimated based on the proposed residential and retail square 
footages.  Natural gas and electricity demand factors derived from the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality 
Handbook, along with water demand factors derived from the City of Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works, are used to project fuel consumption rates.  The GHG emission factors from the California 
Climate Action Registry (CCAR) Protocol for natural gas, electricity, and water are then applied to the 
respective consumption rates, to calculate annual GHG emissions in metric tons.  The annual GHG 
emissions in metric tons generated by on-road mobile vehicles associated with the Proposed Project, 
which consist primarily of CO2 emissions, are estimated using the URBEMIS 2007 computer model.  The 

                                                      

11  Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP), Alternative Approaches to Analyzing Greenhouse Gas 
 Emissions and Global Climate Change in CEQA Documents, Final, June 29, 2007. 
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URBEMIS 2007 model estimates the daily amount of CO2 emissions generated by on-road vehicles 
resulting from operation of a project.   

Not all GHGs exhibit the same ability to induce climate change; as a result, GHG contributions are 
commonly quantified in carbon dioxide equivalencies (CO2e).  The GHG mass emissions for the Proposed 
Project were calculated by converting pollutant specific emissions to CO2e emissions by applying the 
applicable global warming potential (GWP) value.12  These GWP ratios were published in the CCAR 
Protocol.  By applying the GWP ratios, the Proposed Project’s CO2e emissions were converted to metric 
tons per year. 

For the qualitative GHG emissions analysis for the Proposed Project, the 2006 CAT Report, as discussed 
previously, has recommended a list of strategies that the State could pursue to reduce climate change 
GHG emissions.  In addition, the ARB’s Scoping Plan, which was approved in December 2008, also 
recommends measures that serve to reduce California’s GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.  Thus, in 
the absence of regulatory guidance, this EIR will also address the potential impacts associated with GHG 
emissions resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project by evaluating qualitatively whether the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with any of the emission reduction strategies identified by the CAT 
and the recommended measures by ARB’s Scoping Plan. 

Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines 

In accordance with Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant air 
quality impact on air quality if it would cause any of the following to occur:   

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

b. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation; 

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

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or 

                                                      

12  CO2E was developed by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), and published in its Second 
 Assessment Report (SAR) 1996.   
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e. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

Consistency with the Applicable AQMP 

The SCAQMD has adopted criteria for determining consistency with regional plans and the regional 
AQMP in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook, which the City has adopted as its thresholds.  These include:  
(1) identifying whether a project would increase the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations 
or cause or contribute to new air quality violations and (2) identifying whether a project would exceed the 
assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP.  Under the second criterion, a significant impact would 
occur if a project is inconsistent with the growth assumptions upon which the regional AQMP was based. 

Violation of Air Quality Standards or Substantial Contribution to Air Quality Violations 

Regional Mass Daily Emissions 

The SCAQMD’s regional emission thresholds apply to all federally regulated air pollutants except lead, 
which is not exceeded in the Basin.  Table IV.C-8, SCAQMD’s Regional Emission Thresholds of 
Significance, shows the thresholds of significance published by the SCAQMD for construction and 
operational emissions that apply to development projects. 

The SCAQMD also recommends that any construction-related and operational emissions from individual 
development projects that exceed the construction and operational thresholds, shown in Table IV.C-8, to 
be considered cumulatively considerable.  These thresholds apply to individual development projects 
only; they do not apply to the combined emissions generated by a set of cumulative development projects.   

Table IV.C-8 
SCAQMD’s Regional Emission Thresholds of Significance 

Construction Operation 
Pollutant pounds/day pounds/day 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 550 550 
Sulfur Oxides (SOx) 150 150 
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 150 150 
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 55 55 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) 100 55 
Reactive Organic Gases (ROG) 75 55 
Source:  SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993, website: http://aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/signthres.doc, 

December 14, 2009. 
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Localized Daily Pollutant Concentrations 

As discussed previously, the SCAQMD’s LSTs are only applicable to the following criteria pollutants: 
NOx (in the form of NO2), CO, PM10, and PM2.5.  In addition, based on the size of the project site (i.e., 
approximately five acres), the five-acre sample construction scenario developed by the SCAQMD is used 
as a screening tool to analyze the significance of the emissions generated by the Proposed Project.  As 
such, construction and operational emissions associated with the Proposed Project, which is located 
within SRA 3 (Southwest Coastal Los Angeles County area), would be significant if they exceed the 
LSTs shown in Table IV.C-9, SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Thresholds.     

Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Criteria Pollutants 

The SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook identifies several methods to determine the cumulative 
significance of land use projects (i.e., whether the contribution of a project is cumulatively considerable).  
However, the SCAQMD no longer recommends the use of these methodologies.  Instead, the SCAQMD 
recommends that any construction-related emissions and operational emissions from individual 
development projects that exceed the project-specific mass daily emissions thresholds identified above  
 

Table IV.C-9 
SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Thresholds 

Five-Acre Site  
Allowable emissions (pounds/day) as a function of 

receptor distance (feet) from site boundary 
Pollutant Monitored Within SRA 3 — 
Southwest Coastal Los Angeles County  

Area 82 (ft) 164 (ft) 328 (ft) 656 (ft) 1,640 (ft) 
Construction Thresholds 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) a 197 189 202 222 277 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 1,796 1,984 2,608 4,119 9,852 
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 15 46 60 88 171 
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 8 11 19 35 96 
Operational Thresholds 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) a 197 189 202 222 277 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 1,796 1,984 2,608 4,119 9,852 
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 4 12 15 21 41 
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 2 3 5 9 24 
a  The localized thresholds listed for NOx in this table takes into consideration the gradual conversion of NOx to 

NO2.  As discussed previously, the analysis of localized air quality impacts associated with NOx emissions is 
focused on NO2 levels as they are associated with adverse health effects. 

Source:  SCAQMD, Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, Appendix C (Localized Significance 
Threshold Mass Rate Look-up Table), June 2003, Revised July 2008; LST Mass Rate Look-up Tables 
updated October 21, 2009.   
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also be considered cumulatively considerable.13  The SCAQMD neither recommends quantified analyses 
of the emissions generated by a set of cumulative development projects nor provides thresholds of 
significance to be used to assess the impacts associated with these emissions. 

Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations 

Localized Pollutant Concentrations 

The SCAQMD currently recommends that impacts to sensitive receptors be considered significant when a 
project generates localized pollutant concentrations of NO2, CO, PM10, or PM2.5 at sensitive receptors near 
a project site that exceed the localized pollutant concentration thresholds listed above or when a project’s 
traffic causes CO concentrations at sensitive receptors located near congested intersections to exceed the 
national or State ambient air quality standards.  The roadway CO thresholds would also apply to the 
contribution of emissions associated with cumulative development. 

GHG Emissions 

At present, no State or local agency has established formal significance thresholds for GHG emissions.  
Thus, while emissions of GHGs have been quantified for the Proposed Project, they have not been used to 
determine significance under CEQA.     

In the absence of adopted thresholds, this EIR assumes that the Proposed Project would be considered to 
generate a substantial increase in GHG emissions if it is not consistent with any strategies from the 2006 
CAT Report and recommended measures from ARB’s Scoping Plan that the Lead Agency deems to be 
applicable and feasible for the proposed land uses. 

Project Impacts 

Construction Impacts 

The Proposed Project involves the construction of two six-story structures containing residential uses and 
parking.  Both structures would include two above-grade levels of parking and four levels of residential 
uses with 176 multi-family apartment units, for a total of 352 residential units.  In addition, the Proposed 
Project would also involve the development of 17,904 square feet of retail space and any required parking 
for the retail space at the project site.  Two basic types of activities are expected to occur and generate 
construction-related emissions at the project site as a result of implementation of the Proposed Project.  
The first activity would involve the excavation of the project site to accommodate the building foundation 

                                                      

13  White Paper on Regulatory Options for Addressing Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution Emissions, 
 SCAQMD Board Meeting, September 5, 2003, Agenda No. 29, Appendix D, p. D-3. 
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for the proposed residential building and retail structures.  All of the excavated soil would be balanced at the 
project site and thus would not need to be exported offsite.  Secondly, the proposed residential and retail 
uses would be constructed.  Overall, construction activities at the project site are anticipated to begin in year 
2011 with occupancy in year 2013.   

Construction activities at the project site would generate pollutant emissions from the following construction 
activities:  (1) grading and excavation; (2) construction workers traveling to and from the project site; (3) 
delivery and hauling of construction supplies and debris to and from the project site; (4) the fuel combustion 
generated by onsite construction equipment; and (5) building construction, including the application of 
architectural coatings.  These construction activities would temporarily create emissions of dusts, fumes, 
equipment exhaust, and other air contaminants.  Construction activities involving site preparation and grading 
would primarily generate PM10 emissions.  Mobile source emissions (use of diesel-fueled equipment onsite, 
and traveling to and from the project site) would primarily generate NOx emissions.  The application of 
architectural coatings would primarily result in the release of ROG emissions.  The amount of emissions 
generated on a daily basis would vary, depending on the amount and types of construction activities occurring 
at the same time. 

Regional Air Quality Impacts 

The analysis of regional daily construction emissions has been prepared utilizing the URBEMIS 2007 
computer model recommended by the SCAQMD.  Due to the construction time frame and the normal 
day-to-day variability in construction activities, it is difficult, if not impossible, to precisely quantify the 
daily emissions associated with each phase of the proposed construction activities.  Nonetheless, Table 
IV.C-10, Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions, identifies daily emissions that are estimated to 
occur on peak construction days for each of the construction phases.  These calculations assume that 
appropriate dust control measures would be implemented during each phase of development as required 
by SCAQMD Rule 403—Fugitive Dust.  Examples of the types of dust control measures currently 
required and recommended include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• Water active grading/excavation sites and unpaved surfaces at least three times daily. 

• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved construction parking areas and staging areas. 

• Provide daily clean-up of mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the site. 

• Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and 
equipment leaving the site. 

• Suspend excavation and grading activity when winds (instantaneous gusts) exceed 15 miles per 
hour over a 30-minute period or more. 
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Table IV.C-10 
Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions 

Emissions in Pounds per Day Emissions Source 
ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5

 

Site Grading/Excavation Phase (2011) 
Fugitive Dust -- -- -- -- 63.70 13.30 
Off-Road Diesel Equipment 11.39 98.37 47.34 0.00 4.43 4.08 
On-Road Diesel Equipment 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Worker Trips 0.11 0.20 3.41 0.00 0.03 0.02 
Total Emissions 11.50 98.57 50.75 0.00 68.16 17.40 
Dust Control Measures a 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 (30.70) (6.41) 
Total Emissions after Dust 
Control Measures 

11.50 98.57 50.75 0.00 37.46 10.99 

SCAQMD Thresholds 75.00 100.00 550.00 150.00 150.00 55.00 
Significant Impact? No No No No No No 
Building Construction Phase (2011) 
Building Construction Off-Road 
Diesel Equipment 3.42 30.40 12.83 0.00 1.42 1.31 

Building Construction Vendor 
Trips 0.73 8.25 6.56 0.02 0.40 0.33 

Building Construction Worker 
Trips 0.80 1.50 25.84 0.03 0.25 0.13 

Total Emissions 4.95 40.15 45.23 0.05 2.07 1.77 
SCAQMD Thresholds 75.00 100.00 550.00 150.00 150.00 55.00 
Significant Impact? No No No No No No 
Building Construction Phase (2012) – Building & Paving 
Building Construction Off-Road 
Diesel Equipment 3.26 27.97 12.36 0.00 1.29 1.19 

Building Construction Vendor 
Trips 0.67 7.36 6.06 0.02 0.36 0.30 

Building Construction Worker 
Trips 0.73 1.37 24.04 0.03 0.25 0.13 

Paving Off-Gas 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Paving Off-Road Diesel 
Equipment 4.30 33.96 16.72 0.00 1.86 1.71 

Paving On-Road Diesel 
Equipment 0.08 1.02 0.39 0.00 0.05 0.04 

Paving Worker Trips 0.13 0.25 4.31 0.01 0.04 0.02 
Total Emissions 9.47 71.93 63.88 0.06 3.85 3.39 
SCAQMD Thresholds 75.00 100.00 550.00 150.00 150.00 55.00 
Significant Impact? No No No No No No 
Building Construction Phase (2012) – Building & Architectural Coatings 

Building Construction Off-Road 
Diesel Equipment 3.26 27.97 12.36 0.00 1.29 1.19 

Building Construction Vendor 
Trips 0.67 7.36 6.06 0.02 0.36 0.30 

Building Construction Worker 
Trips 0.73 1.37 24.04 0.03 0.25 0.13 

Architectural Coatings 57.37 -- -- -- -- -- 
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Table IV.C-10 
Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions 

Emissions in Pounds per Day Emissions Source 
ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5

 

Architectural Coatings Worker 
Trips 0.06 0.12 2.13 0.00 0.02 0.01 

Total Emissions 62.09 36.82 44.59 0.05 1.92 1.63 
SCAQMD Thresholds 75.00 100.00 550.00 150.00 150.00 55.00 
Significant Impact? No No No No No No 
a  Dust control measures as required by SCAQMD Rule 403—Fugitive Dust. 
Source:    Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, December 2009.  Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix IV.C-1. 

 

• An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to each construction site that identifies the 
permitted construction hours and provides a telephone number to call and receive information 
about the construction project or to report complaints regarding excessive fugitive dust 
generation.  Any reasonable complaints shall be rectified within 24 hours of their receipt.   

As shown in Table IV.C-10, the peak daily emissions generated during project construction would not exceed 
the regional emissions threshold recommended by the SCAQMD for any of the criteria pollutants (i.e., ROG, 
NOx, CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5) during any of the construction phases.  As such, the regional air quality 
impacts associated with the project-related construction emissions would be less than significant. 

Local Air Quality Impacts 

The daily construction emissions generated by the Proposed Project are also analyzed against SCAQMD’s 
LSTs to determine whether the emissions would cause or contribute to adverse localized air quality impacts.  
The nearest off-site receptors to the project site potentially subject to localized air quality impacts associated 
with construction of the Proposed Project include:14 

• The two three-story buildings containing industrial office and warehouse uses located northwest of 
the project site; 

• The All Access and LA Times office buildings located directly north of the project site; 

• The two-story office building occupied by W.W. Grainger located northeast of the project site; 

                                                      

14  The off-site receptors evaluated in this localized air quality impacts analysis includes the existing surrounding 
 commercial, office, and warehouse uses because, as discussed previously, LSTs based on shorter averaging 
 periods, such as the NO2 and CO LSTs, should be applied to receptors such as industrial or commercial 
 facilities based on the  SCAQMD’s recommendation. 
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• The two-story Storm Manufacturing Group, Inc. office building and the two-story Industrial Parts 
Depot, Inc. office building located directly east of the project site; 

• The single-family residences located south of the project site, across Sepulveda Boulevard; and 

• The Mulligan Family Fun Center located directly west of the project site. 

According to Table IV.C-11, the closest receptor distance on the SCAQMD’s Mass Rate LST Look-up 
Tables is 82 feet.  Although some of the nearest off-site receptors to the project site identified above are 
closer than 82 feet, the SCAQMD’s LST methodology states that projects with boundaries located closer than 
82 feet (25 meters) to the nearest receptor should use the LSTs for receptors located at 82 feet.15   

As discussed previously under Methodology, the five-acre sample construction scenario developed by the 
SCAQMD was used as a screening tool to analyze the significance of the construction emissions generated 
by the Proposed Project.  In conducting the analysis, the parameters of the five-acre sample construction 
scenario (e.g., construction schedule, number of equipment, amount of dirt handled, size of the areas 
disturbed, etc.) have been modified such that they would apply to the project-specific characteristics of the 
Proposed Project.  Table IV.C-11, Localized Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions, identifies daily 
emissions that are estimated to occur during construction of the Proposed Project. 

As shown in Table IV.C-11, on-site emissions generated by the Proposed Project during the different phases 
of construction would not exceed the established SCAQMD localized thresholds for NOx (in the form of 
NO2), CO, PM10, and PM2.5 at a receptor distance of 82 feet.  Thus, the on-site construction emissions would 
also not exceed the SCAQMD localized thresholds at receptor distances beyond 82 feet (i.e., 164, 328, 656, 
and 1,640 feet).  Therefore, the localized air quality impacts resulting from construction emissions associated 
with the Proposed Project would be less than significant. 

Operational Impacts 

Operational emissions generated by both stationary and mobile sources would result from normal day-to-
day activities on the project site after occupation.  As stated previously, stationary area source emissions 
would be generated by the consumption of natural gas for space and water heating devices, and the 
operation of landscape maintenance equipment; mobile emissions would be generated by the motor 
vehicles traveling to and from the project site. 

 

                                                      

15  SCAQMD, Final Localized Significance Threshold Methodology, June 2003, Revised July 2008. 
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Table IV.C-11 
Localized Estimated Peak Daily Construction Emissions 

Total On-site Emissions (Pounds per Day) Construction Phase 
NOx 

a CO PM10 PM2.5
 

Grading/Excavation (2011) 
Onsite Combustion Emissions from Construction 
Equipment 142.46 61.32 6.79 6.25 

Onsite Fugitive Dust Emissions from  Construction 
Operations -- -- 3.26 0.68 

Onsite Combustion Emissions from Mobile Vehicles 1.33 0.43 0.06 0.06 
Total Emissions 143.79 61.75 10.11 6.99 
SCAQMD Localized Thresholds b 197.00 1,796.00 15.00 8.00 
Significant Impact? No No No No 
Building (2011) 
Onsite Combustion Emissions from Construction 
Equipment 49.96 24.00 2.73 2.52 

Onsite Combustion Emissions from Mobile Vehicles 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Total Emissions 49.96 24.00 2.73 2.52 
SCAQMD Localized Thresholds b 197.00 1,796.00 15.00 8.00 
Significant Impact? No No No No 
Building & Paving (2012) 
Onsite Combustion Emissions from Construction 
Equipment – Building Construction 46.47 23.41 2.50 2.30 

Onsite Combustion Emissions from Mobile Vehicles 
– Building Construction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Onsite Combustion Emissions from Construction 
Equipment – Asphalt Paving 52.16 24.86 2.66 2.45 

Onsite Combustion Emissions from Mobile Vehicles 
– Asphalt Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Total Emissions 98.63 48.27 5.16 4.75 
SCAQMD Thresholds b 197.00 1,796.00 15.00 8.00 
Significant Impact? No No No No 
a  The localized thresholds listed for NOx in this table takes into consideration the gradual conversion of NOx to NO2.  As 

discussed previously, the analysis of localized air quality impacts associated with NOx emissions is focused on NO2 levels as 
they are associated with adverse health effects. 

b  The localized thresholds for construction emissions at a receptor distance of 82 feet for a five-acre site in SRA 3 based on 
SCAQMD’s mass rate look-up tables. 

Source:    Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, December 2009.  Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix IV.C-1. 

 

Regional Air Quality Impacts 

The analysis of daily operational emissions from the Proposed Project has been prepared utilizing the 
URBEMIS 2007 computer model recommended by the SCAQMD.  The results of these calculations, and 
associated SCAQMD thresholds, are presented in Table IV.C-12, Estimated Future (2013) Daily 
Operational Emissions.   
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Table IV.C-12 
Estimated Future (2013) Daily Operational Emissions 

Emissions in Pounds per Day Emissions Source 
ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5

 

Summertime Emissions 
Future With Project Emissions 

Water and Space Heating, and Cooking 
Appliances 0.28 3.62 1.61 0.00 0.01 0.01 

Landscape Maintenance Equipment 0.25 0.04 3.09 0.00 0.01 0.01 
Consumer Products 18.06 -- -- -- -- -- 

Architectural Coatings 0.71 -- -- -- -- -- 
Mobile (Vehicle) Sources 18.76 22.89 209.51 0.27 42.42 8.26 

Total Project Emissions 38.06 26.55 214.21 0.27 42.44 8.28 
SCAQMD Thresholds 55.00 55.00 550.00 150.00 150.00 55.00 
Significant Impact? No No No No No No 

Wintertime Emissions 

Future With Project Emissions 
Water and Space Heating, and Cooking 

Appliances 0.28 3.62 1.61 0.00 0.01 0.01 

Consumer Products 18.06 -- -- -- -- -- 
Architectural Coatings 0.71 -- -- -- -- -- 

Mobile (Vehicle) Sources 19.98 27.50 201.28 0.22 42.42 8.26 
Total Project Emissions 39.03 31.12 202.89 0.22 42.43 8.27 
SCAQMD Thresholds 55.00 55.00 550.00 150.00 150.00 55.00 
Significant Impact? No No No No No No 
Source:    Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, December 2009.  Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix IV.C-1. 

 

As shown in Table IV.C-12, the net operational emissions associated with the Proposed Project would not 
exceed the established SCAQMD threshold levels for ROG, NOx, CO, SOx PM10, and PM2.5 during both 
the summertime and wintertime seasons.  Therefore, impacts associated with regional operational 
emissions from the Proposed Project would be less than significant.   

Local Air Quality Impacts 

To determine whether operational emissions generated by the Proposed Project would result in localized 
air quality impacts, the operational emissions of the Proposed Project are analyzed against the 
SCAQMD’s LSTs for a receptor location of 82 feet.  As discussed previously under Methodology, the 
LST methodology is only applicable to on-site emissions.  Consequently, this analysis only evaluates the 
emissions generated by the on-site stationary sources (e.g., water and space heaters, landscaping 
equipment, etc.) and mobile sources (i.e., vehicular travel within the proposed parking structure) 
associated with the Proposed Project.  Table IV.C-13, Localized Estimated Daily Operational Emissions,  
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Table IV.C-13 
Localized Estimated Daily Operational Emissions 

Total On-site Emissions (Pounds per Day) Operational Phase 
NOx 

a CO PM10 
 PM2.5 

Summertime (Smog Season) Emissions 
Future With Project Emissions  

Water and Space Heating, and Cooking Appliances 3.62 1.61 0.01 0.01 
Landscape Maintenance Equipment 0.04 3.09 0.01 0.01 

Consumer Products -- -- -- -- 
Architectural Coatings -- -- -- -- 

Mobile (Vehicle) Sources 3.07 36.91 0.50 0.15 
Total Project Emissions 6.73 41.61 0.52 0.17 
SCAQMD Localized Thresholds b 197.00 1,796.00 4.00 2.00 
Significant Impact? No No No No 

Wintertime (Non-Smog Season) Emissions 
Future With Project Emissions  

Water and Space Heating, and Cooking Appliances 3.62 1.61 0.01 0.01 
Consumer Products -- -- -- -- 

Architectural Coatings -- -- -- -- 
Mobile (Vehicle) Sources 3.55 45.02 0.50 0.15 

Total Project Emissions 7.17 46.63 0.51 0.16 
SCAQMD Localized Thresholds b 197.00 1,796.00 4.00 2.00 
Significant Impact? No No No No 
a The localized thresholds listed for NOx in this table takes into consideration the gradual conversion of NOx to NO2.  As 

discussed previously, the analysis of localized air quality impacts associated with NOx emissions is focused on NO2 levels 
as they are associated with adverse health effects. 

b The localized thresholds for construction emissions at a receptor distance of 82 feet for a five-acre site in SRA 3 based 
on SCAQMD’s mass rate look-up tables. 

Source:    Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, December 2009.  Calculation sheets are provided in Appendix IV.C-1. 

 

analyzes the daily operational emissions generated by the on-site stationary and mobile sources associated 
with the Proposed Project against the SCAQMD’s localized operational emission thresholds.16    

As shown in Table IV.C-13, the on-site operational emissions generated by the Proposed Project would 
not exceed the established SCAQMD localized thresholds for NOx (in the form of NO2), CO, PM10, and 

                                                      

16  The daily operational emissions generated by the stationary sources associated with the “Future With Project” 
scenario in Table IV.C-13 are taken from the emission sources (with the exception of the mobile sources) 
presented in Table IV.C-12 above that have been generated by the URBEMIS computer model.  The daily 
operational emissions generated by the mobile sources onsite for the Proposed Project are generated by new 
URBEMIS runs where a travel distance of 0.1 mile were inputted to account for vehicular travel within the 
project site.   
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PM2.5.  Thus, the localized air quality impacts resulting from operational emissions associated with the 
Proposed Project would be less than significant.   

Localized CO Impacts 

The localized CO concentration impacts associated with motor vehicle travel generated by the Proposed 
Project have been evaluated with the addition of traffic growth associated with cumulative development.  
As was done to assess existing CO concentrations, the simplified CALINE4 screening procedure was 
used to predict future CO concentrations at the study-area intersections in the vicinity of the project site in 
the year 2014 with cumulative development in order to provide a worst-case analysis of future 
conditions.17  The SCAQMD recommends an evaluation of potential localized CO impacts when vehicle 
to capacity (V/C) ratios are increased by two percent or more at intersections with a level of service 
(LOS) of C or worse, and/or when the LOS for an intersection worsens from C to D or worse.  Based on 
the traffic study for the Proposed Project, project-related traffic volumes would meet these criteria at eight 
of the 11 analyzed study intersections.  Consequently, the localized CO concentrations at these seven 
study sections were calculated and evaluated in this analysis.  The results of these calculations are 
provided in Table IV.C-14, Future (2014) Localized Carbon Monoxide Concentrations.   

As shown in Table IV.C-14, future 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations near the study intersections 
would not exceed their respective national or State ambient air quality standards (i.e., the national 1-hour 
CO ambient air quality standard is 35.0 ppm, and the State 1-hour CO ambient air quality standard is 20.0 
ppm; the 8-hour national and State standards for localized CO concentrations are 9.0 ppm).  Therefore, 
implementation of the Proposed Project and cumulative development would not expose any possible 
sensitive receptors (such as residential uses, schools, hospitals) located in close proximity to these 
intersections to substantial localized pollutant concentrations.  This would be a less than significant 
impact regarding the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

AQMP Consistency 

The 2007 AQMP, discussed previously, was prepared to accommodate growth, to reduce the high levels 
of pollutants within the areas under the jurisdiction of SCAQMD, and to return clean air to the region.  
Projects that are considered to be consistent with the AQMP would not interfere with attainment, because 
this growth is included in the projections used to formulate the AQMP.  Therefore, projects, land uses, 
and activities that are consistent with the applicable assumptions used in the development of the AQMP 
would not jeopardize attainment of the air quality levels identified in the AQMP, even if they exceed the 
SCAQMD’s recommended daily emissions thresholds. 

                                                      

17  Although the Proposed Project would be completed and ready for occupation by 2013, the analysis of local CO 
concentrations at the study intersections were based on 2014 traffic volumes to be consistent with the data 
provided in the  traffic report for the Proposed Project.   



City of Los Angeles  March 2010 

 

 

 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project  IV.C. Air Quality 
Screencheck Draft Environmental Impact Report  Page IV.C-40 
 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT ~ Work In Progress 
 

Table IV.C-14 
Future (2014) Localized Carbon Monoxide Concentrations a 

CO Concentrations in Parts per Million b 

Roadway Edge 25 feet 50 feet 100 feet 
Intersection 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour 1-Hour 8-Hour

Western Avenue and Sepulveda 
Boulevard 6.1 4.0 5.4 3.5 5.2 3.3 4.9 3.1 

Normandie Avenue and Sepulveda 
Boulevard 5.9 3.9 5.3 3.4 5.0 3.2 4.8 3.0 

Normandie Avenue and Pacific 
Coast Highway 5.3 3.4 4.9 3.1 4.7 3.0 4.5 2.9 

Vermont Avenue and 223rd Street 6.0 3.9 5.2 3.4 5.0 3.2 4.7 3.0 
Vermont Avenue and Sepulveda 
Boulevard 6.6 4.3 5.7 3.7 5.4 3.5 5.0 3.2 

I-110 Freeway Southbound Off-
Ramp and Sepulveda Boulevard 6.1 4.0 5.4 3.5 5.1 3.3 4.8 3.1 

I-110 Freeway Northbound Off-
Ramp and Sepulveda Boulevard 4.9 3.1 4.6 2.9 4.5 2.8 4.3 2.7 

Figueroa Street and Sepulveda 
Boulevard 5.3 3.4 4.8 3.0 4.6 2.9 4.4 2.8 
a The analysis of localized CO concentrations was conducted based on projected 2014 traffic volumes to be consistent with 

the data provided in the traffic report for the Proposed Project. 
b  The national 1-hour CO ambient air quality standard is 35.0 ppm, and the State 1-hour CO ambient air quality standard 

is 20.0 ppm.  National and State 8-hour standards are 9.0 parts per million. 
Traffic Information Source: Linscott Law & Greenspan, Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard 
Project, City of Los Angeles, California, June 18, 2009; 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard Modified Project Addendum Traffic 
Analysis, November 11, 2009. 
Source: Christopher A Joseph and Associates, December 2009.  Calculation data and results are provided in Appendix IV.C-1. 

 

As discussed previously, the SCAQMD has adopted the following criteria for determining consistency 
with regional plans and the regional AQMP:  (1) identifying whether a project would increase the 
frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new air quality violations 
and (2) identifying whether a project would exceed the assumptions utilized in preparing the AQMP.  
Under the second criterion, a significant impact would occur if a project is inconsistent with the growth 
assumptions upon which the regional AQMP was based. 

According to the CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the consistency criteria for the first criterion pertain to 
pollutant concentrations rather than to total regional emissions.  As such, an analysis of the Proposed 
Project’s pollutant emissions relative to localized pollutant concentrations is used as the basis for 
evaluating project consistency with the first criterion.  As shown in Tables IV.C-11 and IV.C-13, the 
SCAQMD’s localized thresholds for NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 would not be exceeded during Project 
construction and operation.  In addition, because the SO2 emissions would be negligible during Project 
construction and long-term operations, a violation of the SO2 ambient air quality standard would not 
occur as a result of the Proposed Project.  Overall, as none of the criteria pollutant emissions would 
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exceed the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds at off-site receptors in proximity to the project site, the 
Proposed Project meets the first criterion for determining project consistency with the 2007 AQMP. 

With regards to the second criterion, projects that are consistent with the regional population, housing, 
and employment forecasts identified by SCAG are considered to be consistent with the AQMP growth 
projections, since the forecast assumptions by SCAG forms the basis of the land use and transportation 
control portions of the AQMP.  As discussed in Section IV.A, Impacts Found To Be Less Than 
Significant, the Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact with respect to population, 
housing, and employment that would be introduced at the project site.  With the construction of the 
proposed 352 multi-family residential units, the Proposed Project would generate approximately 1,214 
residents, which represents 0.8 percent of the of the City’s projected growth rate between the years 2010 
and 2020.  The 352 new dwelling units would represent approximately 0.3 percent of the anticipated 
housing growth rate for the City through the year 2020.  Additionally, the proposed 17,904 square feet of 
retail uses at the project site is anticipated to generate approximately 40 employees, which would 
represent approximately 0.06 percent of SCAG’s anticipated growth rate for the City between the years 
2010 and 2020.  As concluded in Section IV.A, the proposed increase in population, housing, and 
employment as a result of Project implementation would be within the SCAG and City of Los Angeles 
growth projections.   

As the Proposed Project would be consistent with the underlying assumptions of the SCAQMD’s 2007 
AQMP and does not cause or worsen an exceedance of an ambient air quality standard, the Proposed 
Project is concluded to be consistent with that plan.  This impact would be less than significant. 

Toxic Air Contaminants 

As the Proposed Project would consist of the development of residential and retail uses, and would not 
include any land uses involving the use, storage, or processing of carcinogenic or non-carcinogenic toxic 
air contaminants, no toxic airborne emissions would result from its implementation.  In addition, 
construction activities associated with the Proposed Project would be typical of other similar residential 
and commercial developments in the City, and would be subject to the regulations and laws relating to 
toxic air pollutants at the regional, State, and federal level that would protect sensitive receptors from 
substantial concentrations of these emissions.  Therefore, impacts associated with the release of TACs by 
the Proposed Project would be less than significant. 

In an effort to protect the State’s communities from the health effects of air pollution, the ARB published 
its Air Quality and Land Use Handbook in 2005 that highlighted the potential health impacts on 
communities associated with proximity to air pollution sources.  In particular, the ARB provided 
recommendations regarding the siting of new sensitive land uses near the specific air pollution sources 
such as freeways and high-traffic roads, distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating 
facilities, dry cleaners, and gas dispensing facilities.  The ARB identified sensitive land uses to include 
schools and schoolyards, parks and playgrounds, daycare centers, nursing homes, hospitals, and 
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residential communities.  Table IV.C-15, ARB Recommendations on Siting New Sensitive Uses, shows 
the recommendations provided by the ARB with regards to siting new sensitive uses in the vicinity of the 
aforementioned air pollution sources.   

Table IV.C-15 
ARB Recommendations on Siting New Sensitive Uses 

Emissions Source Category Advisory Recommendations 

Freeways and high-traffic roads 
• Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a 

freeway, urban roads with 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads 
with 50,000 vehicles/day. 

Distribution centers 

• Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a 
distribution center (that accommodates more than 100 trucks per 
day, more than 40 trucks with operating transport refrigeration 
units (TRUs) per day, or where TRU unit operations exceed 300 
hours per week). 

• Take into account the configuration of existing distribution 
centers and avoid locating residences and other new sensitive 
land uses near entry and exit points. 

Rail Yards 

• Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a major 
service and maintenance rail yard. 

• Within one mile of a rail yard, consider possible siting 
limitations and mitigation approaches. 

Ports 

• Avoid siting of new sensitive land uses immediately downwind 
of ports in the most heavily impacted zones. Consult local air 
districts or the ARB on the status of pending analyses of health 
risks. 

Refineries 
• Avoid siting new sensitive land uses immediately downwind of 

petroleum refineries.  Consult with local air districts and other 
local agencies to determine an appropriate separation. 

Chrome platers • Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 1,000 feet of a 
chrome plater. 

Dry cleaners using perchloroethylene 

• Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of any dry 
cleaning operation.  For operations with two or more machines, 
provide 500 feet.  For operations with three or more machines, 
consult with the local air district. 

• Do not site new sensitive land uses in the same building with 
perchloroethylene dry cleaning operations. 

Gasoline dispensing facilities 

• Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 300 feet of a large 
gas station (defined as a facility with a throughput of 3.6 million 
gallons per year or greater).  A 50 foot separation is 
recommended for typical gas dispensing facilities. 

Source:  ARB, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, 2005. 

 

Although the Proposed Project is located on a site that is designated for “Heavy Manufacturing” land use 
in the Harbor Gateway Community Plan, the proposed residential uses at the project site would not be 
located in the vicinity of the air pollution sources identified in Table IV.C-15.  The nearest source of 
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pollution to the future on-site residents would be the dry cleaners located at 1308 Sepulveda Boulevard 
and 1249 Sepulveda Boulevard.  Based on the site plan for the Proposed Project, the future on-site 
residential units would be located beyond 700 feet of both these dry cleaners, which is beyond the 
distances recommended by the ARB for these sources of air pollution.  Therefore, health impacts on the 
proposed residents from the existing uses in the project vicinity would be less than significant.   

GHG Emissions 

An individual project cannot generate enough GHG emissions to influence global climate change.  
However, an individual project may contribute an incremental amount of GHG emissions.  For most 
projects, the main contribution of GHG emissions is from motor vehicles, but how much of those 
emissions are “new” is uncertain.  New projects do not create new drivers and, therefore, do not create a 
new mobile source of emissions.  Rather, new projects only redistribute the existing traffic patterns.  
Larger projects will certainly affect a larger geographic area, but again, would not cause the creation of 
new drivers.  Some mixed-use and transportation-oriented projects can actually reduce the number of 
vehicle miles traveled that a person drives. 

Greenhouse Gas Inventory 

Based on the methodology described under the Methodology heading of this section, the construction and 
net operational GHG emissions for the Proposed Project have been calculated in metric tons per year as 
shown in Table IV.C-16, Predicted Proposed Project GHG Emissions.     

Table IV.C-16 
Predicted Proposed Project GHG Emissions 

Emissions Source CO2e Emissions in Metric Tons per Year 
Proposed Project Construction 

Total Project Construction Emissions a 1,065.33 
Proposed Project Operation 

Natural Gas Consumption 953.37 
Electricity Generation 733.32 

Water Generation 90.46 
Motor Vehicles 3,120.75 

Total Project Operational Emissions 4,897.90 
a Emissions represent the peak annual construction emissions associated with the Proposed Project over the 2011-

2012 construction schedule. 

Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, December 2009.  Calculation data and results provided in Appendix 
IV.C-1. 
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Emitting GHGs into the atmosphere is not itself an adverse environmental effect.  Rather, it is the 
increased accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere that may result in global climate change.  The 
resultant consequences of that climate change can cause adverse environmental effects.  Due to the 
complex physical, chemical, and atmospheric mechanisms involved in global climate change, it is not 
possible to predict the specific impact, if any, to global climate change from one project’s relatively small 
incremental increase in emissions.   

Compliance with 2006 CAT Report Strategies and ARB’s Scoping Plan Recommended Measures 

The following design features result in a reduction in criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions, and are 
proposed as part of the Proposed Project: 

• As a mixed-use development, retail uses would be provided to support the residents of the 
Proposed Project. 

• The project site is located within walking distance of existing retail, restaurant, and commercial 
businesses for the Project residents. 

• The project site is located within proximity to public transit services, including the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transit Authority (Metro) and the Cities of Gardena and Torrance public 
bus services. 

In addition, it should be noted that the Proposed Project would be designed to be environmentally 
sustainable as it would comply with the City’s Green Building Ordinance.   

The consistency of the Proposed Project with the strategies from the 2006 CAT Report and the 
recommended measures in the ARB’s Scoping Plan is evaluated in Table IV.C-17, Project Consistency 
with 2006 CAT Report GHG Emission Reduction Strategies, and Table IV.C-18, Project Consistency 
with ARB Scoping Plan Recommended GHG Emission Reduction Measures, respectively.  As shown 
therein, the Proposed Project would be consistent with all feasible and applicable strategies to reduce 
GHG emissions in California.  Therefore, the impact of the Proposed Project with respect to GHG 
emissions would be less than significant. 

The following planned City actions, as presented in the LA Green Plan, when implemented, may further 
decrease emissions of GHGs from the Proposed Project: 

• Decreasing emissions from Department of Water and Power electrical generation and import 
activities; 

• Providing compact fluorescent light (CFL) bulbs to encourage acceptance and use of CFLs; and 

• Expanding the regional rail network to reduce VMT. 
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Table IV.C-17 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report GHG Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 
California Air Resources Board 

Vehicle Climate Change Standards 
 
AB 1493 (Pavley) required the state to develop and 
adopt regulations that achieve the maximum feasible and 
cost-effective reduction of climate change emissions 
emitted by passenger vehicles and light duty trucks.  
Regulations were adopted by the ARB I September 
2004. 

Consistent. 
 
The vehicles that travel to and from the project site on 
public roadways would be in compliance with ARB 
vehicle standards that are in effect at the time of vehicle 
purchase. 

Diesel Anti-Idling 
 
In July 2004, the ARB adopted a measure to limit diesel-
fueled commercial motor vehicle idling. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project, which involves the development 
of residential and retail uses, would not involve any 
diesel truck idling operations. 

Hydrofluorocarbon Reduction 
 
1) Ban retail sale of HFC in small cans. 
2) Require that only low GWP refrigerants be used in 
new vehicular systems. 
3) Adopt specifications for new commercial 
refrigeration. 
4) Add refrigerant leak-tightness to the pass criteria for 
vehicular inspection and maintenance programs. 
5) Enforce federal ban on releasing HFCs. 

Consistent. 
 
This strategy applies to consumer products that may be 
used by the residential uses associated with the Proposed 
Project.  All applicable products would be required to 
comply with the regulations that are in effect at the time 
of manufacture. 

Transportation Refrigeration Units, Off-Road 
Electrification, Port Electrification (ship to shore) 
 
Require all new transportation refrigeration units (TRU) 
to be equipped with electric standby.  Require cold 
storage facilities to install electric infrastructure to 
support electric standby TRUs. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project would not involve the use of 
transportation refrigeration units. 

Manure Management 
 
Improved management practices, manure handling 
practices, and lagoon/liquid waste control options. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project would not involve any manure 
handling. 

Semi Conductor Industry Targets 
 
Emission reduction rules for semiconductor operations. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project would not involve any 
semiconductor operations. 

Alternative Fuels: Biodiesel Blends 
 
ARB would develop regulations to require the use of 1 
to 4 percent biodiesel displacement of California diesel 
fuel. 

Not applicable. 
 
The Proposed Project has no influence or impact on 
ARB decision-making regarding fuel blend regulations. 
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Table IV.C-17 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report GHG Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 
Alternative Fuels: Ethanol 
 
Increased use of E-85 fuel. 

Not applicable. 
 
The Proposed Project does not impact the availability of 
fuel blends. 

Heavy-Duty Vehicle Emission Reduction Measures 
 
Increased efficiency in the design of heavy duty vehicles 
and an education program for the heavy duty vehicle 
sector. 

Consistent. 
 
The heavy-duty vehicles (e.g., refuse trucks) that travel 
to and from the project site on public roadways would be 
subject to all applicable ARB efficiency standards that 
are in effect at the time of vehicle manufacture. 

Reduced Venting and Leaks on Oil and Gas Systems 
 
Improved management practices in the production, 
processing, transport, and distribution of oil and natural 
gas. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project does not involve any production, 
processing, transport, or distribution of oil and natural 
gas. 

Hydrogen Highway 
 
The California Hydrogen Highway Network (CA H2 
Net) is a State initiative to promote the use of hydrogen 
as a means of diversifying the sources of transportation 
energy. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project would not be responsible for 
promoting the use of hydrogen for transportation energy.  
However, residents of the Proposed Project could use 
this fuel once it becomes commercially available. 

Achieve 50% Statewide Recycling Goal 
 
Achieving the State’s 50 percent waste diversion 
mandate as established by the Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989 (AB 939, Sher, Chapter 1095, 
Statutes of 1989) will reduce climate change emissions 
associated with energy intensive material extraction and 
production as well as methane emission from landfills.  
A diversion rate of 48% has been achieved on a 
statewide basis.  Therefore, a 2% additional reduction is 
needed. 

Consistent. 
 
The Proposed Project would be subject to the 
requirements set forth in AB 939, which requires each 
city or county to divert 50 percent of its solid waste from 
landfill disposal through source reduction, recycling, and 
composting.  

Landfill Methane Capture 
 
Install direct gas use or electricity projects at landfills to 
capture and use emitted methane. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project does not involve landfill 
operations. 

Zero Waste – High Recycling 
 
Efforts to exceed the 50 percent goal would allow for 
additional reductions in climate change emissions. 

Consistent. 
 
The Proposed Project would be subject to the 
requirements of AB 939.  In addition, the project site is 
located within the City of Los Angeles, which surpassed 
the State-mandated 50 percent diversion rate for the year 
2000 and achieved a 58.8 percent diversion rate.  In 
2001 and 2002, the City achieved a diversion rate of 63 
and 62 percent, respectively.  Furthermore, in 1999, the 
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Table IV.C-17 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report GHG Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 
Mayor directed City departments to develop strategies to 
achieve the citywide recycling goal of 70 percent by 
2015.  The Proposed Project would also be subject to all 
applicable State and City requirements for solid waste 
reduction as they change in the future.   

Department of Forestry 
Forest Management 
 
Increasing the growth of individual forest trees, the 
overall age of trees prior to harvest, or dedicating land to 
older aged trees. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project is not located within or near a 
forest. 

Forest Conservation 
 
Provide incentives to maintain an undeveloped forest 
landscape. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project is not located within or near a 
forest. 

Fuels Management/Biomass 
 
Reduce the risk of wildland fire through fuel reduction 
and biomass development. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project is not located within or near a 
forest or an area of open space in which fuel 
accumulation is an issue. 

Urban Forestry 
 
A new statewide goal of planting 5 million trees in urban 
areas by 2020 would be achieved through the expansion 
of local urban forestry programs. 

Not applicable. 
 
The Proposed Project has no influence or impact on 
State decision-making regarding urban forestry 
programs.  However, as part of the Proposed Project, 
landscaping consisting of ornamental grasses, trees, and 
shrubs would be provided along the perimeter of the 
project site as well as along the perimeters of the 
proposed structures. 

Afforestation/Reforestation 
 
Reforestation projects focus on restoring native tree 
cover on lands that were previously forested and are now 
covered with other vegetative types. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project is not located within or near a 
forest. 

Department of Water Resources 
Water Use Efficiency 
 
Approximately 19 percent of all electricity, 30 percent of 
all natural gas, and 88 million gallons of diesel are used 
to convey, treat, distribute and use water and 
wastewater.  Increasing the efficiency of water transport 
and reducing water use would reduce GHG emissions. 

Consistent. 
 
The Project applicant will be required to comply with 
the City’s Green Building Program Ordinance 
requirements, which requires the project to meet the 
intent of the criteria for certification at the LEED-
certified level.  As such, the provision of water saving 
features and energy efficient features would be included 
in the project.   
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Table IV.C-17 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report GHG Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 
Energy Commission (CEC) 

Building Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and in 
Progress 
 
Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the CEC to 
adopt and periodically update its building energy 
efficiency standards (that apply to newly constructed 
buildings and additions to and alterations to existing 
buildings). 

Consistent. 
 
The Proposed Project would be required to be 
constructed in compliance with the standards of Title 24 
that are in effect at the time of development.  With 
implementation of the Los Angeles Green Building 
Program Ordinance requirements, which requires the 
project to meet the intent of the criteria for certification 
at the LEED-certified level, the Proposed Project would 
exceed Title 24 standards. 

Appliance Energy Efficiency Standards in Place and in 
Progress 
 
Public Resources Code 25402 authorizes the Energy 
Commission to adopt and periodically update its 
appliance energy efficiency standards (that apply to 
devices and equipment using energy that are sold or 
offered for sale in California). 

Not applicable. 
 
The Proposed Project does not influence or impact 
regulatory decision-making on energy efficiency 
standards. 

Fuel-Efficient Replacement Tires & Inflation Programs 
 
State legislation established a statewide program to 
encourage the production and use of more efficient tires. 

Not applicable. 
 
The Proposed Project has no influence or impact on 
regulatory decision-making on tire production or 
efficiency standards. 

Cement Manufacturing 
 
Cost-effective reductions to reduce energy consumption 
and to lower carbon dioxide emissions in the cement 
industry. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project does not involve cement 
manufacturing. 

Municipal Utility Energy Efficiency Programs/Demand 
Response 
 
Includes energy efficiency programs, renewable 
portfolio standard, combined heat and power, and 
transitioning away from carbon-intensive generation. 

Not applicable.   
 
While this strategy is not applicable, the Project would 
not preclude the implementation of this strategy by 
municipal utility providers. 

Municipal Utility Renewable Portfolio Standard 
 
California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), 
established in 2002, requires that all load serving entities 
achieve a goal of 20 percent of retail electricity sales 
from renewable energy sources by 2017, within certain 
cost constraints. 

Not applicable. 
 
While this strategy is not applicable, the Project would 
not preclude the implementation of this strategy by 
municipal utility providers. 

Municipal Utility Combined Heat and Power 
 

Not applicable. 
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Table IV.C-17 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report GHG Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 
Cost effective reduction from fossil fuel consumption in 
the commercial and industrial sector through the 
application of on-site power production to meet both 
heat and electricity loads. 

While this strategy is not applicable, the Project would 
not preclude the implementation of this strategy by 
municipal utility providers. 

Municipal Utility Electricity Sector Carbon Policy 
 
State agencies to address ways to transition investor-
owned utilities away from carbon-intensive electricity 
sources. 

Not applicable.   
 
While this strategy is not applicable, the Project would 
not preclude the implementation of this strategy by 
municipal utility providers. 

Alternative Fuels: Non-Petroleum Fuels 
 
Increasing the use of non-petroleum fuels in California’s 
transportation sector, as recommended as recommended 
in the CEC’s 2003 and 2005 Integrated Energy Policy 
Reports. 

Not applicable. 
 
The Proposed Project does not influence or impact 
regulatory decision-making regarding the composition or 
availability of non-petroleum fuels, nor consumer choice 
regarding use of non-petroleum fuels in the 
transportation sector. 

Business, Transportation and Housing 
Measures to Improve Transportation Energy Efficiency 
 
Builds on current efforts to provide a framework for 
expanded and new initiatives including incentives, tools 
and information that advance cleaner transportation and 
reduce climate change emissions. 

Not applicable. 
 
While this strategy is not applicable, the Proposed 
Project would not preclude the implementation of this 
strategy by State or local agencies. 

Smart Land Use and Intelligent Transportation Systems 
(ITS) 
 
Smart land use strategies encourage jobs/housing 
proximity, promote transit-oriented development, and 
encourage high-density residential/commercial 
development along transit corridors. 
 
ITS is the application of advanced technology systems 
and management strategies to improve operational 
efficiency of transportation systems and movement of 
people, goods and services. 
 
Governor Schwarzenegger is finalizing a comprehensive 
10-year strategic growth plan with the intent of 
developing ways to promote, through state investments, 
incentives and technical assistance, land use, and 
technology strategies that provide for a prosperous 
economy, social equity and a quality environment. 
 
Smart land use, demand management, ITS, and value 
pricing are critical elements in this plan for improving 

Consistent. 
 
The project site is located in proximity to public transit 
services provided by Metro and City of Gardena and 
Torrance public bus services.  In addition, the Proposed 
Project is situated within easy walking distance to 
existing retail, restaurant, and other commercial 
businesses located along the Sepulveda Boulevard and 
Normandie Avenue corridors.  Furthermore, one of the 
main objectives of the Proposed Project is to utilize the 
currently vacant project site to provide residential and 
retail uses to serve the local community.   
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Table IV.C-17 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report GHG Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 
mobility and transportation efficiency.  Specific 
strategies include: promoting jobs/housing proximity 
and transit-oriented development; encouraging high 
density residential/commercial development along 
transit/rail corridor; valuing and congestion pricing; 
implementing intelligent transportation systems, traveler 
information/traffic control, incident management; 
accelerating the development of broadband 
infrastructure; and comprehensive, integrated, 
multimodal/intermodal transportation planning. 

Department of Food and Agriculture 
Conservation Tillage/Cover Crops 
 
Conservation tillage and cover crops practices are used 
to improve soil tilt and water use efficiency, and to 
reduce tillage requirements, labor, fuel, and fertilizer 
requirements. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project would not include any elements of 
agriculture. 

Enteric Fermentation 
 
Cattle emit methane from digestion processes.  Changes 
in diet could result in a reduction in emissions. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project would not include any elements of 
agriculture. 

State and Consumer Services Agency 
Green Buildings Initiative 
 
Green Building Executive Order, S-20-04 (CA 2004), 
sets a goal of reducing energy use in public and private 
buildings by 20 percent by the year 2015, as compared 
with 2003 levels.  The Executive Order and related 
action plan spell out specific actions state agencies are to 
take with state-owned and –leased buildings.  The order 
and plan also discuss various strategies and incentives to 
encourage private building owners and operators to 
achieve the 20 percent target. 

Consistent. 
 
As discussed previously, the Proposed Project would be 
required to be constructed in compliance with the 
standards of Title 24 that are in effect at the time of 
development.  In addition, with implementation of the 
Los Angeles Green Building Program Ordinance 
requirements, which would require the project to meet 
the intent of the criteria for certification at the LEED 
certified level, the Proposed Project could exceed Title 
24 standards. 

Public Utilities Commission (PUC) 
Accelerated Renewable Portfolio Standard 
 
The Governor has set a goal of achieving 33 percent 
renewable in the State’s resource mix by 2020.  The 
joint PUC/Energy Commission September 2005 Energy 
Action Plan II (EAP II) adopts the 33 percent goal. 

Not applicable.   
 
While this strategy is not applicable, the Project would 
not preclude the implementation of this strategy by 
municipal utility providers. 

California Solar Initiative 
 
The solar initiative includes installation of 1 million 
solar roofs or an equivalent 3,000 MW by 2017 on 
homes and businesses, increased use of solar thermal 

Consistent. 
 
Although solar roofs are not proposed as part of the 
Proposed Project, the design of the new residential 
buildings would not preclude the installation and use of 
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Table IV.C-17 
Project Consistency with 2006 CAT Report GHG Emission Reduction Strategies 

Strategy Project Consistency 
systems to offset the increasing demand for natural gas, 
use of advanced metering in solar applications, and 
creation of a funding source that can provide rebates 
over 10 years through a declining incentive schedule. 

solar equipment in the future if they become cost 
effective from a purchase and maintenance standpoint of 
the property owners. 

Investor-Owned Utility Programs 
 
These strategies include energy efficiency programs, 
combined heat and power initiative, and electricity 
sector carbon policy for investor owned utilities. 

Not applicable.   
 
While this strategy is not applicable, the Project would 
not preclude the implementation of this strategy by 
investor owned utility providers. 

Sources:  California Environmental Protection Agency, Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the 
Legislature, March 2006; Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, August 2009. 

 

Table IV.C-18 
Project Consistency with ARB Scoping Plan Recommended GHG Emission Reduction Measures  

Measure Project Consistency 
California Air Resources Board 

California Cap-and-Trade Program Linked to Western 
Climate Initiative Partner Jurisdictions 
 
Implement a broad-based California cap-and-trade 
program to provide a firm limit on emissions.  Link the 
California cap–and-trade program with other Western 
Climate Initiative Partner programs to create a regional 
market system to achieve greater environmental and 
economic benefits for California.  Ensure California’s 
program meets all applicable AB 32 requirements for 
market-based mechanisms. 

No applicable.   
 
While this measure is not specifically applicable to the 
Project, the Project would not preclude the 
implementation of this measure by the ARB.   
 
 

California Light-Duty Vehicle GHG Standards 
 
Implement adopted Pavley standards and planned 
second phase of the program.  Align zero-emission 
vehicle, alternative and renewable fuel and vehicle 
technology programs with long-term climate change 
goals. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project does not influence or impact 
regulatory decision-making on light-duty vehicle 
standards.   

Energy Efficiency 
 
Maximize energy efficiency building and appliance 
standards, and pursue additional efficiency efforts 
including new technologies, and new policy and 
implementation mechanisms.  Pursue comparable 
investment in energy efficiency from all retail providers 
of electricity in California (including both investor-

Consistent.   
 
The Proposed Project would be required to be 
constructed in compliance with the standards of Title 24 
that are in effect at the time of development.  With 
implementation of the Los Angeles Green Building 
Program Ordinance requirements, which would require 
the Project to meet the intent of the criteria for 
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Table IV.C-18 
Project Consistency with ARB Scoping Plan Recommended GHG Emission Reduction Measures  

Measure Project Consistency 
owned and publicly-owned utilities). certification at the LEED-certified level, the Proposed 

Project could exceed Title 24 standards.  In addition, 
under State law, appliances that are purchased for the 
Proposed Project – both pre- and post-development – 
would be consistent with energy efficiency standards 
that are in effect at the time of manufacture. 

Renewables Portfolio Standard 
 
Achieve 33 percent renewable energy mix statewide. 

Not applicable. 
 
While this measure is not applicable, the Project would 
not preclude the implementation of this measure by 
municipal utility providers.   

Low Carbon Fuel Standard 
 
Develop and adopt the Low Carbon Fuel Standard. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project has no influence or impact on 
regulatory decision-making regarding low carbon fuel 
standards. 

Regional Transportation-Related GHG Targets 
 
Develop regional GHG emissions reduction targets for 
passenger vehicles. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project has no influence or impact on 
regulatory decision-making regarding GHG emissions 
targets. 

Vehicle Efficiency Measures 
 
Implement light-duty vehicle efficiency measures. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project has no influence or impact on 
regulatory decision-making regarding vehicle efficiency 
standards.   

Goods Movement 
 
Implement adopted regulations for the use of shore 
power for ships at berth.  Improve efficiency in goods 
movement activities. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project has no influence or impact on 
regulatory decision-making regarding the improvement 
in goods movement activities.   

Million Solar Roofs Program 
 
Install 3,000 MW of solar-electric capacity under 
California’s existing solar programs. 

Consistent.   
 
Although solar roofs are not proposed as part of the 
Proposed Project, the design of the new residential 
buildings would not preclude the installation and use of 
solar equipment in the future if they become cost 
effective from a purchase and maintenance standpoint of 
the property owners. 

Medium/Heavy-Duty Vehicles 
 
Adopt medium and heavy-duty vehicle efficiency 
measures. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project has no influence or impact on 
regulatory decision-making regarding medium/heavy-
duty vehicle efficiency standards.   
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Table IV.C-18 
Project Consistency with ARB Scoping Plan Recommended GHG Emission Reduction Measures  

Measure Project Consistency 
Industrial Emissions 
 
Require assessment of large industrial sources to 
determine whether individual sources within a facility 
can cost-effectively reduce GHG emissions and provide 
other pollution reduction co-benefits.  Reduce GHG 
emissions from fugitive emissions from oil and gas 
extraction and gas transmission.  Adopt and implement 
regulations to control fugitive methane emissions and 
reduce flaring at refineries. 

Not applicable.   
 
The Proposed Project is not an industrial facility and 
would not involve the operation of industrial processes.   

High Speed Rail 
 
Support implementation of a high speed rail system. 

Not applicable. 
 
While this measure is not applicable, the Project would 
not preclude the implementation of this measure by the 
State.   

Green Building Strategy 
 
Expand the use of green building practices to reduce the 
carbon footprint of California’s new and existing 
inventory of buildings. 

Consistent. 
 
As the Proposed Project would comply with the City’s 
Green Building Program Ordinance requirements, water 
saving features and energy efficient features would be 
incorporated into the project’s design.   

High Global Warming Potential Gases 
 
Adopt measures to reduce high global warming potential 
gases. 

Consistent. 
 
As the Proposed Project would comply with the City’s 
Green Building Program Ordinance requirements, water 
saving features and energy efficient features would be 
incorporated into the project’s design.  The Project 
would also not preclude the implementation of this 
measure by the ARB. 

Recycling and Waste 
 
Reduce methane emissions at landfills.  Increase waste 
diversion, composting, and commercial recycling.  Move 
toward zero-waste. 

Consistent. 
 
The Proposed Project would be subject to the 
requirements of AB 939.  In addition, the project site is 
located within the City of Los Angeles, which surpassed 
the State-mandated 50 percent diversion rate for the year 
2000 and achieved a 58.8 percent diversion rate.  In 
2001 and 2002, the City achieved a diversion rate of 63 
and 62 percent, respectively.  Furthermore, in 1999, the 
Mayor directed City departments to develop strategies to 
achieve the citywide recycling goal of 70 percent by 
2015.  The Proposed Project would also be subject to all 
applicable State and City requirements for solid waste 
reduction as they change in the future. 
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Table IV.C-18 
Project Consistency with ARB Scoping Plan Recommended GHG Emission Reduction Measures  

Measure Project Consistency 
Sustainable Forests 
 
Preserve forest sequestration and encourage the use of 
forest biomass for sustainable energy generation. 

Not applicable. 
 
The Proposed Project is not located within or near a 
forest. 

Water 
 
Continue efficiency programs and use cleaner energy 
sources to move and treat water. 

Consistent. 
 
As the Proposed Project would comply with the City’s 
Green Building Program Ordinance requirements, water 
saving features and energy efficient features would be 
incorporated into the project’s design.     

Agriculture 
 
In the near-term, encourage investment in manure 
digesters and at the five-year Scoping Plan update 
determine if the program should be made mandatory by 
2020. 

Not applicable. 
 
The Proposed Project would not include any elements of 
agriculture.   

Sources:  Air Resources Board, 2008; Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2009. 

 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

AQMP Consistency 

As discussed above, the Proposed Project would not increase the frequency or severity of existing air 
quality violations or cause or contribute to new air quality violations, and would be consistent with the 
SCAG population and housing growth projections utilized to prepare the AQMP.  The 2007 AQMP was 
prepared to accommodate growth, to reduce the high levels of pollutants within the areas under the 
jurisdiction of SCAQMD, to return clean air to the region, and to minimize the impact on the economy.  
Growth considered to be consistent with the 2007 AQMP would not interfere with attainment because this 
growth is included in the projections utilized in the formulation of the AQMP.  Consequently, as long as 
growth in the Basin is within the projections for growth identified by SCAG, implementation of the 2007 
AQMP will not be obstructed by such growth.  Since the Proposed Project would not jeopardize 
attainment of air quality standards in the 2007 AQMP for the Basin and the Los Angeles County portion 
of the Basin, the Proposed Project would not have a cumulatively considerable contribution to this impact 
regarding a potential conflict with or obstruction of the implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

Construction Impacts 

As the Basin is currently in non-attainment for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5, cumulative development could 
violate an air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation.  This is 
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considered to be a significant cumulative impact.  With respect to determining the significance of the 
Proposed Project’s contribution to regional emissions, the SCAQMD neither recommends quantified 
analyses of cumulative construction emissions nor provides methodologies or thresholds of significance 
to be used to assess cumulative construction impacts.  According to the SCAQMD, individual 
construction projects that exceed the SCAQMD recommended daily thresholds for project-specific 
impacts would cause a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions for those pollutants for which the 
Basin is in non-attainment.  As discussed previously, construction of the Proposed Project would not 
exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of significance for any of the criteria pollutants.  As such, the daily 
construction emissions associated with these criteria pollutants generated by the Proposed Project would 
not be cumulatively considerable.  Therefore, the cumulative impact of the Proposed Project for these 
construction emissions (i.e., ROG, CO, NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5) would be less than significant. 

Operational Impacts 

Due to the non-attainment of ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 standards in the Basin, the generation of daily 
operational emissions associated with cumulative development would result in a cumulative significant 
impact associated with the cumulative net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the region is in non-
attainment.  With respect to operational emissions, the SCAQMD has indicated that if an individual 
project results in air emissions of criteria pollutants (CO, ROG, NOx, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5) that exceed 
the SCAQMD recommended daily thresholds for project-specific impacts, then it would also result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of these criteria pollutants for which the Proposed Project region is 
in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard.  As discussed 
previously, operational emissions associated with the Proposed Project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s 
thresholds of significance for any of the criteria pollutants.  As such, the daily operational emissions 
associated with the criteria pollutants generated by the Proposed Project would not be cumulatively 
considerable.  Therefore, the cumulative impact of the Proposed Project for the operational emissions 
would be less than significant.   

Localized CO Impacts 

Cumulative development is not expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations.  As discussed previously, the future 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations at the study 
intersections in 2014 are based on the projected future traffic volumes from the study intersections 
contained in the traffic study for the Proposed Project, which takes into account emissions from the 
Proposed Project, future ambient growth, and related projects in the project area.  As shown in Table 
IV.C-14, future 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations near the study intersections would not exceed their 
respective national or State ambient air quality standards.  Therefore, CO hotspots would not occur near 
these intersections in the future, and this cumulative impact would be less than significant; no significant 
project cumulative impact would occur for CO.  It is also unlikely that future projects will result in long-
term future exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations because CO levels are 
projected to be lower in the future due to improvements in vehicle emission rates predicted by the ARB 
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Global Climate Change 

In the absence of established quantitative thresholds to evaluate impacts associated with GHG emissions, 
consistency with adopted programs and policies to reduce GHG emissions has been suggested as a method 
to qualitatively evaluate the significance of cumulative impacts.  A project’s consistency with the 
implementing programs and regulations to achieve the statewide GHG emission reduction goals established 
under AB 32 cannot yet be evaluated because they are still under development.  Nonetheless, the CAT has 
recommended strategies for implementation at the statewide level to meet the goals of GHG reduction.  As 
shown in Tables IV.C-17 and IV.C-18, the Proposed Project is consistent with all feasible and applicable 
strategies and measures to reduce GHG emissions in California as identified in the 2006 CAT Report and 
the more recent ARB Scoping Plan, respectively.  In addition to complying with the CAT strategies and 
ARB Scoping Plan measures, implementation of the Los Angeles Green Building Program requirements 
could further reduce emissions.  Therefore, if consistency with the CAT strategies and ARB Scoping Plan 
measures were to be established as an appropriate qualitative threshold, the potential impact on global 
warming resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project would not be cumulatively considerable. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Air quality impacts generated by the Proposed Project would be less than significant without mitigation.     

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

The level of significance for the Proposed Project’s air quality-related impacts would be less than 
significant without implementation of mitigation.   
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
D. LAND USE PLANNING 

INTRODUCTION 

This section evaluates the Proposed Project’s potential land use impacts based upon compatibility with 
surrounding land uses and consistency with applicable land use policies of the agency with jurisdiction 
over the project site.  In addition, the potential cumulative land use impacts of the Proposed Project in 
combination with all known related projects are evaluated in this section.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Description of the Project Site and Existing Land Uses 

The project site is a 5.12-acre (222,906 square feet) vacant lot is located in the Harbor Gateway 
community within the City of Los Angeles.  The project site is generally bounded by office, 
office/warehouse uses to the north and east, West Sepulveda Boulevard to the south, and the Mulligan 
Family Fun Center to the west (see Figure II-1 and II-2).  The project site is relatively flat and does not 
contain any permanent structures.  A chain-link fence is located along the site’s perimeter.  The project 
site currently contains overgrown shrubs, grasses, and trees that were planted as part of a former 
landscape plan.   

Description of the Surrounding Land Uses 

The project site is located in the Harbor Gateway community which is generally characterized by a mix of 
urban uses.  The area surrounding the project site is developed with office/warehouse uses, restaurant and 
commercial uses, single family residences, and a family fun center (see Figure III-4 through III-7). 

The area to the north and east of the project site is developed with the Storm Business Park, which 
encompasses approximately 400,000 square feet of business and corporate office facilities along Storm 
Parkway and fronting the eastern side of Normandie Avenue between Storm Parkway and Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  The Storm Business Park includes the following:  two three-story newly-constructed 
buildings containing office and warehouse space, northwest of the project site; a two-story office for the 
TV and entertainment staging design company All Access, and a three-story LA Times office building 
directly north of the project site; a two-story office building occupied by W.W. Grainger northeast of the 
project site ; and a two-story Storm Manufacturing Group, Inc. office building and a two-story Industrial 
Parts Depot, Inc. office building directly east of the project site.  Views of surrounding uses to the north 
and east are shown in Figures III-4 and III-5. 

Southeast of the project site is a vacant diner with associated structures and paved surface parking lot.  
South of the project site, across W. Sepulveda Boulevard, are one- and two-story single family homes.  
Southwest of the project site fronting W. Sepulveda Boulevard and surrounded by the single-family 
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residential neighborhood is Drillsite B-2 operated by Brea Cañon Oil Company, Inc.  Views of the 
surrounding uses to the south are shown in Figure III-6. 

Directly west of the project site is the Mulligan Family Fun Center, which features miniature golf, race 
tracks, batting cages, and party facilities.  West of the Mulligan Family Fun Center is a vacant and non-
operational concrete mix company.  Views of the surrounding uses to the west are shown in Figure III-7. 

Applicable Land Use Policies and Regulations 

The project site is located in the Harbor Gateway community of the City of Los Angeles.  As such, the 
project site is subject to the applicable policies and zoning requirements of several local and regional 
plans.  At the regional level, development within the project site is subject to the Southern California 
Association of Governments’ (SCAG) Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (the “RCPG”), the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) 2003 Air Quality Management Plan (the 
“AQMP”), and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s (LACMTA) 
Comprehensive Management Plan for Los Angeles County (CMP).  At the citywide scale, development 
within the project site is subject to the City of Los Angeles General Plan (General Plan), the Harbor 
Gateway Community Plan (Community Plan), and the City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code 
(the “Planning and Zoning Code”).  An overview of each of these plans is provided below.   

Regional Plans 

Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide  

The Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) was adopted in 1994 (amended in 1996) by the 
agencies of SCAG to set broad goals for the Southern California region and identify strategies for 
agencies at all levels of government to use in guiding their decision-making.  It includes input from each 
of the 13 subregions that make up the Southern California region (comprised of Los Angeles, Orange, San 
Bernardino, Riverside, Imperial and Ventura Counties).  The Proposed Project is located within the City 
of Los Angeles subregion, which encompasses the entire City of Los Angeles.   

SCAG is a Joint Powers Agency with numerous roles and responsibilities relative to regional issues that 
cross jurisdictional boundaries.  Included in SCAG's responsibilities is the preparation of the RCPG in 
conjunction with its constituent members and other regional planning agencies.  The RCPG serves as a 
policy document that sets broad goals for the Southern California region and identifies strategies for 
agencies at all levels of government to use in guiding their decision-making with respect to the significant 
issues and changes, including growth management, that can be anticipated by the year 2015 and beyond.   

The RCPG includes five core chapters (Growth Management, Regional Mobility, Air Quality, Water 
Quality, and Hazardous Waste Management) which respond directly to the federal and State requirements 
placed on SCAG and form the basis for certification of local plans.  Ancillary chapters within the RCPG 
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(Economy, Housing, Human Resources and Services, Public Finance, Open Space and Conservation, 
Water Resources, Energy, and Integrated Waste Management) reflect other regional plans but are strictly 
advisory and establish no new mandates or policies for the region or the local governments.  Adopted 
RCPG policies related to land use are contained primarily in Chapter 3 of the RCPG, entitled “Growth 
Management.”  The purpose of the Growth Management chapter is to present forecasts which establish 
the socio-economic parameters for the development of the Regional Mobility and Air Quality Chapters of 
the RCPG, and to address issues related to growth and land consumption by encouraging local land use 
actions which could ultimately lead to the development of an urban form that would help minimize 
development costs, save natural resources, and enhance the quality of life in the region.  Impacts 
associated with air quality and regional mobility are discussed in Sections IV.C, Air Quality and IV.G, 
Traffic, Transportation and Parking, respectively. 

Specific Growth Management Chapter policies are divided into four main categories: (1) growth 
forecasts; (2) improving the regional standard of living; (3) maintaining the regional quality of life; and 
(4) providing social, political and cultural equity.  Growth Management policies which are pertinent to the 
Proposed Project are discussed under the “Project Impacts” subheading below. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District  

The Proposed Project is located within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and is therefore within the 
jurisdiction of the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  In conjunction with 
SCAG, the SCAQMD is responsible for formulating and implementing air pollution control strategies.  
The Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), adopted in 1997 (updated in 2003) by SCAQMD and SCAG 
to assist in fulfilling these responsibilities, is intended to establish a comprehensive regional air pollution 
control program leading to the attainment of state and federal air quality standards in the SCAB area.  Air 
quality impacts by the Proposed Project and consistency of the Project with the AQMP is analyzed in 
greater detail in Section IV.C, Air Quality of this Draft EIR.   

Congestion Management Plan 

Within Los Angeles County, the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) is the designated 
congestion management agency responsible for coordinating regional transportation policies.  The 
Congestion Management Plan (CMP) for Los Angeles County was developed in accordance with Section 
65089 of the California Government Code.  The CMP is intended to address vehicular congestion relief 
by linking land use, transportation and air quality decisions.  Further, the program seeks to develop a 
partnership among transportation decision-makers to devise appropriate transportation solutions that 
include all modes of travel and to propose transportation projects that are eligible to compete for state gas 
tax funds.  To receive funds from Proposition 111 (i.e., state gasoline taxes designated for transportation 
improvements) cities, counties, and other eligible agencies must implement the requirements of the CMP.  
Within Los Angeles County, the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) 
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is the designated congestion management agency responsible for coordinating the County’s adopted 
CMP.   

The CMP, as adopted in 1992 and revised in 2004, includes a system of highways and roadways with 
minimum level of service (LOS) standards, transit standards, a trip reduction and travel demand 
management element, a program to analyze the impacts of local land use decisions on the regional 
transportation system, a seven-year capital improvement program, and a countywide computer model to 
evaluate traffic congestion and recommend relief strategies and actions.  The CMP incorporates 
procedures for meeting deficiency plan requirements and strategies that mitigate or improve congestion 
and air quality.  Proposed projects which have the potential to affect the designated CMP network (mostly 
main-line freeway segments) are required to identify and mitigate their adverse effects on the network.  
Section IV.G Traffic, provides an analysis of the project’s potential impact on the CMP network.   

Local Plans 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

California State law (Government Code Section 65300) requires that each City prepare and adopt a 
comprehensive, long-term general plan for its future development.  This general plan must contain seven 
elements, including land use, circulation, housing, conservation, open space, noise and safety.  In addition 
to these, State law permits cities to include optional elements in their general plans, thereby providing 
local governments with the flexibility to address the specific needs and unique character of their 
jurisdictions.  California State law also requires that the day-to-day decisions of a City follow logically 
from and be consistent with the general plan.  More specifically, Government Code Sections 65860, 
66473.5 and 65647.4 require that zoning ordinances, subdivision, and parcel map approvals be consistent 
with the general plan. 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan is a comprehensive, long range declaration of purposes, policies 
and programs for the development of the City of Los Angeles.  The General Plan is a dynamic document 
consisting of eleven elements, which include ten Citywide elements (Air Quality Element, Conservation 
Element, Historic Preservation and Cultural Resources Element, Housing Element, Infrastructure Systems 
Element, Noise Element, Open Space Element, Public Facilities and Services Element, Safety Element, 
and Transportation Element) and the Land Use Element, also known as the Community Plan, for each of 
the City’s 35 Community Planning Areas.  The City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element, 
adopted December 1996 (re-adopted August 2001), is a strategy for long-term growth which sets a 
citywide context to guide the update of the community plan and citywide elements.  The General Plan 
Framework Element responds to State and federal mandates to plan for the future.  The City of Los 
Angeles uses population forecasts provided by SCAG to plan for long-term growth.   

The General Plan Framework Element sets forth a citywide comprehensive long-range growth strategy.  It 
defines citywide policies that will be implemented through subsequent amendments of the City's 
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community plans, zoning ordinances, and other pertinent programs.  The General Plan Framework 
Element also contains policies that are intended to maintain the City of Los Angeles’s cultural and natural 
diversity.  The General Plan Framework Element provides guidelines for future updates of the City's 
community plans.  It does not supersede the more detailed community and specific plans. 

The Framework Element of the General Plan contains Long Range Land Use Diagrams (Land Use 
Diagrams) for regions of the City, which designate land uses that are encouraged in each of these regions.  
On the Long Range Land Use Diagram for the Harbor Gateway Community Planning Area, the project 
site is within an area designated as an Industrial.   

According to Chapter 3 (Land Use) of the Framework, “it is the intent of the General Plan Framework 
Element to preserve industrial lands for the retention and expansion of existing and attraction of new 
industrial uses that provide job opportunities for the City's residents.  As indicated in the Economic 
Development Chapter of the Framework Element, some existing industrially zoned lands may be 
inappropriate for new industries and should be converted for other land uses.  Where such lands are to be 
converted, their appropriate use shall be the subject of future planning studies.  Policies provide for the 
consideration of a broader array of uses within the industrial zones than has traditionally been acceptable 
to facilitate the clustering of uses, which may include retail, that support the basic industries or the 
location of industries in the same area where the waste products of one can be recycled as a resource for 
another ("industrial ecology") or a campus-like cluster of related uses.” 

The General Plan Framework offers several policies for Industrial land uses, which include: 
accommodating the development of industrial uses in an area designated as “Industrial-Light,” 
“Industrial-Heavy,” and “Industrial-Transit”; providing flexible zoning to facilitate the clustering of 
industries; limiting the introduction of new commercial and other non-industrial uses in existing 
commercial manufacturing zones; promoting the development of a mix of commercial and light industrial 
uses in areas designated as Industrial-Transit; considering the potential re-designation of marginal 
industrial lands for alternative uses by amending the community plans; considering the potential 
redesignation of non-industrial properties located adjacent to lands designated and developed with 
industrial uses for industrial purposes; encourage the development in areas designated as “Industrial-
Heavy” of critical public facilities that are necessary to support the needs of residents and businesses but 
normally are incompatible with residential neighborhoods and commercial districts, such as corporate 
yards; and initiating programs for lot consolidation and implement improvements to assist in the 
retention/expansion of existing and attraction of new industrial uses. 

Harbor Gateway Community Plan  

The Harbor Gateway Community Plan is one of 35 Community Plans established for different areas of 
the City that are intended to implement the policies of the General Plan Framework.  Together, the Plans 
make up the Land Use Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan.  The Community Plans are 
intended to promote an arrangement of land uses, streets, and services which will encourage and 
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contribute to the economic, social, and physical health, safety, and welfare of the people who live and 
work in the community.  The Community Plan is also intended to guide development in order to create a 
healthful and pleasing environment.  The Community Plans coordinate development among the various 
communities of the City of Los Angeles and adjacent municipalities in a fashion both beneficial and 
desirable to the residents of the community.   

The Harbor Gateway Community Plan area is situated in south Los Angeles, south of 120th Street and 
north of Sepulveda Boulevard.1  It is surrounded by the communities of Southeast Los Angeles, 
Wilmington- Harbor City, and the Cities of Gardena, Torrance and Carson.  The Harbor Gateway plan 
area contains approximately 3,229 acres.2  The plan area is a narrow corridor which links the City's 
harbor, San Pedro, Wilmington and Harbor City communities to the main body of the City.  The arterial 
street pattern in the Harbor Gateway corridor is a grid.  Most residential streets are curvilinear with 
limited connections to the arterial grid.  Less than half the housing units are single family, although these 
are located on over three-fourths of the residential land area.  Mixed residential neighborhoods are located 
south of 223rd Street and north of Torrance Boulevard.  Low-rise multiple-family areas are located along 
Western Avenue and Carson Street south of the San Diego Freeway, and along Vermont Avenue north of 
the freeway.  

Commercial development consists primarily of the Harbor Gateway Center comprised of low-rise 
industrial buildings and mid to high-rise freestanding office buildings in a landscaped business park 
setting.  Commercial corridors are located along Carson Street and Sepulveda Boulevard.   

The industrial districts are located east of the Harbor Freeway and in the Harbor Gateway Center, 
primarily south of the San Diego Freeway.  Other centers and narrow corridors are scattered throughout 
the plan area.   

The Industrial Land Use Policy (ILUP) report by the Los Angeles Department of City Planning and the 
Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles (CRA/LA) indicated that just eight 
percent (8%) of the City of Los Angeles is zoned for industrial use.3  In contrast, Harbor Gateway 
designates approximately forty-one percent (41 percent), or 1,050 acres, of the land for industrial use. 

The most noticeable development in recent years was a 67-acre industrial site formerly used as aerospace 
production facilities by Martin Marietta on the southeast corner of 190th Street and Western Avenue.  
Large warehouses and distribution facilities have been built on the site (Figure IV.D-1, Figure 1 and 2).   

                                                      

1  Harbor Gateway Community Plan December 6, 1995.   
2  Los Angeles’ Industrial Land: Sustaining a Dynamic City Economy, December 2007. 
3  Harbor Gateway Community Plan updated October 2001. 



Figure 1: New warehouse built on former aerospace manufacturing sites at 190th Street and
Western Avenue.

Figure 2: Typical warehouse and distribution spaces in Harbor Gateway built on former 
manufacturing sites.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: A & M Properties, 2010.

Figure IV.D-1
Figures 1 and 2
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East of the site, a zoning change from industrial use to neighborhood commercial allowed for the 
construction of a Wal-Mart store, other retail shops, and a hotel (Figure IV.D-2, Figure 3 and 4).  At the 
southeast corner of 182nd Street and Vermont Avenue, a vacant 325-acre heavy industrial land (formerly 
Ascot Raceway) is currently used for a used car auction operation (Figure IV.D-3, Figure 5 and 6). 

During the recent housing boom, only a few small condominium projects were built due to lack of vacant 
residential land in Harbor Gateway.  These condominiums were constructed by destroying existing single-
family homes in the mixed residential neighborhoods south of 223rd Street and north of Torrance 
Boulevard.  It can also be noted that no apartments have been built in Harbor Gateway since the late 
1980’s due to a shortage of developable residential land.4 

The Harbor Freeway Transit Way has recently been completed along the Harbor Freeway (Interstate 110).  
The transitway includes a special traffic lane for the exclusive use of transit buses and high occupancy 
vehicles, such as carpools and vanpools, which extends from the Artesia Freeway to the Santa Monica 
Freeway (Interstate-10).  It will also accommodate the future addition of a light rail line between the 
Century Freeway and Downtown Los Angeles.  The transit way is serviced by transit stations and park-
and-ride lots, including the park-and-ride lot at the southeast corner of Vermont Avenue and Artesia 
Boulevard.  The 1,015-car lot provides shuttle bus service to San Pedro and downtown Los Angeles.  The 
recently completed Harbor Freeway Transit Way, as well as the 1,015-car lot at the corner of Vermont 
Avenue and Artesia Boulevard, has increased mass transit connections to downtown Los Angeles and San 
Pedro. 

As shown in Figure IV.D-4, the project site is designated as “Industrial” land use in the Harbor Gateway 
Community Plan.  With the exception of a small strip of land designated “Commercial” on the east side of 
Western Avenue.  The remainder of the area between Western and Normandie Avenues up to the north 
side of 228th Street is designated for Industrial Use.  The area north of the industrially-designated areas is 
designated primarily for Multi-Family Residential use. 

                                                      

4  Communication with executives of CB Richard Ellis Group, Inc. (Mike Mckinney 310-516-2312). 



Figure 3: New Wal-Mart Store on rezoned M3 land at 190th Street and Normandie Avenue.

Figure 4: Hotel built on formerly M3 site west of Wal-Mart.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: A & M Properties, 2010.

Figure IV.D-2
Figures 3 and 4



Figure 5: A used car auction operation on a 350-acre vacant M3 land.

Figure 6: Sales office of the above auction operation at 18200 S. Vermont Avenue.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: A & M Properties, 2010.

Figure IV.D-3
Figures 5 and 6
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Industrial Land Use 

Harbor Gateway enjoys excellent access to Interstate Freeways 110, 405, 91 and 105; Los Angeles 
International Airport (LAX); and San Pedro, the port of Los Angeles.  Recent redevelopment of 
industrially zoned sites led to the construction of large-scale warehouse and distribution facilities.  
Industrial land located east of Harbor Freeway and south of San Diego Freeway has been developed into 
mid- to high-rise office buildings (Figure IV.D-5, Figure 7 and 8). 

Along the 190th Street commercial district, a former Honeywell manufacturing plant was converted into a 
self-storage facility and a warehouse for PC Mall, an Internet retailer.  Although industrially zoned land is 
entitled for commercial use, two large industrial sites have changed to neighborhood commercial zoning: 
(1) a M3 to C4-1 for a Holiday Inn on Vermont Avenue south of the San Diego Freeway; (2) a M3 to C2-
1 for a Wal-Mart store at the southwest corner of 190th Street and Normandie Avenue (Figure IV.D-6, 
Figure 9 and 10). 

As noted in the Harbor Gateway Community Plan, Carson Street and Sepulveda Boulevard are the main 
commercial corridors.  In the event that the plan is updated to reflect the actual land use along Sepulveda 
Boulevard (Figure IV.D-7, Figure 11 and 12), the industrially zoned land, as indicated in blue in Figure 
IV.D-8 (Figure 13), should have been changed to neighborhood commercial, shown in red in Figure 
IV.D-8 (Figure 14). 

In summary, the Community Plan of Harbor Gateway designates approximately 1,050 acres, or 41 
percent of the community land zoned for industrial use, compared with merely eight percent in the City of 
Los Angeles.  Due to the strategic location of Harbor Gateway between LAX and the port of Los Angeles, 
most of the industrial land uses are related to import/export activities such as logistics, 
warehouse/distribution spaces, and offices.  Former manufacturing facilities have been converted into 
storage facilities and warehouses.  There is still a surplus of industrially zoned sites that are used as 
salvage yards (southeast corner of Vermont Avenue and Artesia Boulevard), storage yards, and used car 
auction lots (a vacant 325-acre heavy industrial land on the former Ascot Raceway site) in Harbor 
Gateway. 

Residential Land Use 

Conversations with executives of CB Richard Ellis Group, Inc., the world’s largest commercial brokerage 
and management firm, reveal that there has been no new apartment construction activity in Harbor  



Figure 7: Office building on M3 land at I-405 and Vermont Avenue.

Figure 8: Office buildings on M3 land  along 190th Street business district.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2010.

Figure IV.D-5
Figures 7 and 8



Figure 9: The Holiday Inn and Wal-Mart sites resulting from rezoning of industrial to neighbor commercial land use.

Figure 10: Aerial view of the Wal-Mart site changed from M3 to C2.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: A & M Properties, 2010.

Figure IV.D-6
Figures 9 and 10



Figure 11: Exisiting zoning of the Sepulveda Boulevard commercial corridor.

Figure 12: Community plan designated commercial land use along the Sepulveda Boulevard commercial corridor.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: A & M Properties, 2010.

Figure IV.D-7
Figures 11 and 12



Figure 13: Retails at Sepulveda Boulvard and Western Avenue.

Figure 14: Retails on Sepulveda Boulevard west of the subject site.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: A & M Properties, 2010.

Figure IV.D-8
Figures 13 and 14
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Gateway in the past 20 years.5  The simple reason is that Harbor Gateway faces an inadequate supply of 
land zoned for multi-family housing.  Although there are opportunities to build condominiums in the 
mixed residential neighborhood zoned RD 1.5, located south of 223rd Street and north of Torrance 
Boulevard, single family homes must be destroyed in order to make room for new developments. 

Data from the same company also shows that most of the apartment units in the Harbor Gateway area are 
older Class C buildings, in addition to a few Class B apartments built in the late 1980’s.  To that end, 
apartments were built on underutilized commercially zoned parcels (C2-1) along Carson Street and 
Western Avenue.  Figure IV.D-9 (Figure 15) shows a 77-unit apartment built in 1988 on a C2-1 land to 
1.5 F. A. R. at the southwest corner of Carson Street and Normandie Avenue.  Likewise, in 1989 a 44-unit 
apartment was built at the southeast corner of Western Avenue and 226th Street on a C2-1 lot (Figure 
IV.D-9, Figure 16).     

Due to the shortage of workforce housing in Harbor Gateway in recent years, the 77-unit apartment has a 
waiting list for prospective tenants such as nurses and interns from the adjacent UCLA Harbor Medical 
Center.6  This shortage has even resulted in a concerted effort to help teachers and families find housing 
and live closer to their jobs.  For example, L.A. Unified School District has requested for proposal to 
build apartments on a district-owned site on the campus of Gardena High School.7 

As noted in the Community Plan, there is still potential for residential and mixed-use development along 
commercial corridors such as Sepulveda Boulevard.  To achieve this goal, the Plan calls for the 
“emergence of new commercial areas on industrially zoned sites.”  The neighborhood commercial zoned 
land allows for multi-family development up to 1.5 F. A. R. under the current City zoning codes. 

Job Creation through Multi-Family Development 

It is a general misconception that residential developments do not create jobs.  Class A multi-family 
communities often contain amenities such as a swimming pool, spa, health club, club house, meeting 
facilities, recreational facilities, state-of-the-art communication systems, T1, fiber optic, Wi-Fi, elevators, 
methane gas detection systems, full sprinkler systems, fire detection and alarm systems, energy efficient 
lighting and central HVAC systems.  In order for these systems to operate smoothly, multi-family projects 
rely on the expertise of technicians, plumbers, electricians, carpenters and elevator crews. 

In addition to the job opportunities for painters, cleaning crews, gardeners, pool cleaners and security 
personnel, Class A apartment communities hire well-paid interior designers, architect, engineers, 
professional managers, marketing executives and leasing specialists.  

                                                      

5  Communication with executives of CB Richard Ellis Group, Inc. (Mike Mckinney 310-516-2312). 
6  Communication with manager at the Gateway Court apartment. Dorthy 310-782-8338. 
7  Los Angles Times article dated November 8, 2009 by David Zahniser. 



Figure 15: Apartments built 1988 on C2-1 Land at 1306 W. Carson Street.

Figure 16: Apartments built 1989 on C2-1 Land at 22610 S. Western Avenue.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: A & M Properties, 2010.

Figure IV.D-9
Figures 15 and 16
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For each dollar of the gross income from an apartment, 35 to 40 cents contributes to the expenses of 
operating and maintaining the building.8  Compared to jobs at retail stores and warehouse distribution 
spaces, jobs to operate and maintain multi-family projects often provide higher wages and better 
opportunities for career advancement. 

Furthermore, Class A apartments play an important role as incubator units for entrepreneurial and home-
based business operators.  The state-of the-art communication systems and meeting facilities allow 
apartment tenants to conduct business from the convenience of their homes.9The Industrial Land Use 
Policy (ILUP) 

In December 2007, the Los Angeles Department of City Planning and the CRA/LA published a report 
that emphasized the preference of using industrially zoned land for creating jobs.  This report is discussed 
in more detail below, under the subheading City of Los Angeles Industrial Land Use Policy.  However, 
Harbor Gateway was not part of the area selected for the study.  Moreover, issues discussed in the report 
are less relevant to Harbor Gateway.  Table IV.D-1 compares these major issues of industrial land use in 
Harbor Gateway verses those areas covered in the report. 

Table IV.D-1 
Industrial Land Use in Harbor Gateway vs. Other Areas 

Major Land Use Issues Harbor Gateway1 ILUP2 
Percent of land zoned for industrial use 41% 8% 
Jobs per person in the general population 0.58 jobs 0.45 jobs 
Jobs per household 1.85 jobs/household Fewer than 1.4 
Housing units built/approved in industrial areas 
since 2001 

None 2,332 units 
(Downtown only) 

1 Los Angeles’ Industrial Land: Sustaining a Dynamic City Economy, December 2007. 
2 Harbor Gateway Community Plan updated October 2001. 

 

With regards to the opportunities for housing development, the ILUP report points out that “The General 
Plan Framework and the Community Plans, which together make up the Land Use Element of the General 
Plan, direct housing development to job centers, mixed use districts, and areas with access to transit and 
neighborhood amenities.  Such areas can attract and support the commercial uses, amenities, and services 
that residents need and desire and that create neighborhoods.”  Such statements indicate that in certain 
situations, the Plan does support the conversion of industrial to residential land uses.  Due to a lack of 

                                                      

8  Communication with executives of CB Richard Ellis Group, Inc. (Mike Mckinney 310-516-2312). 
9  Communication with apartment manager at a Class A apartment building located in San Pedro. Lumi 310-514-

2515. 



City of Los Angeles  March 2010 

 

 

 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project  IV.D. Land Use Planning 
Screencheck Draft Environmental Impact Report  Page IV.D-20 
 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT ~ Work In Progress 
 

vacant or under-utilized residential land for multi-family housing development, selected areas in Harbor 
Gateway, such as the Sepulveda commercial corridors, meet this guideline for housing development. 

Adjacent Jurisdictions and Community Plan Areas 

The area containing the project site is located within an area of the City of Los Angeles comprised of a 
strip of land that connects South Los Angeles with the Harbor area of the City (see Figure II-1).  In the 
area of the project site, this strip is bounded by the City of Torrance to the west and by unincorporated 
Los Angeles County to the east (Figure IV.D-10).  In addition, the area containing the project site 
comprises the southernmost area within the Harbor Gateway Community Plan area.  The City of Los 
Angeles Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan area is located immediately south of Sepulveda 
Boulevard across from the project site. 

 As shown in Figure IV.D-10, the City of Torrance General Plan designates the area located immediately 
west of Western Avenue and north of Sepulveda Boulevard, adjacent to the block containing the project 
site, for single- and multi-family land uses with a small area of parkland included.  The area west of 
Western Avenue and south of Sepulveda Boulevard within the City of Torrance is designated primarily 
for single-family residential use, except for a small area designated for commercial use at the intersection 
of Western Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard. 

To the east of the project site, the Los Angeles County General Plan designates a strip adjacent to 
Normandie Avenue for industrial uses with single-family uses further to the east.  A small area within the 
industrially-designated area has been re-designated by the County for single-family land uses 

Within the Wilmington-Harbor City Community Plan area to the south of the project site, the area located 
south of Sepulveda Boulevard has been designated primarily for single uses, except for small areas at the 
intersections of Sepulveda Boulevard/Western Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard/Normandie Avenue that 
are designated for commercial uses and a strip on the east side of Western Avenue south of Sepulveda 
Boulevard that has been designated for multi-family residential uses. 
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City of Los Angeles Industrial Land Use Policy 

From 2005 to 2007, the Department of City Planning and the Community Redevelopment Agency 
undertook a joint effort to review and refocus the City’s policies regarding the retention and preservation 
of industrial land in the City.  The ILUP was undertaken: (1) in response to concerns that increasing 
numbers of zone change, general plan amendment and redevelopment plan applications to convert 
industrial land to other uses were being received; and (2) to evaluate the efficacy of the City’s existing 
land use policy in order to provide guidance to the City’s planners as Community Plan updates and other 
land use planning activities are undertaken in the City.  The ILUP examined seven specific geographic 
areas within the City10: 

• Central City-Alameda 

• Central City-Downtown 

• Boyle Heights 

• Southeast Los Angeles 

• Central City North-Chinatown 

• West Los Angeles; and 

• Hollywood-Wilshire. 

Together these two agencies issued a report in December, 2007, entitled Los Angeles’ Industrial Land: 
Sustaining a Dynamic City Economy11.  This report noted that the City has had a long-standing adopted 
policy to preserve industrial lands.  The existing policy states the City’s intent to: 

• Protect industrial zoned land; 

• Retain and expand existing businesses; 

• Attract new uses that provide job opportunities for the City’s residents; 

• Maintain a healthy jobs/household ratio that supports the General Fund and its capacity to pay for 
essential services and programs for the City’s existing and future population.12 

                                                      

10  “Staff Direction Regarding Industrial Land Use and Potential Conversion to Residential or Other Uses”; 
Departmental Memorandum from Director of Planning and Chief Executive Officer of the Community 
Redevelopment Agency, January 3, 2008 (Staff Direction Memorandum), Attachment A. 

11  Ibid., Attachment B. 
12  Ibid., p.3. 
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The ILUP developed geographically-specific guidance for application within the areas identified above.  
However, the project site and its surrounding industrially-designated areas were not specifically included 
in this study.  For these areas, the Staff Direction Memorandum includes policies for “Industrial Land Not 
in ILUP Study Areas”.  These policies include13: 

Short Term: 

• Continue to implement current City policy to preserve industrial zoning for employment uses. 

• Provide more thorough analysis of projects including consistency with the Industrial Land Use 
Policy as well as Community Plan and Redevelopment Plan goals and objectives. 

• Consider applications for live/work conversions and adaptive reuse entitlements on an area-by-
area, rather than only on a project-by project basis. 

Long-Term: 

• Use and build upon the body of research and recommendations contained herein during the 
Community Plan Update process.  Except in unique situations, only consider land use changes in 
conjunction with a comprehensive planning update effort.  It is recognized that some industrial 
districts have been compromised or are no longer optimal for industrial use.  The Community 
Plan update process, in which a comprehensive planning effort can address appropriate land use 
and zoning in conjunction with the need for infrastructure and Community Benefits, is the 
appropriate mechanism for addressing such circumstances. 

Conversion from Industrial to Residential Land Use  

Converting industrially zoned land into other uses faces two major challenges:  

• Environmental issues 

• Neighborhood compatibility 

In the ILUP report, it cites the Keyser Marston Associates (KMA) analysis that industrial land is less 
expensive in terms of dollars per square foot in market prices.  However, in many instances, after 
purchasing the land, developers encounter a very expensive clean up of the land. 

When industrial land is converted to other uses, especially for residential uses, compatibility with the 
neighboring properties and communities must be addressed.  Otherwise, the project may face 

                                                      

13  Staff Direction Memorandum, p. 7. 
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litigation with adjacent property owners.  More importantly, the development will jeopardize the 
health and welfare of future residents. 

On the other hand, a sensitive conversion of a brown field into residential or other land uses benefits 
the community.  For instance, an industrial storage tank farm in Council District 15 recently received 
zone change approval from M1-1 to C2-1 and RD1.5-1.  This zoning change will allow commercial 
deployment along Gaffey Street and the construction of condominiums adjacent to the existing 
residential neighborhood.  In order to protect the public’s health from harmful exposure to hazardous 
substances and wastes, technical staff at the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), a 
division of the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA), have been supervising the 
cleanup of the site.14  The development of this brown field is a welcome relief to the neighboring 
community, which has had to cope with the unpleasant odors. 

Similarly, along the eastern side of Normandie Avenue in Harbor Gateway, the County of Los 
Angeles has approved the conversion of three industrial sites into residential uses.  These three sites 
include a former Boeing plant at the southeast corner of 210th Street and Normandie Avenue; a 
former used car sales lot at the southeast corner of 223rd Street and Normandie Avenue; and a former 
used car auction lot at the southeast corner of 228th Street and Normandie Avenue (Figure IV.D-11, 
Figure 17 and 18).  During the land use conversion process, the developer gained support from the 
neighbors, hence the approval from the planning staff, planning commissions, and county supervisors. 

In the neighboring city of Torrance, condominiums were built along the Sepulveda commercial 
corridors (Figure IV.D-12, Figure 19 and 20).  For instance, a condominium development project at 
Oak Street and Jefferson Street was developed on a brown field.  Although the site required extensive 
cleanup of the soil, the project was a sound success (Figure IV.D-13, Figure 21 and 22).  Elsewhere, 
the “Breakers” housing project at Monterey Street west of Crenshaw Boulevard, the result of the 
conversion of industrially zoned land, co-existed with the office and warehousing neighbors.  
Furthermore, no environmental issues arose that might have negatively impacted the residential 
homes in this project or the next-door neighbors of the industrial tenants. 

In conclusion, a sensitively planned conversion of industrially zoned land to residential use can 
benefit the community and neighbors by removing toxins and noise from the surrounding area. 

City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code 

All development activity on-site is subject to the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), 

                                                      

14  Public meeting presentation for the Kinder Morgan Liquids Terminals, LLC Gaffey Street Terminal Site by the 
DTSC. 



Figure 17: Former used car auction lot proximaty to the subject site.

Figure 18: New condos built on used car auction lot at 228th and Normandie Avenue.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: A & M Properties, 2010.

Figure IV.D-11
Figures 17 and 18



Figure 19: Multi-family development along Sepulveda Corridor in Torrance.

Figure 20: Multi-family along Sepulveda Corrido proximity to the subject site.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: A & M Properties, 2010.

Figure IV.D-12
Figures 19 and 20



Figure 21: Condos built on former Brown Field in Torrance.

Figure 22: Torrance condos built on rezoned M2 land proximity to the Sepulveda Corridor.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: A & M Properties, 2010.

Figure IV.D-13
Figures 21 and 22



City of Los Angeles  March 2010 

 

 

 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project  IV.D. Land Use Planning 
Screencheck Draft Environmental Impact Report  Page IV.D-28 
 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT ~ Work In Progress 
 

particularly Chapter 1, General Provisions and Zoning, also known as the City of Los Angeles Planning 
and Zoning Code (the “Planning and Zoning Code”).  The Planning and Zoning Code includes 
development standards for the various districts in the City of Los Angeles.  As shown in Figure IV.D-14, 
the project site is currently zoned as M3-1VL (M3: Heavy Industrial Zone, 1VL: Very Limited Height 
District).  The M3 zone generally allows for the development of manufacturing uses.  Height District 1VL 
establishes a height limit on buildings.  In Height District 1VL, no building shall exceed three stories, nor 
shall it exceed 45 feet in height.  All of which is consistent with the Industrial land use designation for the 
project site in the General Plan.   

Permitted Uses 

The M3 zone is the most intensive of the City’s various zones and allows for uses that “may be obnoxious 
or offensive by reason of emission of odor, dust, smoke, gas, noise vibration and the like.”15  Uses that are 
allowed in M3 zone include all of the uses allowed in the M2 zone and, as such, generally include those 
uses allowed in the M1 zones (see LAMC Section 12.17.6).  Permitted uses include, among others:  
Automobile dismantling yard, Junk yard, Storage, display, processing or sales of second-hand furniture 
and appliances, Scrap metal processing yard, Cargo container storage yard, Blast furnace or coke oven, 
Boiler works, Brick, tile or terra cotta manufacture, Chemical manufacture, Concrete or cement products 
manufacture in the open, Cotton gin or oil mill, Fish smoking, curing or canning, Freight classification 
yard, Iron or steel foundry or fabrication plant and heavyweight casting., Lamp black manufacture, 
Oilcloth or linoleum manufacture, Oil drilling and production of oil, gas or hydrocarbons, Ore reduction, 
Paint, oil (including linseed), shellac, turpentine, lacquer or varnish manufacture, Paper and pulp 
manufacture, Petroleum products manufacture, Plastic manufacture, Potash works, Pyroxyline 
manufacture, Quarry or stone mill, Railroad repair shops, Rock, sand or gravel distribution; surface 
mining operations, Rolling mills, Rubber or gutta-percha manufacture or treatment, Salt works, Soap 
manufacture, Sodium compounds manufacture, Stove or shoe polish manufacture, Tar distillation or tar 
products manufacture, and Wool pulling or scoring. 

Setback Requirements 

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.20 (B), within the M3 zone, front yard setbacks are not required.  
Furthermore, side and rear yard setbacks are not required for buildings that are used exclusively for 
Industrial purposes.  However, the M3 zone shall be conducted wholly within an enclosed building, or 
shall be completely enclosed with a solid wall or solid fence not less than eight feet in height with 
necessary solid gates of like height.  Where a required wall or fence has been erected between the area 
wherein the use is conducted and a street, no material is stored to a height greater than that of such wall or  

                                                      

15  Los Angeles Municipal Code, Section 12.20 A.37. 
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fence within 50 feet thereof unless the height of the wall or fence is 10 feet or more in which case the 
distance within which no material may be stored above the height of the wall or fence shall be 37 feet.  
Provided, however, that a scrap metal processing yard that is entirely located at least 500 feet from a more 
restrictive zone, is exempt from the above stacking limitations.  Paved off-street parking spaces have been 
provided as specified in Section 12.19 A.4.(b)(4).  Landscaping is provided as specified in Section 12.19 
A.4.(b)(5). 

Density Limitations 

The M3-1VL zone corresponds with Height District 1VL.  Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.1(A), Height 
District No. 1VL states no building or structure shall exceed three stories, nor shall it exceed 45 feet in 
height.   

Open Space 

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.19A.4.(b)(5) in the event the use is conducted in an area enclosed by a wall 
or fence as hereinabove provided, all property adjacent to any street is landscaped to a minimum depth of 
two feet measured at a right angle from the adjacent street and extending the full length of the property 
contiguous to such street except for areas necessary for ingress and egress.   

Parking Requirements 

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.19A.4.(b)(4)Paved off street parking spaces are provided for buildings as 
required by Section 12.21-A of the LAMC, and for all other portions of the lot, other than public parking, 
as follows: 

• For up to the first acre a minimum of six spaces. 

• For the second-acre one space for each 12,000 square feet; and 

• For each acre exceeding two-one space for each lot of area. 

City of Los Angeles Sign Regulations 

The City of Los Angeles regulates the placement, construction, and modification of all exterior signs and 
sign support structures through Division 62 (Building Code) of the LAMC.  Building permits must be 
obtained from the Department of Building and Safety for any proposed signs and electrical permits must 
be obtained for signs illuminated by electrical lighting.  Specific Municipal Code requirements and 
restrictions are dependent upon signage type; however, general constraints on design, construction, 
materials, potential for hazard to traffic, and determination of such hazards are applicable.   
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City of Los Angeles Planning Department Walkability Checklist 

In January of 2007, the City of Los Angeles Planning Department created a Draft Walkability Checklist 
for Site Plan Reviews (Checklist) as a guide for City staff to use in assessing pedestrian orientation of 
projects subject to site plan reviews.  In addition to the Community Plans and/or other adopted plans, the 
Checklist provides additional guidance to address the broader context of urban form and designing for 
pedestrians.  It should be noted that the guidelines found in the Checklist are not mandatory, but have 
been created to improve pedestrian access, comfort, and safety with the development of new projects.  
Guidelines that pertain to the Proposed Project are described in greater detail below. 

Similar Projects Relative to the Proposed Project 

The City of Los Angeles Planning Department and the City of Los Angeles Community Redevelopment 
Agency has issued a joint directive regarding industrial land use and the potential conversion of existing 
industrial land to residential or other uses.  “The agencies have determined  that there is a portion of the 
industrial land that is so compromised as to make it no longer viable.16  Furthermore, they also found that 
there are some areas of industrial uses where an influx of other uses could be supportive and could 
perhaps, enhance the industrial uses that are there.  Those are typically a lighter industrial use that might 
benefit from a mix of uses.”17 

The following analysis has been completed to compare similar projects in the area that have been 
approved.  

1. ENV-2007-0804-MND: This project was comprised of the demolition of an existing union hall 
and office building to permit the construction of 30 residential townhome style dwelling units in 
four separate buildings which will be two stories and 25 feet high over semi-subterranean two car 
garages.  The Planning Commission needed to determine if there should be a plan amendment for 
this property that would allow residential uses on land that is currently planned and zoned for 
MR1 industrial uses.  The purpose of the MR1 zone is to protect industrial land for industrial use, 
and prohibit unrelated commercial and other non-industrial uses.  The MR1 zone also upgrades 
industrial development standards so that industrial uses would be a better neighbor to nearby 
residential uses.  Furthermore, the MR designation, in the Wilmington – Harbor City Community 
Plan (where the project is located), is intended to stabilize the industrial land reserve while 
assuring that industrial development be compatible with adjacent land uses.  The population and 
housing numbers for the Wilmington – Harbor City Community Plan area show that there is not a 
current need for converting these industrial properties into residential uses.  The project was not 

                                                      

16  To Preserve (or Not) City of L.A.’s Industrial Land Use Policy, January 2008.  
17  Ibid. 
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approved by the City Planning Commissions.  This decision was then overturned by the Planning 
Committee (PLUM) upon appeal due to the support of the City Council Janice Hahn. 

2. ENV-2005-881-EIR: This project was comprised of a request to construct a 318-unit residential 
condominium project (including 18 commercial/residential “flex” units).  The project would 
involve the removal of the existing industrial uses for the development of a six-story, 75-foot tall, 
392,522 square foot residential project on a 137,044 square foot parcel.  An adjacent “Add Area” 
site is included in the General Plan Amendment application only but does not involve any 
physical development.  It should be noted that there are multiple public transportation 
opportunities within the immediate area.  Furthermore, the Preliminary ILUP for the project area 
recommended to preserve industrial zoning.  However, the Department of City Planning 
recommended this project as a potential mixed-use project (similar to the Proposed Project) that 
would introduce new residential and commercial space in an area that is planned to be the City of 
Los Angeles’ Gateway to the Los Angeles River.  City Council recommended and approved the 
adoption of a zone and Height District Change from MR2-1 to [T][Q]C2-2 for the project site.  

3. ENV-2004-3812-EIR:  This project was comprised of a mixed-use project, similar to the 
Proposed Project, which included the demolition of existing structures and the construction of a 
planned, residential community consisting of 310 condominium units.  The project also included 
9,000 square feet of commercial uses.  This project involved a General Plan Amendment/Zone 
Change from Limited Manufacturing (M1-1) to General Commercial (RAS4-1).  The City 
Planning Commission recommended approval of both the General Plan Amendment and the Zone 
Change.  The Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan designated the site for Limited 
Manufacturing with the corresponding zones of MR1, M1, and P.  The proposed General Plan 
Amendment would designate the site as General Commercial land use with corresponding zones 
of C1.5, C2, CR, C4, RAS3 and RAS4.  The approval of the General Plan Amendment supported 
several Palms-Mar Vista-Del Rey Community Plan land use objectives, policies, and programs, 
including the following: to provide for the preservation of the housing stock and its expansion, to 
provide for adequate multi-family residential development, to protect the quality of the residential 
environment, to protect existing single-family residential neighborhoods, to reduce vehicular trips 
and congestion by developing new housing in proximity to services and facilities, to locate higher 
residential densities near commercial centers and bus routes, to ensure that new housing 
opportunities minimize displacement of residents, and to promote distinctive commercial districts 
and pedestrian-oriented areas.   

4. ENV-2005-6164-EIR: The project was comprised of a General Plan Amendment (from Limited 
Manufacturing to Neighborhood Commercial) and Zone Change (from MR1-1 to RAS4-1) to 
permit the construction and operation of a mixed-use development consisting of 219 apartment 
units and approximately 35,000 square feet of retail space, along with 542 code-required parking 
spaces on six parcels totaling 2.27 acres of land.  The City Planning Commission recommended 
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approval of both the General Plan Amendment and the Zone Change.  The project site was 
currently developed with approximately 56,673 square feet of studio-related industrial uses.  The 
approval of the General Plan Amendment supported several Hollywood Community Plan land 
use objectives, policies, and programs, including the following: to make provision for the housing 
required to satisfy varying needs and to promote economic well being and public convenience 
through allocating and distributing commercial lands.  Furthermore, the Land Use chapter of the 
Framework Element identified objectives and supporting policies relevant to this project site: 
encourage production and preservation of an adequate supply of rental and ownership housing to 
meet the identified needs of persons of all income levels, encourage mixed use development 
which provides for activity and natural surveillance after commercial business hours, enhance 
livability of neighborhoods by upgrading the quality of development, encourage the location of 
housing, jobs, and services in mutual proximity, and encourage and plan for high intensity 
residential and commercial development in centers, districts and along transit Corridors.  The 
Transportation chapter of the Framework Element identified the following supporting policy 
relevant to this project site: encourage the development of new projects that are accessible to 
public transportation and services consistent with community plans.  

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines 

In accordance with guidance provided in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Proposed Project 
would have a potentially significant impact related to land use consistency if it would: 

a. Physically divide an established community; 

b. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation or an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal 
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect; or 

c. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. 

City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 

Based upon criteria established in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, whether the 
Proposed Project would have a significant impact is determined on a case-by-case basis considering the 
following factors: 
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a. Whether the proposal is inconsistent with the adopted land use/density designation in the 
Community Plan, redevelopment plan or specific plan for the site. 

b. Whether the proposal is inconsistent with the General Plan or adopted environmental goals or 
policies contained in other applicable plans. 

c. The extent of the area that would be impacted, the nature and degree of impacts, and the type of 
land uses within that area. 

d. The extent to which existing neighborhoods, communities, or land uses would be disrupted, 
divided or isolated, and the duration of the disruptions. 

e. The number, degree, and type of secondary impacts to surrounding land uses that could result 
from implementation of the Proposed Project. 

Project Impacts 

Land Use Compatibility 

The Proposed Project would involve the construction of a residential development that would include 
two, six-story residential buildings and the possible construction of a retail use located within the Add 
Area.   

The project site is located in the Harbor Gateway community, which is generally characterized by a dense 
mix of urban uses.  As the project site is currently vacant, the size and nature of the Proposed Project 
would result in a greater building mass and density at the project site when compared to existing 
conditions.   

The immediate area surrounding the project site is developed with office/warehouse uses, commercial 
uses, single family residences, a vacant diner and a family fun center.  The surrounding neighborhood is 
primarily a residential neighborhood consisting of single family and multi-family with limited 
commercial, office, and warehouse facilities.  Although the Proposed Project would require a zone change 
from M3-1VL to C2-1L, as these uses are similar to those proposed by the project, the Proposed Project 
would be compatible with the types of uses in the vicinity of the project site.  

Proposed development on the project site includes structures that are designed with attention to 
architectural details, building configuration, variety in design, and associated landscaping.  The Proposed 
Project would be constructed in a contemporary architectural style designed to complement the existing 
modern design of recent buildings in vicinity of the project site, and with other commercial, industrial, 
office, and warehouse buildings in the project area.  Although slightly taller than structures in the project 
area, the mid-rise nature of the proposed buildings would be consistent in character with the other modern 
structures in the area.  As a result of the buildings’ architectural design and orientation on the project site, 
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the proposed structures would be effectively integrated into the aesthetics of the project site and project 
area by means of design, architecture, size, massing, and location (refer to Figures IV.B-5 and IV.B-6 for 
visual renderings of the Proposed Project).  

The Proposed Project would result in a minor alteration of the skyline in the project area.  Upon 
completion, the Proposed Project would become the tallest buildings in the immediate vicinity.  Thus, the 
Proposed Project would increase the visibility of the project area from a distance including visibility from 
of the project site at nearby residential and commercial, office, and warehouse properties.  While the 
buildings would be the tallest in the immediate vicinity, it would only be a small degree taller than 
surrounding multi-story buildings.   

Extensive landscaping would be installed around the perimeter of the project site.  The landscaping 
around the perimeter of the buildings would serve to provide a visual transition between the streetscape 
and the buildings by screening the lower portion of the buildings; creating a transition area to that of a 
human scale; and too provide an aesthetically pleasing visual character. 

The building heights and massing that would be developed with the implementation of the Proposed 
Project would represent a substantial change in the visual character of the project site from what currently 
exists.  The Proposed Project would provide a visual contrast with the family fun center and 
office/warehouse facilities adjacent to the project site, and the single family residential uses located along 
Sepulveda Boulevard to the south, as shown in Figures III-3 and III-5.  While the Proposed Project would 
introduce the first mid-rise structures within the immediate project vicinity, the development would be 
compatible with the mass, scale, and contemporary design of buildings in the immediate vicinity.  
Additionally, the Proposed Project would replace a vacant lot with a use that is more compatible with 
surrounding development.  Thus, the Proposed Project, two mid-rise structures containing multi-family 
residential uses, and the possible inclusion of commercial uses located within the Add Area, is considered 
to be visually compatible with the surrounding land uses fronting W. Sepulveda Boulevard and 
Normandie Avenue as there are several multi-story buildings of contemporary design in the area.  In 
addition, the Proposed Project would be subject to design guidelines implemented through the LAMC to 
assure, among other things that the Proposed Project would be compatible in terms of design, massing, 
and architectural integrity.  Therefore, no significant impacts would result from the Proposed Project with 
regard to land use compatibility.   

The Proposed Project would not physically divide an established community.  No separation of uses or 
disruption of access between land use types would occur as a result of the Proposed Project.   
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Consistency with Land Use Regulations 

Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with policies set forth in Chapter 3, Growth Management, of 
the RCPG as it would maximize an existing urbanized area that is accessible to transit.  A detailed 
analysis of the consistency of the Proposed Project with relevant policies in the RCPG is presented in 
Table IV.D-2, Project Consistency with Applicable Policies of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and 
Guide.   

Table IV.D-2  
Project Consistency with Applicable Policies of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

Policy Consistency Analysis 
STANDARD OF LIVING 

3.05:  Encourage patterns of urban development and 
land use, which reduce costs on infrastructure 
construction and make better use of existing facilities.   

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would minimize the 
need for new infrastructure and public service delivery 
through its location within an urbanized area already 
served by utility, public service, and transportation 
systems.  Therefore, development of the Proposed 
Project would be consistent with this policy. 

3.09:  Support local jurisdictions’ efforts to minimize 
the cost of infrastructure and public service delivery, 
and efforts to seek new sources of funding for 
development and the provision of services. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project is located in an 
urban area with existing infrastructure and public 
services.  As discussed in Section IV.F, Public 
Services, and Section IV.A, Impacts Found to Be Less 
Than Significant, Utilities, the Proposed Project would 
result in less than significant impacts to public services 
and utilities with the implementation of recommended 
mitigation measures.  Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with this policy.   

3.12:  Encourage existing or proposed local 
jurisdictions’ programs aimed at designing land uses 
which encourage the use of transit and thus reduce the 
need for roadway expansion, reduce the number of auto 
trips and vehicle miles traveled, and create 
opportunities for residents to walk and bike.   

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would include the 
development of a total of 352 residential units in two 
residential structures, and 17,904 square feet of retail 
space.  The project site is located in close proximity to 
existing public transit opportunities, including bus lines 
that run along the surrounding roadways with stops 
adjacent to the project site.  Section IV.G, 
Transportation/Traffic, also includes a detailed 
discussion of existing public transit associated with the 
Proposed Project.  Considering the existing public 
transit opportunities, the Proposed Project would be 
consistent with this policy.   

3.13: Encourage local jurisdictions’ plans that 
maximize the use of existing urbanized areas accessible 
to transit through infill and development.   

Consistent.  The Proposed Project is an infill project 
within an existing urbanized area which is served by 
major bus routes.  The Proposed Project would 
maximize the use of an existing urban area accessible 
to public transit.  Therefore, development of the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this policy. 
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Table IV.D-2  
Project Consistency with Applicable Policies of the Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 

Policy Consistency Analysis 
QUALITY OF LIFE 

3.14:  Support local plans to increase density of future 
development located at strategic points along the 
regional commuter rail, transit systems, and activity 
centers. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would result in an 
increase in the density of the project site and support 
the use of public transit and rail systems (see Policy 
3.12 discussion).  Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with this policy.   

3.15:  Support local jurisdictions’ strategies to establish 
mixed-use clusters and other transit-oriented 
developments around transit stations and along transit 
corridors. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project is located in close 
proximity to existing public transit opportunities and 
transit corridors.  Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with this policy. 

3.22:  Discourage development, or encourage the use 
of special design requirements, in areas with steep 
slopes, high fire, flood, and seismic hazards. 

Consistent.  The project site is relatively level and 
does not include steep slopes or high fire hazards.  The 
Proposed Project site is not located within an area 
subject to flooding hazards.  The project site is not 
located in an area subject to seismic hazards which 
exceed those present throughout Southern California.  
Therefore, development of the Proposed Project would 
be consistent with this policy.   

3.23:  Encourage mitigation measures that reduce noise 
in certain locations, measures aimed at preservation of 
biological and ecological resources, measures that 
would reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize 
earthquake damage, and to develop emergency 
response and recovery plans.   

Consistent.  As discussed in Section IV.E, Noise, the 
Proposed Project’s noise impacts would be less than 
significant with the implementation of recommended 
mitigation measures.  As discussed in Section IV.F 
Public Services, the development of the Proposed 
Project would not interfere with emergency response or 
recovery plans.  Emergency access to the project site 
would be provided as required by the LAFD and 
LAPD.  As discussed in Section IV.A, Impacts Less 
Than Significant, the Proposed Project would result in 
a less than significant impact associated with 
earthquake risks.  As discussed in Section IV.A, 
Impacts Less Than Significant, the Proposed Project 
would not have an impact on biological or ecological 
resources as it is located in a densely developed 
urbanized area with no significant biological resources.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with this policy.   

SOCIAL, POLITICAL AND CULTURAL EQUITY 
3.27:  Support local jurisdictions and other service 
providers in their efforts to develop sustainable 
communities to provide, equally to all members of 
society, accessible and effective services such as:  
public education, housing, health care, social services, 
recreational facilities, law enforcement, and fire 
protection.   

Consistent.  As discussed in Section IV.F, Public 
Services, of this Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would 
result in less than significant impacts on fire and police 
services, schools, libraries, or recreational facilities.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with this policy.   

Source:  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, December 2009. 
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As indicated in Table IV.D-2, the Proposed Project would be generally consistent with the policies set 
forth in the RCPG.  Therefore, impacts related to consistency with these polices would be less than 
significant. 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with policies set forth in Housing Element of the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan.  A detailed analysis of the consistency of the Proposed Project with relevant 
policies in the Housing Element is presented in Table IV.D-3, Project Consistency with Applicable 
Policies of the Housing Element.   

Table IV.D-3 
Project Consistency with the Applicable Policies of the Housing Element  

Policies Consistency Discussion 
Policy 1.1.1:  Promote home ownership 
opportunities and support current homeowners in 
retaining their homeowner status. 

Not Applicable.   

Policy 1.1.2:  Promote affordable rental housing for 
all income groups that need assistance. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would include 
the development of a total of 352 multi-family 
residential units which contain one, and two-
bedroom residential units.  This mix of residential 
use would be available to meet all income levels in 
the community.  Therefore, development of the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 1.1.3 Facilitate new construction of a variety 
of housing types that address current and projected 
needs of the city’s households. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would include 
the development of a total of 352 multi-family 
residential units which contain one, and two-
bedroom residential units.  This mix of residential 
use would be available to address the current and 
projected needs of the city’s household.  Therefore, 
development of the Proposed Project would be 
consistent with this policy. 

Policy 1.1.4: Expand location options for 
residential development, particularly in designated 
Centers, Transit Oriented Districts and along 
Mixed-Use Boulevards. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would include 
the development of a total of residential and retail 
uses.  The project site is located in close proximity 
to existing public transit opportunities, including 
bus lines that run along the surrounding roadways 
with stops adjacent to the project site.  Section 
IV.G, Transportation/Traffic, also includes a 
detailed discussion of existing public transit 
associated with the Proposed Project.  Considering 
the existing public transit opportunities, the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this 
policy.   

Policy 2.1.1:  Establish development standards and 
policing practices that reduce the likelihood of 
crime. 

Not Applicable.   
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Table IV.D-3 
Project Consistency with the Applicable Policies of the Housing Element  

Policies Consistency Discussion 
Policy 2.1.2: Establish development standards that 
enhance health outcomes. 

Not Applicable.   

Policy 2.2.1:  Provide incentives to encourage the 
integration of housing with other compatible land 
uses. 

Not Applicable.   

Policy 2.2.2:  Develop design standards that 
promote sustainable development in public and 
private open space and street rights-of way. 

Not Applicable.   

Policy 2.2.3:  Provide incentives and flexibility to 
generate new housing and to preserve existing 
housing near transit. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would include 
the development of 352 residential units The 
Proposed Project is an infill project within an 
existing urbanized area which is served by major 
bus routes.  The Proposed Project would maximize 
the use of an existing urban area accessible to 
public transit.  The Proposed Project does not 
include the removal of existing housing, therefore, 
development of the Proposed Project would be 
consistent with this policy.   

Policy 2.2.6:  To accommodate projected growth to 
2014 in a sustainable way, encourage housing in 
centers and near transit in accordance with the 
General Plan Framework Element, as reflected in 
Map ES.1. 

Not Applicable.   

Policy 2.3.2:  Promote and facilitate reduction of 
water consumption in new and existing housing. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would include 
the development of a residential and retail uses.  As 
discussed in Section IV.A, Impacts Less Than 
Significant, the Proposed Project would result in a 
less than significant impact associated with water 
consumption.  Therefore, development of the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 2.3.3:  Promote and facilitate reduction of 
energy consumption in new and existing housing. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would include 
the development of a residential and retail uses.  As 
discussed in Section IV.A, Impacts Less Than 
Significant, the Proposed Project would result in a 
less than significant impact associated with energy 
consumption.  Therefore, development of the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 2.3.4:  Promote and facilitate reduction of 
waste in construction and building operations. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would include 
the development of a residential and retail uses.  As 
discussed in Section IV.A, Impacts Less Than 
Significant, the Proposed Project would result in a 
less than significant impact associated with waste. 
Therefore, development of the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with this policy.  

Policy 2.4.1:  Provide sufficient services and 
amenities to support the planned population while 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would include 
the development of residential uses with 
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Table IV.D-3 
Project Consistency with the Applicable Policies of the Housing Element  

Policies Consistency Discussion 
preserving the neighborhood for those who 
currently live there. 

recreational amenities, and 17,904 square feet of 
retail space.  The Proposed Project would provide 
sufficient services and amenities to support the 
planned population.  Therefore, development of the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this 
policy. 

Policy 2.4.3:  Promote preservation of 
neighborhood character in balance with facilitating 
new development. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would include 
the development of a residential and retail uses.  
The immediate area surrounding the project site is 
developed with office/warehouse uses, commercial 
uses, single family residences, a vacant diner and a 
family fun center.  The surrounding neighborhood 
is primarily a residential neighborhood consisting of 
single family and multi-family with limited 
commercial, office, and warehouse facilities.  The 
uses on the project site would be similar to the types 
of uses found in the surrounding area.  Therefore, 
development of the Proposed Project would be 
consistent with this policy. 

Policy 2.4.4:  Promote residential development that 
meets the needs of current residents as well as new 
residents. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would include 
the development of a total of 352 multi-family 
residential units which contain one, and two-
bedroom residential units.  This mix of residential 
use would be available to meet the needs of the 
current residents as well as the new residents.  
Therefore, development of the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with this policy. 

Policy 3.1.1:  Promote and facilitate equal 
opportunity practices in the sale and rental of 
housing. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would include 
the development of a total of 352 multi-family 
residential units which contain one, and two-
bedroom residential units.  This mix of residential 
use would be available to meet all income levels in 
the community and would allow for equal 
opportunity in the rental of the housing units.  
Therefore, development of the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with this policy. 

Source:  City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Housing Element 2006 -2014, adopted August 
13, 2008; and Christopher A. Joseph and Associates, December 2009. 

 

As indicated in Table IV.D-3, the Proposed Project would be generally consistent with the policies set 
forth in the Housing Element.  Further, the Proposed Project would help implement policies of the 
Housing Element by preserving the nature of the surrounding residential neighborhood and developing a  
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range of residential housing types that would accommodate all income levels in the area.  Therefore, 
impacts related to consistency with these polices would be less than significant. 

It should be noted that the Proposed Project presents a unique opportunity to develop a mixed-use 
subdivision (Tract No. 65665) that incorporates residential, commercial, and recreational land uses along 
the Sepulveda commercial corridor, a seven-lane major highway in Harbor Gateway. 

Tract No. 65665 is subdivided into 5 lots (Figure IV.D-15, Figure 23):  

Lot 1:   The existing Mulligan Family Fun Center 

Lots 2 and 3: The proposed multi-family residential development 

Lots 4 and 5: The proposed retail development that includes a CVS Pharmacy, Fresh and Easy 
grocery store, and In-N-Out Burger 

The proposed multi-family project will be the first of its kind since the late 1980’s in the Harbor Gateway 
area.  It is also an opportunity to develop a Class A apartment community that meets the growing demand 
for workforce housing in the district. 

The Proposed Project will replace a former used car auction operation (Figure IV.D-15, Figure 24), which 
has been detrimental to adjacent businesses and residential family homes south of Sepulveda Boulevard.  
Furthermore, the project site has not been used for manufacturing facilities and thus will require no toxic 
cleanup. 

On the other hand, developing the project site as zoned would present two major issues: 

1) The heavily industrial zoned land (M3), described as the most intensive industrial use for large-
scale manufacturing operations, may be obnoxious or noisy and would negatively impact children 
at the adjacent Mulligan Family Fun Center and residential family homes.  

2) Lots 2 and 3 are approximately 500 feet off Sepulveda Boulevard and the only ingress and egress 
to the street is a cul-de-sac.  There is no secondary access to a street from these lots.  While the 
unique location of these two lots is ideal for a quiet residential development, it presents 
limitations for logistics and warehousing spaces and other manufacturing facilities that use large 
trucks. 

More importantly, as discussed previously, the Community Plan specifically encourages housing adjacent 
to some commercial areas and along major and secondary highways.  Therefore, the Proposed Project is 
consistent with the General Plan. 



Figure 22: The proposed project is lot 2 and 3 of tract no. 65665. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 23: The proposed site adjacent to the Mulligan Family Center on the right was a used 
car auction operation.

Source: A & M Properties, 2010.

Figure IV.D-15
Figures 22 and 23
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General Plan Land Use Designation  

The project site is located within the area covered by the Harbor Gateway Community Plan.  The Plan 
Map designates the subject property for Heavy Manufacturing land use with corresponding zones of M3-
1VL.  The proposed General Plan Amendment would designate the subject property as Neighborhood 
Commercial land use with corresponding zones of C1.5, C2, CR, C4, RAS3, RAS4, R3, R4 and R5.  The 
proposed land use designation for the project site allows for both residential and commercial uses.  The 
approval of the requested Plan Amendment to Neighborhood Commercial is in accordance with the 
Community Plan zoning classification and therefore adheres to the General Plan. 

Harbor Gateway Community Plan 

The Harbor Gateway Community Plan designates the project site as Industrial.  The Harbor Gateway 
Community Plan designation refers to the LAMC for specific land uses permitted within this designation.  
The Industrial land use designation corresponds with the following LAMC zone: M3 (Heavy Industrial 
Zone).  The Proposed Project’s consistency with the specific objectives of the Harbor Gateway 
Community Plan is discussed in Table IV.D-4. 

Table IV.D-4 
Project Consistency with Applicable Policies of the Harbor Gateway Community Plan 

Policy Consistency Discussion 
Residential 

The residential densities proposed by the Plan are 
predicated upon the full development of the designated 
Major and Secondary Highways.  No increase in density 
shall be effected by zone change, unless it is determined 
that the Local Streets and Major and Secondary 
Highways serving the general area of the property 
involved are adequate to serve the traffic generated. 

Consistent.  As discussed in Section IV.G, Traffic, 
Transportation, and Parking, in this Draft EIR, with the 
implementation of mitigation measures (i.e., restriping), 
the existing roadway system would accommodate the 
increase in traffic resulting from the operation of the 
proposed project. Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
be consistent with this policy. 

Apartments should be soundproofed and be provided 
with adequate off-street parking, open space and usable 
recreational areas. 

Consistent.  The proposed residential units would meet 
the requirements for interior noise levels, in accordance 
with the LAMC.  However, the proposed residential 
units would not be soundproofed.  Ambient noise levels 
in the vicinity of the project site do not require 
installation of sound proofing measures in order to 
achieve satisfactory interior noise levels for residents.  
Adequate off-site parking, open space, and recreational 
areas would be provided.   
 
The Proposed Project would provide 797 parking spaces 
for residents and guests, and 72 parking spaces for the 
retail land uses in the Add Area.  As discussed in 
Section IV.G, Traffic, Transportation, and Parking, in 
this Draft EIR, the number of parking spaces provided 
would satisfy the City’s parking requirements and meet 
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Table IV.D-4 
Project Consistency with Applicable Policies of the Harbor Gateway Community Plan 

Policy Consistency Discussion 
the anticipated parking demand.   
 
The Proposed Project includes adequate open space and 
recreational facilities, including private balconies, 
swimming pool, barbeque area, and a tot lot.   
 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with this policy. 

New multiple-family developments located adjacent to 
single-family neighborhoods should provide a transition 
in height or other buffer features to protect privacy of 
adjacent residents. 

Consistent.  Single-family residences are located south 
of the project site, across Sepulveda Boulevard.  The 
frontage of these nearby single-family residences faces 
south, and the rear of the residences face Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  There is no direct access from, and no views 
from the existing residences towards the north.  
Therefore, the development of the Proposed Project 
would not obstruct the privacy of adjacent residents.  
The Proposed Project would be consistent with this 
policy. 

Single- and multiple-family housing should be made 
available to all persons regardless of social, economic, 
and ethnic status. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would comply with 
all applicable “Fair Housing” codes and regulations.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with this policy. 

Additional low and moderate income housing is needed. Not Consistent.  The Proposed Project would provide 
market-rate rental residences.  No low- or moderate-
income housing is proposed.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would not be consistent with this policy. 

Commercial 

The commercial lands designated by this Plan are 
adequate in quantity to serve the projected population 
into the future, for neighborhood and community 
shopping and business uses. 

Not Applicable.   

Off-street parking should be provided, consistent with 
the Municipal Code as the minimum. Parking areas 
should be located between commercial and residential 
uses where appropriate to provide a buffer and shall be 
separated by a solid masonry wall and landscaped 
setback sufficient to screen the commercial operation 
from view. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would provide 797 
parking spaces for residents and guests, and 72 parking 
spaces for the retail land uses in the Add Area.  As 
discussed in Section IV.G, Traffic, Transportation, and 
Parking, in this Draft EIR, the number of parking spaces 
provided would satisfy the City’s parking requirements 
and meet the anticipated parking demand.   
 
Parking for Lots 2 and 3 would be provided at ground 
level south of the proposed residential buildings, as well 
as on the first and second floors of the residential 
buildings.  Adjacent uses to the project site are 
commercial uses that are not required to be visually 
screened under this policy. 
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Table IV.D-4 
Project Consistency with Applicable Policies of the Harbor Gateway Community Plan 

Policy Consistency Discussion 
 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with this policy. 

The full commercial intensities proposed by the Plan are 
predicated upon the development of the designated 
Major and Secondary Highways. In no case shall any 
intensity increase be effected by zone change, unless it is 
determined that the Local Street and Major and 
Secondary highways serving and in the general area of 
the property involved are adequate to serve the traffic 
generated. 

Consistent.  As discussed in Section IV.G, Traffic, 
Transportation, and Parking, in this Draft EIR, with the 
implementation of mitigation measures (i.e., restriping), 
the existing roadway system would accommodate the 
increase in traffic resulting from the operation of the 
proposed project. Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
be consistent with this policy. 

Multiple-family residential uses are permitted in areas 
planned for commercial use. Such projects shall provide 
appropriate transitions and buffers when adjacent to low 
density residential areas. 

Consistent.  Single-family residences are located south 
of the project site, across Sepulveda Boulevard.  The 
frontage of these nearby single-family residences faces 
south, and the rear of the residences face Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  There is no direct access from, and no views 
from the existing residences towards the north.  
Furthermore, Sepulveda Boulevard is a commercial 
corridor and the proposed retail land uses on Lots 4 and 
5 (the Add Area) would be compatible with the existing 
land uses along the street.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would be consistent with this policy. 

Industrial 

Industrial lands are allocated on a citywide basis without 
regard to the boundaries of individual communities or 
districts in accordance with the general principal that 
jobs should be available within a reasonable commuting 
distance from employees’ homes. 

See discussion below regarding Industrial Land Use 
Policy. 

Off-street parking should be provided consistent with the 
Municipal Code as the minimum.  Off-street parking 
areas shall be located at the peripheries of industrial sites 
to serve as buffers and shall be separated from adjacent 
private and public uses by at least a wall and/or 
landscaped setback sufficient to screen the industrial 
operation from view.  

Not Applicable.   

Oil wells should be landscaped and maintained in an 
attractive condition, especially where adjacent to 
residential uses. 

Not Applicable.   

Whenever possible, industrial uses should be 
concentrated in industrial parks. 

Not Applicable.   

Circulation 
Highways, freeways and streets shown on this Plan shall 
be developed in accordance with the Standards and 
Criteria contained in the Highways and Freeways 
Element of the General Plan and the City's Standard 

Not Applicable.   
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Table IV.D-4 
Project Consistency with Applicable Policies of the Harbor Gateway Community Plan 

Policy Consistency Discussion 
Street Dimensions. 
Design characteristics which give streets identity, such 
as curves, changes in direction and topographical 
differences, should be emphasized by landscaping and/or 
other appropriate features. Streets, highways and 
freeways, when developed should be designed and 
improved so as to be in harmony with adjacent 
development and to facilitate driver and passenger 
orientation. 

Not Applicable.   

The full residential, commercial and industrial densities 
and intensities proposed by the Plan are predicated upon 
the development of the designated Major and Secondary 
Highways. No increase in zoning density or intensity 
shall be effected unless it is determined that the Local 
Streets and the Major and Secondary Highways serving 
the general area of the property involved, are adequate to 
serve traffic needs. Adequate improvement of abutting 
highways and streets shall be required in connection 
with the approval of any such zoning intensification. 

Consistent.  As discussed in Section IV.G, Traffic, 
Transportation, and Parking, in this Draft EIR, with the 
implementation of mitigation measures (i.e., restriping), 
the existing roadway system would accommodate the 
increase in traffic resulting from the operation of the 
proposed project. Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
be consistent with this policy. 

Improved bus service should be provided to more 
directly connect the various commercial, residential and 
industrial areas of this and adjacent communities. 

Not Applicable.   

The Harbor Gateway Transitway and Transit Center are 
proposed, which will increase mass transit connections 
to San Pedro and downtown Los Angeles. 

Not Applicable.   

Bikeways are proposed along power line rights-of-way, 
flood control channels and vacated railroad properties. 

Not Applicable.   

Railroads rights-of-way through the Community should 
be landscaped and attractively maintained. 

Not Applicable.   

Service Systems 
The public facilities shown on this Plan shall be 
developed in accordance with citywide standards for site 
area, design, and location, as provided by the various 
Service System Elements of the General Plan. Such 
development shall be sequenced and timed so as to 
provide a workable, efficient and adequate balance 
between land use and service facilities. 

Not Applicable.   

The full residential densities and commercial and 
industrial intensities proposed by the Plan are predicated 
upon the provision of adequate public service facilities. 
No increase in zoning density and/or intensity shall be 
effected unless it is determined that such facilities are 
adequate to serve the proposed development. 

Consistent.  As discussed in Section IV.G, Traffic, 
Transportation, and Parking, in this Draft EIR, with the 
implementation of mitigation measures (i.e., restriping), 
the existing roadway system would accommodate the 
increase in traffic resulting from the operation of the 
proposed project. Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
be consistent with this policy. 

Source:  Los Angeles Department of City Planning, Harbor Gateway Community Plan, adopted December 6, 1995; and 
Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, December 2009. 
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As indicated in Table IV.D-4, the Proposed Project would be generally consistent with the policies set 
forth in the Harbor Gateway Community Plan.  Further, the Proposed Project would help implement 
policies of the Harbor Gateway Community Plan by preserving the surrounding residential neighborhood 
and developing additional housing to enhance the character of the existing community.  Therefore, 
impacts related to consistency with these polices would be less than significant. 

Adjacent Jurisdictions and Community Plan Areas 

The project proposes to change the General Plan land use designation of the site from Heavy 
Manufacturing to Neighborhood Commercial and include a request for a zone change from M3-1VL to 
C2-1L.  The proposed change would be more consistent with the designated land uses of the adjacent 
jurisdictions and the adjacent Community Plan area than the existing land use designations and zoning 
classifications in the area for the following reasons: 

• Both the City of Torrance General Plan and Wilmington-Harbor City community plan designate 
large parts of the areas immediately surrounding the project site for single-family residential use.  
The existing Heavy Industrial land use designation and M3 zoning on the project site are 
inconsistent and incompatible with the General Plan designations for the surrounding area.  The 
M3 zone is the most intensive of the City’s various zones and allows for uses that “may be 
obnoxious or offensive by reason of emission of odor, dust, smoke, gas, noise vibration and the 
like”, including such uses as Automobile dismantling yard, Junk yard, Storage, display, 
processing or sales of second-hand furniture and appliances, Scrap metal processing yard, Cargo 
container storage yard, Blast furnace or coke oven, Boiler works, Brick, tile or terra cotta 
manufacture, Chemical manufacture, Concrete or cement products manufacture in the open, 
Cotton gin or oil mill, Fish smoking, curing or canning, Freight classification yard, Iron or steel 
foundry or fabrication plant and heavyweight casting., Lamp black manufacture, Oilcloth or 
linoleum manufacture, Oil drilling and production of oil, gas or hydrocarbons, Ore reduction, 
Paint, oil (including linseed), shellac, turpentine, lacquer or varnish manufacture, Paper and pulp 
manufacture, Petroleum products manufacture, Plastic manufacture, Potash works, Pyroxyline 
manufacture, Quarry or stone mill, Railroad repair shops, Rock, sand or gravel distribution; 
surface mining operations, Rolling mills, Rubber or gutta-percha manufacture or treatment, Salt 
works, Soap manufacture, Sodium compounds manufacture, Stove or shoe polish manufacture, 
Tar distillation or tar products manufacture, and Wool pulling or scoring.  Any such use proposed 
within the project site or surrounding areas that are designated for Heavy Industrial use would be 
inappropriate and incompatible with the adjacent residential uses.  Changing the land use 
designation for the project site to Neighborhood Commercial would provide greater consistency 
with the existing and planned land uses within these adjacent areas than currently exists. 
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• Redesignation of the project site and other adjacent areas that currently designated Heavy 
Industrial to Commercial land use designation would be consistent and compatible with the City 
of Torrance Business Park designation for the area located north of the project site on the west 
side of Western Avenue.  This designation would also accommodate the existing Storm Business 
Park located immediately north of the project site and extending to 228th Street as well as the 
Mulligan Family Fun Center located to the west of the project site. 

• The unincorporated areas to the east of the project site along Normandie Avenue are designated 
for Industrial use in the Los Angeles County General Plan.  However, the County has approved a 
number of land use conversions within this area which suggest that the County envisions a 
gradual transition of this area to a more commercial and residential character, which would be 
more consistent with the single-family residential designated areas located immediately to the 
east of the industrially-designated areas.  Within the last 10 years, these have included the 
development of commercial uses located on the east side of Normandie Avenue; a 78-unit 
condominium project on a former used car lot located south of 228th Street, east of Normandie 
Avenue (shown as Residential land use designation on Figure IV.D-10) and a 58-unit 
condominium project on a former used car lot south of 223rd Street, east of Normandie Avenue.  
The proposed conversion of the project site to Commercial land use designation would be 
consistent with this trend. 

City of Los Angeles Industrial Land Use Policy 

The City is concerned with the erosion of industrially-designated areas to other uses and is committed to 
preserving viable industrial areas within the City through the Industrial Land Use Policy.  As noted 
above, the project site and surrounding industrially-designated areas are located in the area that would be 
considered “Industrial Land Not In ILUP Project Study Areas”.  The Staff Guidance Memorandum 
provides guidance for dealing with requests for land use changes in these areas18.  In essence, this 
guidance provides that such changes should be considered on an area-wide basis, as part of a 
comprehensive planning process.  Typically this would be accomplished through the Community Plan 
update process.  However, given City-wide budget constraints, the likelihood for any comprehensive 
update of the Harbor Gateway Community Plan is remote.  In the meantime, as shown below in Table 
IV.D-5, using the City’s own criteria, the existing Heavy Industrial land use designation and associated 
zoning are incompatible and inconsistent with adjacent communities and thus a reasonable comprehensive 
planning process would likely result in conversion of this area from Heavy Industrial to Commercial land 
use designations. 

                                                      

18  Staff Direction Memorandum, p. 7. 
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Table IV.D-5 
Project Consistency with Applicable Policies of the City’s Industrial Land Use Policy 

Factors to be Considered in Evaluation of Industrial 
Zones1 

Consistency Discussion 

Land Use Policy: The adopted General Plan Framework 
and Community Plans represent comprehensive and 
long-term goals and policies for development of the 
City.  Land use designations and policies identify where 
industrial and other job producing activity is appropriate.  
Business investment is more likely where there is 
certainty in land use policy, as evidenced by both the 
City’s planning documents and by its track record of 
handling applications for change of use and change of 
zone. 

As noted above, the adopted Community Plan places 
inappropriate Heavy Industrial land use designation and 
associated M3 zoning in an area surrounded by 
residential uses located not only in the City of Los 
Angeles, but in surrounding jurisdictions.  Any 
development proposal consistent with the existing 
General Plan and zoning designations would likely 
attract substantial opposition from these uses.  It is the 
existing designation rather than the potential 
Commercial designation that works to discourage 
investment on this site, which has been vacant for many 
years.  Conversion of the area from Heavy Industrial to 
Commercial would be more effective in attracting job-
creating investment to the area. 

Strategic/Focused Planning Efforts: Uses within 
Specific Plan areas or other plans or study areas such as 
Transit Oriented Districts (TODs) or the Los Angeles 
River Revitalization Master Plan indicate where public 
and private investment is currently being directed and 
where particular types and mixes of uses are to be 
encouraged.  Adaptive Reuse areas signify where mixed 
use and conversion strategies have been directed in a 
concerted effort to reintroduce vitality into downtown 
districts specifically. 

The project site and surrounding industrially-designated 
areas are not located within a Specific Plan area, TOD, 
Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan or 
Adaptive Reuse area.  This area of industrially-
designated land us not the target of any focused planning 
or economic development effort. 

Existing Uses, Scale and Concentrations: Areas with a 
preponderance of industrial uses suggest retention as a 
cohesive jobs and employment district.  Introducing new 
non-industrial uses in these areas may adversely affect 
the future viability of industrial or job producing 
activity.  Small pockets or islands of industrial uses may 
be more suitable for conversion.  Uses adjacent to or 
surrounding industrial districts need to be examined for 
compatibility with and/or transition from industrial areas 
to minimize impacts on industrial operations.  Special 
attention needs to be given to districts with particular 
industry clusters or specialized linkages (agglomeration) 
i.e., garment/fashion, produce, entertainment, etc. 

The project site and surrounding area cannot be 
characterized as an area with a preponderance of 
industrial uses.  In fact, except for the Storm Business 
Park to the north of the project site, which contains light 
industrial and office uses, the remainder of the area is 
either vacant or contains commercial or recreational 
uses.  The area is more accurately characterized as a 
small pocket or island of commercial/light industrial 
uses, which would be preserved if the Community Plan 
land use designation was changed from Heavy Industrial 
to Commercial.  This area does not contain any 
particular industry cluster or agglomeration of similar 
and/or interdependent businesses. 

District Character/Infrastructure: Many industrial 
districts are underserved and under-improved.  Street, 
drainage, sewer, lighting, utility and sidewalk 
infrastructure are substandard for industrial uses and 
need to be improved for better functionality.  Transit and 
pedestrian amenities, as well as design guidelines for 
new development, are limited in industrial areas.  
Industrial districts lack the traditional neighborhood 

The area containing the project site and surrounding 
industrially-designated land is presently adequately 
served by utility and transportation infrastructure.  No 
improvements would be needed if the area were to be 
converted from Heavy Industrial to Commercial land use 
designations.  Additional police and fire services would 
not be needed as the existing residential and commercial 
uses in the area are already adequately served.  No 
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Table IV.D-5 
Project Consistency with Applicable Policies of the City’s Industrial Land Use Policy 

Factors to be Considered in Evaluation of Industrial 
Zones1 

Consistency Discussion 

services such as retail, open space/parks, libraries and 
schools and need additional capital investment if they 
are to be converted to non-industrial use.  Fire and police 
service levels and demands in industrial districts are 
different from those in residential districts, raising the 
need for both additional capital and operating 
expenditures if their use is to be changed. 

increase in capital or operating expenditures would be 
incurred by the City if this area was converted from 
Heavy Industrial to Commercial land use designation. 

Access: Industrial operations as well as the region 
benefit from their proximity to freeways and railways 
and connections to ports and airports to move goods and 
products.  Truck routes and rail corridors are established 
for the region and industrial districts have developed in 
proximity to these access routes.  Industrial operations 
often require specialized access to structures such as 
wider streets and turning radii, and loading areas.  
Locating housing in close proximity to major 
transportation facilities raises environmental and health 
concerns, including noise and pollutant exposure. 

While the project site and surrounding industrially-
designated lands are located in an area with good 
transportation infrastructure (Sepulveda Boulevard, 
Western Avenue, Normandie Avenue), they are not 
immediately adjacent to freeways and require that 
vehicles transit some distance in order to access the 
nearby San Diego and Harbor Freeways.  There are 
areas of the City that provide much better access for 
industrial uses that need close and convenient freeway 
access.  The existing roads are sufficient to handle 
specialized access requirements, but no more so than 
other well-served areas of the City.  The project site and 
surrounding industrially-designated lands are not 
presently served by truck routes or rail corridors.  
Conversely, the existing surrounding residential uses are 
not located proximate to major transportation facilities 
and are therefore not affected by excessive noise levels 
or exposure to air pollutants. 

Parcel Characteristics: Size and configuration of sites 
determine the potential for viable industrial use.  Large 
assembled sites are suitable for industrial uses such as 
logistics, warehousing, research/development parks, 
studios and other large scale uses.  Smaller parcels 
provide inexpensive sites for start-up businesses as well 
as incubator space for emerging industries.  Vacant 
parcels may suggest either that transition is appropriate 
or that new industrial development opportunities exist; 
further analysis is required to ascertain cause of vacancy. 

The project site and surrounding areas contain sites that 
are suitable for large industrial uses.  However, as 
indicated above, the location of such uses in proximity 
to existing residential uses both inside and outside of the 
City of Los Angeles minimizes the extent to which these 
parcels are in reality viable for such uses.  Vacancy or 
lack of redevelopment interest in parcels within this area 
(other than the Storm Business Park) suggests that the 
availability large sites is not sufficient to overcome the 
obstacles of locating such uses in largely residential 
areas. 

Economic Development Initiatives: Local, State and 
Federal programs such as Redevelopment Project Areas 
and Enterprise and Empowerment Zones provide 
important incentives for certain business activities.  
Often designation and associated funding are contingent 
upon a minimum proportion of industrial activity within 
plan or zone boundaries. 

The project site and surrounding industrially-designated 
lands are not within a redevelopment project area or 
enterprise or empowerment zone.  No incentives for 
such activity are provided to this area. 

Reuse/Remediation Costs: Heavy industrial sites are 
likely to have considerable contamination.  Such sites 

There are no constraints associated with reuse or 
remediation on the project site or surrounding 
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Table IV.D-5 
Project Consistency with Applicable Policies of the City’s Industrial Land Use Policy 

Factors to be Considered in Evaluation of Industrial 
Zones1 

Consistency Discussion 

may not make feasible conversion projects due to the 
costs to remediate. 

industrially-designated lands. 

Local and Regional Economic Impact: There is the 
potential for current employees to be displaced with 
conversion, as well as potential fiscal impact on City 
revenues and costs to provide services. 

The proposed project would not result in any 
displacement of existing employees.  Conversion of the 
project site and surrounding industrially-designated 
lands from Heavy Industrial to Commercial would 
displace any other existing uses or associated 
employees. 

Market Trends: Investment in new construction and/or 
renovation of industrial buildings indicates that 
industrial landowners and businesses are confident in the 
long term viability of their operations.  Lack of 
investment may indicate lack of demand or lack of 
confidence that the City will continue to protect the area 
for its business or job potential, or that owners see the 
potential for increased land value with a potential 
conversion to another use.  Very low vacancy rates 
suggest continued strong demand and viability, even in 
areas with seemingly obsolete buildings and weak 
infrastructure. 

Other than the Storm Business Park, there has been no 
recent investment in new construction or renovation of 
industrial buildings on the project site or on surrounding 
industrially-designated lands.  Moreover, conversion of 
this area from Heavy Industrial to Commercial would 
continue to provide opportunities for future 
employment-generating development in this area. 

Demographics: Consideration of the local residential 
population, including transit dependency, sector 
employment and education should be made when 
determining appropriate land uses and activities.  If the 
area were to be converted to another use, there is the 
potential for the local workforce to be displaced from 
current employment; the potential for retraining and 
alternate work placement should be considered. 

Conversion of the project site and surrounding 
industrially-designated lands from Heavy Industrial to 
Commercial land use designation would not result in 
employment displacement and would require no 
retraining or alternate work placement. 

Proximity to Transit: Many industrial areas have 
limited access to transportation options such as regional 
or local buses and light rail.  Those areas with adequate 
or planned transit access should be evaluated for their 
ability to provide access to transit dependent workers, as 
well as the more traditional creation of mixed-use transit 
oriented districts. 

The project site and surrounding industrially-designated 
lands currently enjoy access to major bus transportation 
routes on Sepulveda Boulevard, Western Avenue and 
Normandie Avenue.  Conversion of the project site and 
surrounding industrially-designated lands from Heavy 
Industrial to Commercial land use designation would not 
require expansion or extension of transit access and 
employees of any new commercial uses developed in 
these areas would enjoy the benefits of this existing 
access. 

Neighborhood Characteristics: The availability and 
proximity, as well as the absence of local groceries, 
restaurants, parks and public amenities is one indicator 
of introducing new non-industrial uses in an industrial 
district.  Before such assessment can be made, the 
density and critical mass of residents needed to attract 
such amenities should be considered as an indicator of 

The project site and surrounding industrially-designated 
would not be characterized as an isolated industrial area 
not served by local services and amenities.  As noted 
above, the area is more characteristic of a residential and 
commercial area than an industrial area and has an 
existing critical mass of residents to support these 
services and amenities.  Provision of additional 
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Table IV.D-5 
Project Consistency with Applicable Policies of the City’s Industrial Land Use Policy 

Factors to be Considered in Evaluation of Industrial 
Zones1 

Consistency Discussion 

the ability to provide such services in the future. amenities and services would not be required in the 
event that the project site and surrounding industrially-
designated lands were converted from Heavy Industrial 
to Commercial land use designation. 

1As set forth in Los Angeles’ Industrial Land: Sustaining a Dynamic City Economy, City of Los Angeles, December, 2007, pages 
30-32. 
Source: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, 2010. 

 

Based on the considerations described above, the project site and surrounding industrially-designated 
areas can be most accurately characterized as a remnant industrial area that has been subsumed by 
surrounding residential and commercial uses such that the existing Heavy Industrial land use designation 
is no longer logical.  Indeed, any use attempting to follow the existing General Plan designation and 
zoning would be deemed inappropriate based on impacts to surrounding areas both inside and outside the 
City of Los Angeles.  As such, any comprehensive planning process that looked closely at this area would 
likely conclude that the existing land use designation would need to be changed.  The project proposes to 
change the land use designation for the project site from Heavy Industrial to Commercial and the same 
would be appropriate for the surrounding areas from a comprehensive planning standpoint.  Moreover, 
changing the land use designation of this area from Heavy Industrial to Commercial would retain the 
potential for this area to retain its ability to accommodate employment-generating uses.  Taking all of 
these factors into account, the conversion of this area from Heavy Industrial to Commercial land use 
designations would not be inconsistent with the City’s Industrial Land Use Policy. 

City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code 

Permitted Uses 

The Proposed Project would include up to 352 multi-family residential units, parking, and 17,904 square 
feet of retail space.  The residential units would be located in two 6-story structures.  A new internal 
roadway would be constructed on-site with access to the project site from Sepulveda Boulevard and A 
Street.  Parking for the residential units would be provided adjacent to the residential towers and on two 
above grade parking levels in the residential structures.   

The project site is currently zoned as M3-1VL.  The Proposed Project may require several permits and 
approvals, including but not limited to:  General Plan Amendment from Heavy Manufacturing to 
Neighborhood Commercial (Proposed Project and Add Area); Zone Change from M3-1VL to C2-1L 
(Proposed Project and Add  Area); Height District Change from 1VL to 1L (Proposed Project); Site Plan 
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Review for 352 residential units (Proposed Project); Adjustment to permit reduced rear yard of 15 feet 
northerly in lieu of the 18 foot rear yard required on Lot 2 and 3; side yards of 5 feet southerly in lieu of 
the 9 foot side yard on Lot 3 in the C2-1L Zone; Zoning Administrator Adjustment to permit 2½ foot 
balcony projections in lieu of 1 foot projections into the side yard westerly and southerly and, rear yard 
northerly on Lot 2 and 3 in the C2-1L Zone; Grading Permit; Approval of a haul route permit for the 
export of dirt; and other actions from local, regional, State, and federal agencies as may be required to 
implement the Proposed Project.  Accordingly, the Project Applicant has requested zone changes, and 
height district changes.  With project approval, project impacts on zoning would be less than significant. 

In accordance with Section 12.20 of the City of Los Angeles Planning and Zoning Code, the Proposed 
Project uses are not permitted within the M3 (Heavy Industrial Zone) zones.  M3-1VL is an industrial 
zone which allows for the construction of a variety of industrial and manufacturing uses.  As discussed 
above, Height District 1VL establishes a height limit on buildings.  In Height District 1VL, no building 
shall exceed three stories, nor shall it exceed 45 feet in height.  Therefore, the general use of the site for 
six-story residential purposes would not be consistent with the M3-1VL zone.  However, the Project 
Applicant is seeking a zone change and a height change from M3-1VL to C2-1L.  The C2 zone allows for 
the development of residential and commercial uses including those proposed by the project.  With 
project approval, project impacts would be less than significant.  

Setback Requirements 

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.20 (B), within the M3 zone, front yard setbacks are not required.  The 
Proposed Project is requesting a General Plan Amendment from Heavy Manufacturing to Neighborhood 
Commercial (Proposed Project and Add Area); and a Zone Change from M3-1VL to C2-1L (Proposed 
Project and Add  Area).  C2 (Commercial Zone) requires the following yards, lot areas and loading 
spaces: 

• Front Yard – Not required. 

• Side and Rear Yards – Not required for buildings erected and used exclusively for 
commercial purposes. 

• For all portions of buildings erected and used for residential purposes, side and rear yard 
conforming to the requirements of the.  R4 Zone (Section 12.11 C.2. and 3.) shall be provided 
and maintained at the floor level of the first story used in whole or in part for residential 
purposes. 

• Lot Area – The lot area requirements of the R4 Zone (Section 12.11 C.4.) shall apply to all 
portions of buildings used for residential purposes. 
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• Loading Space – As required by Section 12.21 C.6., Exceptions to area regulations are 
provided for in Section 12.22 C. 

The applicant is seeking an adjustment to permit reduced rear yard of 15 feet northerly in lieu of the 18 
foot rear yard required on Lot 2 and 3; side yards of 5 feet southerly in lieu of the 9 foot side yard on Lot 
3 in the C2-1L Zone; and a Zoning Administrator Adjustment to permit 2½ foot balcony projections in 
lieu of 1 foot projections into the side yard westerly and southerly and, rear yard northerly on Lot 2 and 3 
in the C2-1L Zone.  Accordingly, the Project Applicant has requested zone changes, and height district 
changes.  With project approval, project impacts on zoning would be less than significant. 

Density Limitations 

The M3-1VL zone corresponds with Height District 1VL.  Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.1(A), Height 
District No. 1VL states no building or structure shall exceed three stories, nor shall it exceed 45 feet in 
height.  The Proposed Project is requesting a Zone Change from 1VL to 1L.  1L requires that no building 
exceed six-stories or 75 feet in height.  With the requested zone change, project impacts on zoning would 
be less than significant.   

Open Space 

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.19A.4.(b)(5) of the Light Industrial zone, in the event the use is conducted 
in an area enclosed by a wall or fence as hereinabove provided, all property adjacent to any street is 
landscaped to a minimum depth of two feet measured at a right angle from the adjacent street and 
extending the full length of the property contiguous to such street except for areas necessary for ingress 
and egress.  The Proposed Project is requesting a Zone Change from M3 to C2.  C2 requires that for all 
portions of buildings erected and used for residential purposes, side and rear yard conforming to the 
requirements of the.  R4 Zone (Section 12.11 C.2. and 3.) shall be provided and maintained at the floor 
level of the first story used in whole or in part for residential purposes.  In addition, the lot area 
requirements of the R4 Zone (Section 12.11 C.4.) shall apply to all portions of buildings used for 
residential purposes.  With the requested zone change, project impacts on zoning would be less than 
significant.   

Parking Requirements 

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.19A.4.(b)(4) of the Light Industrial zone, paved off street parking spaces 
are provided for buildings as required by Section 12.21-A of the LAMC.  The Proposed Project is 
requesting a Zone Change from M3 to C2.  Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21-A.4(a), parking is required 
at the following ratio: One parking space for each dwelling unit of less than three habitable rooms, one 
and one-half parking spaces for each dwelling unit of three habitable rooms, and two parking spaces for 
each dwelling unit of more than three habitable rooms.  The applicant is assuming a requirement of 2.0 
parking spaces per residential unit.  Additionally, although the LAMC does not specifically identify 
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requirements for residential guest parking spaces for residential developments, recent actions and 
historical recommendations by the Advisory Agency of the City have identified guest parking 
requirements for market-rate residential uses of 0.20 to 0.25 spaces per unit.  The applicant is assuming a 
requirement of 0.25 guest parking spaces per residential unit.  The amount of on-site parking required for 
the Proposed Project was calculated based on these parking ratios, and the results are summarized in 
Section IV.G Traffic, Transportation, and Parking.  The Proposed Project would provide a total of 797 
(709 resident and 88 guest) off-street parking spaces.  Therefore, the amount of parking for the Proposed 
Project would exceed the current LAMC parking requirements, and as such, no significant off-site 
parking impacts or spill over parking into adjoining residential neighborhoods or commercial areas is 
anticipated. 

City of Los Angeles Sign Regulations 

The City of Los Angeles regulates the placement, construction, and modification of all exterior signs and 
sign support structures through Division 62 (Building Code) of the LAMC.  Building permits must be 
obtained from the Department of Building and Safety for any proposed signs and electrical permits must 
be obtained for signs illuminated by electrical lighting.  Proposed signage associated with the project 
would include limited project identity signs, address signs, and major tenant identities throughout the 
project site.  Therefore, project impacts would be less than significant.   

Related Zone Change Projects 

As further evidence that the Proposed Project would create less than significant impacts relative to land 
use; the following analysis has been completed to compare similar projects in the area that have been 
approved.  The proposed zone change and General Plan Amendment are consistent with the previous plan 
cases in Harbor Gateway.  For instance, Table IV.D-6, below shows two cases in which the land use was 
changed from M3 Heavy Manufacturing to C2 neighborhood commercial. 

Table IV.D-6 
Sample General Plan Amendment Projects 

No. Case No. Location Land Use 
Size 

(acres) Remarks 

1 CPC-1997-278-ZC-GPA SW Corner 
190th/Normandie Ave. 

Wal-Mart retail 
store, hotel 27.8 M3-1 to C2-1 

2 CPC-1985-408-ZC 19800 S. Vermont Ave. Holiday Inn 4.3 M3-1 to C4-1 

 

As shown in Table IV.D-7, the proposed zone change to neighborhood commercial is consistent with 
projects in the commercial corridors of Harbor Gateway. 
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Table IV.D-7 
Sample Zone Change Projects 

No Case No. Location Land Use Size (DU) Remarks 
3 N/A 1600 W. Carson St. Apartments 35 C2-1, 1.5 F. A. R. 
4 N/A 1306 W. Carson St. Apartments 77 C2-1, 1.5 F. A. R. 
5 N/A 22610 S. Western Ave. Apartments 44 C2-1, 1.5 F. A. R. 

 

As shown in Table IV.D-8, the proposed zone change and General Plan Amendment are similar to many 
cases approved in the City of Los Angeles.  For instance, Case No. 6 in the table below is within the City 
Council District 15.  The proposed zone change and General Plan Amendment are consistent with 
projects on the east side of Normandie Avenue in the County of Los Angeles.  Project No.13 is a stone’s 
throw away from the project site.  By replacing a used car auction lot, this condominium development 
gained support from the neighbors.  As shown with projects 14, 15, and 16 the proposed zone change and 
General Plan Amendment are consistent with projects approved in the City of Torrance near the 
Sepulveda commercial corridor and the Del Amo Fashion Center, one of the largest shopping malls and 
commercial districts in California. 

Table IV.D-8 
Sample General Plan Amendment Projects and Zone Change Projects 

No Case No. Location Land Use Size 
(DU) Remarks 

6 
CPC 2005-4856-

ZC-GPA-HD-
ZAD 

1427 N. Gaffey St., 
San Pedro 

Condominium, 
Retail 134 Industrial storage tank farm 

adjacent to residential 

7 
CPC-2005-1138-
GP A-ZC-CDP-
SPR-ZV-ZAA 

1101 N. Main St., 
Los Angeles 

Mixed-Use 
Condominium 318 Proximity to the Gold Line 

8 
CPC-2005-1138-
GP A-ZC-CDP-
SPR-ZV-ZAA 

13480 W. Maxella 
Ave., Los Angeles 

Mixed-Use 
Condominium 244 Westside location 

9 N/A 21050 W. Vanowen St. Apartments 210 Warner Center location 
10 N/A 21200 W. Kittridge St. Apartments 522 Warner Center location 

11 TR53937543502 21000 S. Normandie 
Ave. Condominium 112 Former Boeing facilities 

12 TT 063296 SE Corner 
Normandie/223rd Condominium 58 Former used car sales lot 

13 TT 061387 22800 S. Normandie 
Ave. Condominium 79 Former used car auction lot 

No Case No. Location Land Use Size 
(DU) Remarks 

14 CUP03-00034 1862 Oak Street Condominium 265  
60  Closed down brown field 

15 CUP03-00034 2349 Jefferson Street Condominium 81  Closed down brown field 
16 CUP99-00036 2850 Monterey Street Condominium 128  Adjacent to industrial buildings 
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Conclusion of Zone Change 

Pursuant to Section 12.32 C 7 of the Municipal Code, and based on the above Findings, the proposed 
zone change is deemed consistent with public necessity, convenience, general welfare, and good zoning 
practice.  The requested C2-1L zone is also corresponds to the Neighborhood Commercial Plan Land Use 
designation which lists C1.5, C2, CR, C4, RAS3, RAS4, R3, R4, and R5 as corresponding zones. 

The zone change will allow the construction of 352 dwelling units and will not displace any existing 
residents or remove any existing residential dwelling units.  The project is composed of 176 one-bedroom 
and 176 two-bedroom units within two courtyard buildings.  The requested zone area would permit 
approximately 557 dwelling units.  The proposed zone change is needed to provide the opportunity to 
develop housing within walking distance to a Community Center, local offices, retail stores, and 
restaurants in the area.  The project has been designed as two buildings, one on Lot 2 and the other on Lot 
3, approximately 500 feet off Sepulveda Boulevard. 

The M3 zoning currently on the site has not been utilized for heavy manufacturing use as the intent of the 
original zoning.  The zone change and accompanying General Plan Amendment is compatible with 
surrounding existing uses located along both side of Sepulveda Boulevard and is supported by a number 
of Plan Objectives and Policies.  The proposed residential development of the project site will provide 
housing in proximity to existing commercial and industrial projects and conserve and strengthen viable 
future development in the community.  In sum, it will provide needed housing in Harbor Gateway as 
recommended in the Community Plan. 

Furthermore, the Proposed Project will meet the objectives of the General and Community Plan to locate 
new housing in a manner which reduces vehicular trips and makes it accessible to services and facilities.  
The Proposed Project will also support the Plan Policy to locate higher residential densities near 
commercial centers and major bus routes in areas where public service facilities and infrastructure will 
support this development.Walkability Checklist 

The Proposed Project would be consistent with policies set forth in the Walkability Checklist of the City 
of Los Angeles.  A detailed analysis of the consistency of the Proposed Project with relevant strategies in 
the Walkability Checklist is presented in Table IV.D-9, Project Consistency with Applicable Walkability 
Checklist Strategies.   

As indicated in Table IV.D-9, the Proposed Project would be partially consistent with the strategies set 
forth in the Walkability Checklist.  Therefore, impacts related to consistency with these strategies would 
be less than significant. 
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Table IV.D-9 
Project Consistency with Applicable Walkability Checklist Strategies 

Strategy Consistency Discussion 
Sidewalks 
1. Create a continuous and predominantly straight 
sidewalk and open space. 

Consistent.  All sidewalks that would be developed 
with the Proposed Project would be connected to the 
existing sidewalk along Sepulveda Boulevard and 
would be straight.  Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with this strategy. 

2. Create a buffer between pedestrians and moving 
vehicles by the use of landscape and street furniture 
(benches, newspaper racks, pedestrian information 
kiosks, bicycle racks, bus shelters, and pedestrian 
lighting). 

Not Consistent.  As shown in Figure II-4, some trees 
are proposed between the surface parking lot in the 
southern portion of Lot 2 and the proposed residential 
building.  However, no trees are proposed between the 
surface parking lot in the southern portion of Lot 3 and 
the proposed residential building (see Figure II-5).  
Furthermore, no landscaping or street furniture is 
proposed along Sepulveda Boulevard or “A” Street.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not be 
consistent with this strategy. 

3. Provide adequate sidewalk width that 
accommodates pedestrian flow and activity yet is not 
wider than necessary. 

Consistent.  All sidewalks that would be developed 
along the public roadways would meet the minimum 
width requirements set forth in the LAMC and in the 
General Plan.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
be consistent with this strategy. 

4. Utilize street furnishings to create a consistent 
rhythm (i.e., consistent height of light poles or 
consistent shade pattern of trees).   

Not Consistent.  No landscaping or street furniture is 
proposed along Sepulveda Boulevard or “A” Street.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not be 
consistent with this strategy. 

5. Incorporate closely planted shade-producing street 
trees.  They may be interspersed with existing or 
proposed palms.   

Partially Consistent.  As shown Figures II-4 and II-5, 
shade-producing trees would be placed throughout the 
project site, surrounding and between the proposed 
residential buildings.  However, no landscaping or 
street furniture is proposed along Sepulveda Boulevard 
or “A” Street.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
be partially consistent with this strategy. 

6. Plant parkways with ground cover, low-growing 
vegetation or permeable materials that accommodate 
both pedestrian movement and car doors. 

Not Consistent.  No parkways are proposed to 
accommodate both pedestrian movements and car 
doors.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not be 
consistent with this strategy. 

Utilities 
1. Place utilities underground whenever possible. Consistent.  All utilities, including power lines, that 

would serve the Proposed Project, would be placed 
underground.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
be consistent with this strategy. 

2. Place utilities in the landscape areas and away from 
crosswalks or sidewalks 

Consistent.  Where feasible, utilities would be placed 
in the landscaped areas and away from crosswalks and 
sidewalks.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would be 
consistent with this strategy. 

3. Buffer equipment with planting in a manner that 
contributes to the quality of the public streetscape. 

Consistent.  Equipment will be visually screened by 
landscaping where feasible.  Therefore, the Proposed 
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Table IV.D-9 
Project Consistency with Applicable Walkability Checklist Strategies 

Strategy Consistency Discussion 
Project would be consistent with this strategy. 

4. Eliminate conflicts between utilities and access to 
building entrances.   

Consistent.  Equipment will be located away from 
building entrances.  Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would be consistent with this strategy. 

Building Orientation 
1. Design grade level entrances from the public right-
of-way for pedestrians. 

Not Consistent.  No grade-level entrances from the 
public rights-of-way would be developed.  Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would not be consistent with this 
strategy. 

2. Create primary entrances for pedestrians that are 
easily accessible from transit stops, with as direct a 
path as possible to the transit stop. 

Not Consistent.  Bus Route Gardena 2 runs along 
Normandie Avenue and Bus Route Torrance 7 runs 
along Sepulveda Boulevard.  No direct pedestrian path 
would be provided from Sepulveda Boulevard to the 
proposed residential buildings.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not be consistent with this 
strategy. 

3. Make primary entrances to buildings visible from 
the street and sidewalk. 

Not Consistent.  The primary entrances to the 
proposed residential buildings would not be visible 
from Sepulveda Boulevard.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would not be consistent with this strategy. 

4. Maintain at least one entrance from the public way 
at retail establishments with doors unlocked during 
regular business hours. 

Not Consistent.  It is anticipated that the surface 
parking lot that would support the proposed retail land 
uses in Lots 4 and 5 (the Add Areas) would separate 
the retail buildings from Sepulveda Boulevard.  This 
would preclude a direct entrance to the proposed retail 
buildings from Sepulveda Boulevard.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not be consistent with this 
strategy. 

5. Incorporate transitions from the sidewalk to the 
front door such as grade separation, landscaping, 
and/or porches at individual entrances to residences.  
These methods should not negatively impact the 
overall street wall. 

Not Consistent.  No transitional features (e.g., grade 
separation, landscaping, or porches) between the 
sidewalk and the proposed buildings would be 
developed.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 
be consistent with this strategy. 

6. Comply with Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) guidelines at primary pedestrian entrances.  
Alternate approaches for persons with mobility 
limitations (such as a ramp next to the main path to the 
primary entry) should not be necessary.   

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would comply with 
the ADA guidelines at primary pedestrian entrances.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with this strategy. 

9. Provide direct access to building entrances from 
sidewalks and streets.   

Not Consistent.  It is anticipated that the surface 
parking lot that would support the proposed retail land 
uses in Lots 4 and 5 (the Add Areas) would separate 
the retail buildings from Sepulveda Boulevard.  This 
would preclude a direct entrance to the proposed retail 
buildings from Sepulveda Boulevard.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not be consistent with this 
strategy. 

10. Locate buildings at the front property line or at the Not Consistent.  The proposed buildings would not be 
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Table IV.D-9 
Project Consistency with Applicable Walkability Checklist Strategies 

Strategy Consistency Discussion 
required setback to create a strong street wall.  Where 
additional setback is necessary, that area can be used 
to create an “outdoor room” adjacent to the street, 
incorporating seating or water features for example.   

located along the front property line; surface parking 
lots would separate the proposed buildings from the 
front property line.  Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would not be consistent with this strategy. 

Off-Street Parking and Driveways 
1. Maintain continuity of the sidewalk. Consistent.  All sidewalks that would be developed 

with the Proposed Project would be connected to the 
existing sidewalk along Sepulveda Boulevard.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with this strategy. 

2. Locate parking behind buildings rather than directly 
exposed to the adjacent major street.   

Not Consistent.  The proposed surface parking lots 
would be located in front of the buildings.  Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would not be consistent with this 
strategy. 

3. Accommodate vehicle access to and from the site 
with as few driveways as possible. 

Consistent.  One driveway, which would be accessed 
from “A” Street, would provide primary access to the 
project site.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would be 
consistent with this strategy. 

5. Limit the width of each driveway to the minimum 
required. 

Consistent.  The width of the proposed driveway 
would meet the minimum requirements.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this 
strategy. 

6. Incorporate architectural features on parking 
structure facades that respond to the neighborhood 
context and that contribute to “peacemaking.” 

Consistent.  Parking for Lots 2 and 3 would be 
provided at ground level south of the proposed 
residential buildings, as well as on the first and second 
floors of the residential buildings.  The two floors of 
parking within the residential buildings would be 
designed as part of the buildings.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this 
strategy. 

7. Limit parking in the front setback of the building to 
within allowed driveways. 

Not Consistent.  The proposed surface parking lots 
would be located in front of the buildings.  Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would not be consistent with this 
strategy. 

8. Mitigate the impact of parking visible to the street 
with the use of planting and landscape walls tall 
enough to screen headlights. 

Not Consistent.  Parking for Lots 2 and 3 would be 
provided at ground level south of the proposed 
residential buildings, as well as on the first and second 
floors of the residential buildings.  Parking in Lots 4 
and 5 (the Add Area) would not be visually screened 
from Sepulveda Boulevard.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would not be consistent with this strategy. 

9. Illuminate all parking areas and pedestrian 
walkways. 

Consistent.  All parking areas would be illuminated 
appropriately to facilitate safe pedestrian access.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project would be consistent 
with this strategy. 

On-Site Landscaping 
1. Provide canopy trees in planting areas in addition to Partially Consistent.  As shown Figures II-4 and II-5, 
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Table IV.D-9 
Project Consistency with Applicable Walkability Checklist Strategies 

Strategy Consistency Discussion 
the street trees. trees would be placed throughout the project site, 

surrounding and between the proposed residential 
buildings.  However, no landscaping is proposed along 
Sepulveda Boulevard or “A” Street.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would be partially consistent with this 
strategy. 

2. Provide planting that complements pedestrian 
movement or views. 

Partially Consistent.  As shown Figures II-4 and II-5, 
trees would be placed throughout the project site, 
surrounding and between the proposed residential 
buildings.  However, no landscaping is proposed along 
Sepulveda Boulevard or “A” Street.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would be partially consistent with this 
strategy. 

3. Provide planting that complements the character of 
the built environment. 

Partially Consistent.  As shown Figures II-4 and II-5, 
trees would be placed throughout the project site, 
surrounding and between the proposed residential 
buildings.  However, no landscaping is proposed along 
Sepulveda Boulevard or “A” Street.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would be partially consistent with this 
strategy. 

Building Façade 
1. Incorporate different textures, colors, materials, and 
distinctive architectural features that add visual 
interest.   

Consistent.  The proposed buildings would incorporate 
painted stucco finish with decorative trims and a 
contemporary color scheme.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would be consistent with this strategy. 

2. Add scale and interest to the building façade by 
articulated massing. 

Consistent.  The proposed buildings would include a 
cotemporary architectural style with balcony 
projections and decorative features.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this 
strategy. 

3. Reinforce the existing façade rhythm along the 
street with architectural elements. 

Consistent. The proposed buildings would include a 
cotemporary architectural style with balcony 
projections and decorative features.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this 
strategy. 

4. Discourage blank walls.  Architectural features, 
enhanced materials, fenestration, planting, lighting, 
and signage may contribute to a more pedestrian 
friendly streetscape.   

Consistent.  No blank walls would be incorporated 
into the design of the Proposed Project.  Appropriate 
lighting and signage would be placed throughout the 
project site.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would be 
consistent with this strategy. 

5. Include overhead architectural features, such as 
awnings, canopies, trellises or cornice treatments that 
provide shade and reduce heat gain. 

Not Consistent.  No overhead architectural features 
would be incorporated into the Proposed Project.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not be 
consistent with this strategy. 

6. Contribute to neighborhood safety by providing 
windows at the street that act as “eyes on the street.” 

Not Consistent.  No windows facing the street would 
be incorporated into the design of the Proposed Project.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not be 
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Table IV.D-9 
Project Consistency with Applicable Walkability Checklist Strategies 

Strategy Consistency Discussion 
consistent with this strategy. 

7. Devote 75% of facades for ground floor retail uses 
to pedestrian entrances and pedestrian-level display 
windows. 

Not Consistent.  No ground floor retail uses would be 
developed on Lots 4 and 5 (the Add Areas) along the 
Sepulveda Boulevard frontage with pedestrian-level 
display windows.  Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would not be consistent with this strategy. 

8. Utilize the building wall for security between the 
structure and the street, eliminating the need for fences 
at the street.   

Partially Consistent.  Surface parking lots would be 
placed between the proposed retail buildings on Lots 4 
and 5 and Sepulveda Boulevard.  Therefore, the 
building wall would not be utilized for security.  
Nonetheless, no security fences are anticipated to be 
needed along the Sepulveda Boulevard frontage.  
Therefore, the Proposed Project would be partially 
consistent with this strategy. 

Building Signage and Lighting 
1. Include signage at a height and of a size that is 
visible to pedestrians, assists in identifying the 
structure and its use, and facilitates access to the 
building entrance. 

Consistent.  Pedestrian-level signage would be 
provided throughout the project site.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this 
strategy. 

2. Provide adequate lighting levels to safely light the 
pedestrian path.   

Consistent.  All pedestrian areas would be illuminated 
appropriately to facilitate safe access.  Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this 
strategy. 

3. Utilize adequate, uniform, and glare-free lighting to 
avoid uneven light distribution, harsh shadows, and 
light spillage. 

Consistent.  As discussed in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, 
in this Draft EIR, the proposed lighting would be 
directed downward and would not produce excessive 
glare or spillover light.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would be consistent with this strategy. 

4. Use fixtures that are “dark sky” compliant. Consistent.  As discussed in Section IV.B, Aesthetics, 
in this Draft EIR, the proposed lighting would be 
directed downward and would not produce excessive 
glare or spillover light.  The lighting would be “dark 
sky” compliant.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
be consistent with this strategy. 

Source:  City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, Guidance for Site Plan Review: Walkability Checklist, November 
2008; Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, December 2009. 

 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Cumulative land use impacts could occur if other related projects in the vicinity of the project site would 
result in land use impacts in conjunction with the Proposed Project.  The related projects, in conjunction 
with the Proposed Project, would result in the general intensification of land use and development density 
in Hollywood.  These projects would be required to either generally conform to the zoning and land use 
designations for each site or be subject to specific findings and conditions, which are based on 
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maintaining general conformance with the land use plans applicable to the area.  As such, development of 
the Proposed Project and related projects is not anticipated to substantially conflict with the intent of the 
City’s General Plan regarding the future development of Harbor Gateway, or with other land use 
regulations required to be consistent with the General Plan such as the Planning and Zoning Code.  
Development of the Proposed Project, in conjunction with related projects, would not be expected to 
result in cumulatively considerable effects with respect to land use regulations. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

As the Proposed Project is consistent with existing land use regulations and compatible with adjacent land 
uses, no mitigation measures are required.  

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Impacts on land use compatibility and zoning would be less than significant. 



 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project  IV.E. Noise 
Screencheck Draft Environmental Impact Report  Page IV.E-1 
 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT ~ Work In Progress 
 

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
E. NOISE 

INTRODUCTION 

This section evaluates the potential for noise and groundborne vibration impacts resulting from 
implementation of the Proposed Project.  This includes the potential for the Proposed Project to result in 
impacts associated with a substantial temporary and/or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project site; exposure of people in the vicinity of the project site to excessive noise levels, 
groundborne vibration, or groundborne noise levels; and whether this exposure is in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance.  Finally, mitigation measures intended to reduce 
impacts to noise and vibration are proposed, where appropriate, to avoid or reduce significant impacts of 
the Proposed Project. 

Data used to prepare this analysis were obtained from the City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise 
Element, the City Municipal Code, and by measuring and modeling existing and future noise levels at the 
project site and the surrounding land uses.  Traffic information contained in the traffic study prepared for 
the Proposed Project was used to prepare the noise modeling for vehicular sources. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Fundamentals of Sound and Environmental Noise 

Sound is technically described in terms of amplitude (loudness) and frequency (pitch).  The standard unit 
of sound amplitude measurement is the decibel (dB).  The decibel scale is a logarithmic scale that 
describes the physical intensity of the pressure vibrations that make up any sound.  The pitch of the sound 
is related to the frequency of the pressure vibration.  Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to a 
given sound level at all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale has been devised to relate 
noise to human sensitivity.  The A-weighted decibel scale (“dBA”) provides this compensation by 
discriminating against frequencies in a manner approximating the sensitivity of the human ear. 

Noise, on the other hand, is typically defined as unwanted sound.  A typical noise environment consists of 
a base of steady ambient noise that is the sum of many distant and indistinguishable noise sources.  
Superimposed on this background noise is the sound from individual local sources.  These can vary from 
an occasional aircraft or train passing by to virtually continuous noise from, for example, traffic on a 
major highway.  Table IV.E-1, Representative Environmental Noise Levels, illustrates representative 
noise levels in the environment. 
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Table IV.E-1 
Representative Environmental Noise Levels 

Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 
 —110— Rock Band 

Jet Fly-over at 100 feet   
 —100—  

Gas Lawnmower at 3 feet   
 —90—  
  Food Blender at 3 feet 

Diesel Truck going 50 mph at 50 feet —80— Garbage Disposal at 3 feet 
Noisy Urban Area during Daytime   

Gas Lawnmower at 100 feet —70— Vacuum Cleaner at 10 feet 
Commercial Area  Normal Speech at 3 feet 

Heavy Traffic at 300 feet —60—  
  Large Business Office 

Quiet Urban Area during Daytime —50— Dishwasher in Next Room 
   

Quiet Urban Area during Nighttime —40— Theater, Large Conference Room (background) 
Quiet Suburban Area during Nighttime   

 —30— Library 
Quiet Rural Area during Nighttime  Bedroom at Night, Concert Hall (background) 

 —20—  
  Broadcast/Recording Studio 
 —10—  
   

Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing —0— Lowest Threshold of Human Hearing 

Source: California Department of Transportation, 1998. 

 

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze the adverse effect of community noise on people.  
Since environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the effect of noise upon people 
is largely dependent upon the total acoustical energy content of the noise, as well as the time of day when 
the noise occurs.  Those that are applicable to this analysis are as follows: 

• Leq – An Leq, or equivalent energy noise level, is the average acoustic energy content of noise for 
a stated period of time.  Thus, the Leq of a time-varying noise and that of a steady noise are the 
same if they deliver the same acoustic energy to the ear during exposure.  For evaluating 
community impacts, this rating scale does not vary, regardless of whether the noise occurs during 
the day or the night. 

• Lmax – The maximum instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time. 

• Lmin – The minimum instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time. 



City of Los Angeles  March 2010 

 

 

 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project  IV.E. Noise 
Screencheck Draft Environmental Impact Report  Page IV.E-3 
 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT ~ Work In Progress 
 

• CNEL – The Community Noise Equivalent Level is a 24-hour average Leq with a 5 dBA 
“weighting” during the hours of 7:00 PM to 10:00 PM and a 10 dBA “weighting” added to noise 
during the hours of 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM to account for noise sensitivity in the evening and 
nighttime, respectively.  The logarithmic effect of these additions is that a 60 dBA 24 hour Leq 
would result in a measurement of 66.7 dBA CNEL.  

Noise environments and consequences of human activities are usually well represented by median noise 
levels during the day, night, or over a 24-hour period.  Community noise levels below 60 dBA CNEL are 
generally considered low, moderate levels are considered to be in the 60 to 70 dBA CNEL range, and 
high levels above 70 dBA CNEL.  Examples of noise levels in urban residential or semi-commercial areas 
are typically 55 to 60 dBA CNEL, whereas commercial locations are typically 60 dBA CNEL.  People 
may consider louder environments adverse, but most will accept the higher levels associated with more 
noisy urban residential or residential-commercial areas (60 to 75 dBA CNEL) or dense urban or industrial 
areas (65 to 80 dBA CNEL).     

It is widely accepted that in the community noise environment, the average healthy ear can barely 
perceive CNEL noise level changes of 3 dBA.  CNEL changes from 3 to 5 dBA may be noticed by some 
individuals who are extremely sensitive to changes in noise.  A 5 dBA CNEL increase is readily 
noticeable, while the human ear perceives a 10 dBA CNEL increase as a doubling of sound. 

Noise levels from a particular source generally decline as distance to the receptor increases.  Other factors 
such as the weather and reflecting or barriers also help intensify or reduce the noise level at any given 
location.  A commonly used rule of thumb for roadway noise is that for every doubling of distance from 
the source, the noise level is reduced by about 3 dBA at acoustically “hard” locations (i.e., the area 
between the noise source and the receptor is nearly complete asphalt, concrete, hard-packed soil, or other 
solid materials) and 4.5 dBA at acoustically “soft” locations (i.e., the area between the source and 
receptor is normal earth or has vegetation, including grass).  Noise from stationary or point sources is 
reduced by about 6 to 7.5 dBA for every doubling of distance at acoustically hard and soft locations, 
respectively.  Noise levels are also generally reduced by 1 dBA for each 1,000 feet of distance due to air 
absorption.  Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures – generally, a single row of 
buildings between the receptor and the noise source reduces the noise level by about 5 dBA, while a solid 
wall or berm reduces noise levels by 5 to 10 dBA.  The normal noise attenuation within residential 
structures with open windows is about 17 dBA, while the noise attenuation with closed windows is about 
25 dBA.1 

                                                      

1  National Cooperative Highway Research Program Report 117, Highway Noise: A Design Guide for Highway 
Engineers, 1971. 
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Fundamentals of Environmental Groundborne Vibration 

Vibration is sound radiated through the ground.  Vibration can result from a source (e.g., train operations, 
motor vehicles, machinery equipment, etc.) causing the adjacent ground to move, thereby creating 
vibration waves that propagate through the soil to the foundations of nearby buildings.  This effect is 
referred to as groundborne vibration.  The peak particle velocity (PPV) or the root mean square (RMS) 
velocity is usually used to describe vibration levels.  PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak 
of the vibration level, while RMS is defined as the square root of the average of the squared amplitude of 
the level.  PPV is typically used for evaluating potential building damage, while RMS velocity in decibels 
(VdB) is typically more suitable for evaluating human response.   

The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually around 50 VdB.  The vibration 
velocity level threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB.  A vibration velocity level of 
75 VdB is the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible levels for 
many people.  Most perceptible indoor vibration is caused by sources within buildings, such as the 
operation of mechanical equipment, movement of people, or the slamming of doors.  Typical outdoor 
sources of perceptible groundborne vibration are construction equipment, steel-wheeled trains, and traffic 
on rough roads.  If a roadway is smooth, the groundborne vibration from traffic is rarely perceptible.  The 
range of interest is from approximately 50 VdB, which is the typical background vibration velocity level, 
to 100 VdB, which is the general threshold where minor damage can occur in fragile buildings. 

The general human response to different levels of groundborne vibration velocity levels is described in 
Table IV.E-2, Human Response to Different Levels of Groundborne Vibration. 

Table IV.E-2 
Human Response to Different Levels of Groundborne Vibration 

Vibration 
Velocity Level Human Reaction 

65 VdB Approximate threshold of perception for many people. 

75 VdB Approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible.  Many 
people find that transportation-related vibration at this level is unacceptable. 

85 VdB Vibration acceptable only if there are an infrequent number of events per day. 
Source:  Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 
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Regulatory Framework 

Federal 

Noise Standards 

There are no federal noise standards that directly regulate environmental noise related to the construction 
or operation of the Proposed Project.  With regard to noise exposure and workers, the Office of Safety and 
Health Administration (OSHA) regulations safeguard the hearing of workers exposed to occupational 
noise. 

Vibration Standards 

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has adopted vibration standards that are used to evaluate 
potential building damage impacts related to construction activities.  The vibration damage criteria 
adopted by the FTA are shown in Table IV.E-3, Construction Vibration Damage Criteria.   

Table IV.E-3 
Construction Vibration Damage Criteria 

Building Category PPV (in/sec) 
I. Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.5 
II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 
III. Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 
IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 
Source: Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 
2006.  

 

In addition, the FTA has also adopted standards associated with human annoyance for groundborne 
vibration impacts for the following three land-use categories:  (1) Vibration Category 1 – High 
Sensitivity, (2) Vibration Category 2 – Residential, and (3) Vibration Category 3 – Institutional.  The 
FTA defines Category 1 as buildings where vibration would interfere with operations within the building, 
including vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing facilities, hospitals with vibration-sensitive 
equipment, and university research operations.  Vibration-sensitive equipment includes, but is not limited 
to, electron microscopes, high-resolution lithographic equipment, and normal optical microscopes.  
Category 2 refers to all residential land uses and any buildings where people sleep, such as hotels and 
hospitals.  Category 3 refers to institutional land uses such as schools, churches, other institutions, and 
quiet offices that do not have vibration-sensitive equipment, but still have the potential for activity 
interference. 

Under conditions where there are an infrequent number of events per day, the FTA has established 
thresholds of 65 VdB for Category 1 buildings, 80 VdB for Category 2 buildings, and 83 VdB for 
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Category 3 buildings.2  Under conditions where there are an occasional number of events per day, the 
FTA has established thresholds of 65 VdB for Category 1 buildings, 75 VdB for Category 2 buildings, 
and 78 VdB for Category 3 buildings.3  No thresholds have been adopted or recommended for 
commercial and office uses. 

State 

Noise Standards 

The California Department of Health Services has established guidelines for evaluating the compatibility 
of various land uses as a function of community noise exposure.  These guidelines for land use and noise 
exposure compatibility are shown in Table IV.E-4, Community Noise Exposure (CNEL).  In addition, 
Section 65302(f) of the California Government Code requires each county and city in the State to prepare 
and adopt a comprehensive long-range general plan for its physical development, with Section 65302(g) 
requiring a noise element to be included in the general plan.  The noise element must:  (1) identify and 
appraise noise problems in the community; (2) recognize Office of Noise Control guidelines; and (3) 
analyze and quantify current and projected noise levels. 

Vibration Standards 

There are no State vibration standards applicable to the Proposed Project.  However, the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) noted in its 2002 technical publication titled “Transportation 
Related Earthborne Vibrations (Caltrans Experiences)” that an upper PPV criterion level of 0.08 inch per 
second is recommended for continuous vibrations to which “ruins and ancient monuments” should be 
subjected.4  This criterion level may also be used for historical buildings, or buildings that are in poor 
condition.  For normal dwelling houses with plastered walls and ceilings, Caltrans indicates that a PPV 
criterion level of 0.20 inch per second is the threshold at which there is a risk of “architectural” damage. 

                                                      

2  “Infrequent events” is defined by the Federal Transit Administration as being fewer than 30 vibration events of 
the same kind per day. 

3  “Occasional events” is defined by the Federal Transit Administration as between 30 and 70 vibration events of 
the same source per day. 

4  According to Caltrans’ “Transportation Related Earthborne Vibrations (Caltrans Experiences)” publication, 
continuous vibrations refer to traffic, train, and most construction vibrations, with the exception of pile driving, 
blasting, and some other types of construction/demolition. 
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Table IV.E-4 
Community Noise Exposure (CNEL) 

Land Use 
Normally 

Acceptablea 
Conditionally 
Acceptableb 

Normally 
Unacceptablec 

Clearly 
Unacceptabled 

Single-family, Duplex, Mobile Homes 50 - 60 55 - 70 70 - 75 above 75 
Multi-Family Homes 50 - 65 60 - 70 70 - 75 above 75 
Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, 

Nursing Homes 50 - 70 60 - 70 70 - 80 above 80 

Transient Lodging – Motels, Hotels 50 - 65 60 - 70 70 - 80 above 75 
Auditoriums, Concert Halls, 

Amphitheaters --- 50 - 70 --- above 70 

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports --- 50 - 75 --- above 75 
Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 50 - 70 --- 67 - 75 above 75 
Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water 

Recreation, Cemeteries 50 - 75 --- 70 - 80 above 80 

Office Buildings, Business and  
Professional Commercial 50 - 70 67 - 77 above 75 --- 

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, 
Agriculture 50 - 75 70 - 80 above 75 --- 

a Normally Acceptable:  Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of 
normal conventional construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 
b Conditionally Acceptable:  New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the 
noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design.  Conventional construction, 
but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice. 
c Normally Unacceptable:  New construction or development should generally be discouraged.  If new construction or 
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation 
features included in the design. 
d Clearly Unacceptable:  New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 
Source:  Office of Noise Control, California Department of health Services (DHS); City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise 
Element, adopted February 1999. 

 

Local 

City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation 

The City of Los Angeles has numerous ordinances and enforcement practices that apply to intrusive noise 
as well as ones that guide new construction.  The City’s comprehensive noise ordinance, found in Chapter 
XI of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), sets forth sound measurement and criteria, 
minimum ambient noise levels for different land use zoning classifications, sound emission levels for 
specific uses, hours of operation for certain uses, standards for determining when noise is deemed to be a 
disturbance, and legal remedies for violations.  Specific key provisions of Chapter XI of the LAMC are 
discussed below.   

Section 112.05 of the LAMC prohibits the operation of any powered equipment or powered hand tool that 
produces a maximum noise level exceeding the following noise limits at a distance of 50 feet from the 
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source of the noise between the hours of 7:00 AM and 10:00 PM when the source is located within 500 feet 
of a residential zone: 

• 75 dB(A) for construction, industrial, and agricultural machinery including crawler-tractors, dozers, 
rotary drills and augers, loaders, power shovels, cranes, derricks, motor graders, paving machines, 
off-highway trucks, ditchers, trenchers, compactors, scrapers, wagons, pavement breakers, 
compressors and pneumatic or other powered equipment;  

• 75 dB(A) for powered equipment of 20 horsepower or less intended for infrequent use in residential 
areas, including chain saws, log chippers and powered hand tools; or 

• 65 dB(A) for powered equipment intended for repetitive use in residential areas, including lawn 
mowers, backpack blowers, small lawn and garden tools, and riding tractors. 

However, the noise limitations above would not apply where compliance is deemed to be technically 
infeasible, which means that said noise limitations cannot be complied with despite the use of mufflers, 
shields, sound barriers, and/or other noise reduction device or techniques during the operation of the 
equipment.  The aforementioned limitations apply only to uses in residential zones or within 500 feet 
thereof.   

In accordance with the LAMC, a noise level increase of five decibels over the existing average ambient 
noise level at an adjacent property line is considered a noise violation.  This standard applies to: (1) 
radios, television sets, and similar devices defined in LAMC Section 112.01; (2) air conditioning, 
refrigeration, heating, pumping, filtering equipment defined in LAMC Section 112.02; (3) powered 
equipment intended for repetitive use in residential areas and other machinery, equipment, and devices 
defined in LAMC Section 112.04; and (4) motor vehicles driven onsite as defined in LAMC Section 
114.02.  These standards apply regardless of the off-site land use. 

In addition, Section 41.40 of the LAMC prohibits construction activity (including demolition) and repair 
work, where the use of any power tool, device, or equipment would disturb persons occupying sleeping 
quarters in any dwelling hotel, apartment, or other place of residence, between the hours of 9:00 PM and 
7:00 AM Monday through Friday, and between 6 PM and 8 AM on Saturday.  All such activities are also 
prohibited on Sundays and all federal holidays. 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element 

As discussed previously, the California Government Code Section 65302(g) requires that a noise element 
be included in the General Plan of each county and city in the State.  The Noise Element of the City of 
Los Angeles General Plan is intended to identify sources of noise and provide objectives and policies that 
ensure that noise from various sources does not create an unacceptable noise environment.  Overall, the 
City’s Noise Element describes the noise environment (including noise sources) in the City, addresses 
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noise mitigation regulations, strategies, and programs as well as delineating federal, State, and City 
jurisdiction relative to rail, automotive, aircraft, and nuisance noise.   

The City’s noise standards are correlated with land use zoning classifications in order to maintain identified 
ambient noise levels and to limit, mitigate, or eliminate intrusive noise that exceeds the ambient noise levels 
within a specified zone.  The City has adopted local guidelines based, in part, on the community noise 
compatibility guidelines established by the DHS for use in assessing the compatibility of various land use 
types with a range of noise levels.  These guidelines are set forth in the City’s General Plan Noise Element 
and the City of Los Angeles’ L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide in terms of the CNEL.  Thus, the noise/land use 
compatibility guidelines for land uses within the City of Los Angeles are based on those presented in Table 
IV.E-4. 

In accordance with the Noise Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, a noise exposure of up to 60 
dB CNEL exposure is considered to be the most desirable target for the exterior of noise-sensitive land uses, 
or sensitive receptors, such as homes, schools, churches, libraries, etc.  It is also recognized that such a level 
may not always be possible in areas of substantial traffic noise intrusion.  Exposures up to 70 dB CNEL for 
noise-sensitive uses are considered conditionally acceptable if all measures to reduce such exposure have 
been taken.  Noise levels above 70 dB CNEL are normally unacceptable for sensitive receptors except in 
unusual circumstances.  

City of Los Angeles Groundborne Vibration Regulation 

The City of Los Angeles has not adopted any thresholds for construction or operational groundborne 
vibration impacts.  The County of Los Angeles has not adopted any thresholds for construction-related 
groundborne vibration impacts. 

Existing Ambient Daytime Noise Levels 

The project site and surrounding area are characterized by light industrial, retail, office, and single-family 
residential land uses.  The primary sources of noise at, and around the project site, currently consist of 
vehicular traffic on the surrounding roadways.   

To establish baseline noise conditions within the vicinity of the project site, existing daytime noise levels 
were monitored at four locations in order to identify representative noise levels in various areas on June 9, 
2009 between the hours of 10:30 AM and 11:50AM  The noise survey was conducted using the Larson-
Davis 831 precision noise meter, which meets and exceeds the minimum industry standard performance 
requirements for “Type 1” standard instruments as defined in the American National Standard Institute 
(ANSI) S1.4.  Furthermore, this noise meter meets and exceeds the requirement specified in Section 
111.01(l) of the LAMC that the instruments be “Type S2A” standard instruments or better.  This 
instrument was calibrated and operated according to the manufacturer’s written specifications.  At the 
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measurement sites, the microphone was placed at a height of approximately five feet above the local 
grade. 

At the noise measurement locations, listed in Table IV.E-5, Existing Daytime Noise Levels, the sound 
level meter was programmed to record the average sound level (Leq) over a cumulative period of 15 
minutes, in accordance with Section 111.01(a) of the LAMC.  Existing daytime noise levels were 
monitored at four locations in order to identify representative noise levels in various areas surrounding the 
project site.  The average noise levels and sources of noise monitored at each location are shown in Table 
IV.E-19, with the locations identified in Figure IV.E-2, Noise Monitoring Locations.   

Table IV.E-5 
Existing Daytime Noise Levels  

Noise Level Statistics 
Noise Measurement Location Primary Noise Sources Leq Lmin Lmax 

1.  Midpoint of eastern edge,  near adjacent 
Storm Headquarters building. 

Mechanical equipment, forklift, 
delivery trucks at Storm Headquarters 

and Storm Industries buildings 
62.3 56.8 72.5 

2.  Midpoint of northern edge, near adjacent 
LA Times Building. 

Faint distant  noise from Storm 
Headquarters and Storm Industries 

buildings 
57.4 52.1 62.4 

3. Western edge, near Mulligan Family Fun  
Center’s go kart track. Go Kart track announcer and vehicles 63.4 54.3 72.3 

4. Sidewalk along W. W. Sepulveda Blvd 
and Halldale Ave, near single family 
homes. 

Consistent and fast vehicle traffic 
along W. W. Sepulveda 74.8 55.4 84.6 

Source: Christopher A Joseph and Associates, 2009.  Noise measurement data are provided in Appendix IV.E-1. 

 

Existing Roadway Noise Levels 

Existing roadway noise levels were calculated for the roadway links in the project vicinity that have noise-
sensitive uses facing the roadways.  This task was accomplished using the Federal Highway Administration 
Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108) and traffic volumes from the project traffic analysis.  
The model calculates the average noise level at specific locations based on traffic volumes, average speeds, 
roadway geometry, and site environmental conditions.  The average vehicle noise rates (energy rates) 
utilized in the FHWA Model have been modified to reflect average vehicle noise rates identified for 
California by Caltrans.  The Caltrans data show that California automobile noise is 0.8 to 1.0 dBA higher 
than national levels and that medium and heavy truck noise is 0.3 to 3.0 dBA lower than national levels.  
The average daily noise levels along these roadway segments are presented in Table IV.E-6, Existing 
Roadway Noise Levels Off-site. 
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Existing Groundborne Vibration Levels 

The only sources of groundborne vibration in the project site vicinity are heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g., 
refuse trucks, delivery trucks, and transit buses) on local roadways and automobile circulation  
 

Table IV.E-6 
Existing Roadway Noise Levels Off-site 

Roadway Roadway Segment Land Use dBA CNEL
North of W. W. Sepulveda Boulevard Residential 72.1 
South of W. W. Sepulveda Boulevard Commercial 71.8 
North of Lomita Avenue Residential 68.8 

Western Avenue 

South of Lomita Avenue Residential 68.9 
North of 223rd Street Residential 66.1 
South of 223rd Street Residential 67.4 
North of W. W. Sepulveda Boulevard Commercial 67.1 
South of W. Sepulveda Boulevard Residential 66.9 
North of Lomita Avenue Residential 63.9 
South of Lomita Avenue Residential 63.9 
North of PCH Commercial 63.8 

Normandie Avenue 

South of PCH Commercial 66.7 
North of 223rd Street Commercial 64.4 
South of 223rd Street Commercial 64.6 
North of W. Sepulveda Boulevard Residential 64.1 

Vermont Avenue 

South of W. Sepulveda Boulevard Commercial 68.4 
West of Normandie Avenue Residential 68.4 
East of Normandie Avenue Residential 68.6 223rd Street 
West of Vermont Avenue Commercial 68.8 
West of Western Avenue Residential 71.2 
East of Western Avenue Residential 67.8 
West of Normandie Avenue Residential 68.4 
East of Normandie Avenue Residential 68.2 

W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard 

West of Vermont Avenue Residential 68.1 
West of Western Avenue Commercial 70.0 
East of Western Avenue Residential 69.2 
West of Normandie Avenue Residential 70.0 

Lomita Boulevard 

East of Normandie Avenue Residential 70.1 
West of Normandie Avenue Commercial 67.9 

Pacific Coast Highway 
East of Normandie Avenue Commercial 67.9 

Source: Christopher A Joseph and Associates, 2009.  Calculation data and results are provided in Appendix IV.E-1. 
Traffic Information Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, 2009. 
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within parking structures.  Trucks and buses typically generate groundborne vibration velocity levels of 
around 63 VdB, and these levels could reach 72 VdB where trucks and buses pass over bumps in the 
road.5  In terms of PPV levels, a heavy-duty vehicle traveling at a distance of 50 feet can result in a 
vibration level of approximately 0.001 inch per second. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

The primary sources of noise associated with the Proposed Project would be construction activities at the 
project site and project-related traffic volumes and new stationary sources (such as heating, ventilation, 
and air conditioning units) associated with operation of the proposed mixed-use development.  The net 
increase in project site noise levels generated by these activities and other sources have been 
quantitatively estimated and compared to the applicable noise standards and thresholds of significance. 

Aside from noise levels, groundborne vibration would also be generated during the construction phase of 
the Proposed Project by various construction-related activities and equipment.  Thus, the groundborne 
vibration levels generated by these sources have also been quantitatively estimated and compared to 
applicable thresholds of significance. 

Construction Noise Levels 

Construction noise levels were estimated by data published by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA).  Potential noise levels are identified for off-site locations that are sensitive 
to noise, including the existing single-family residences south of the project site across W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  These noise levels are then analyzed against the construction noise standards established in 
the LAMC to determine whether an exceedance of allowable noise levels would occur at the off-site 
locations that are sensitive to noise.   

Roadway Noise Levels 

Roadway noise levels have been calculated for the study roadway segments near the project site based on 
information provided in the traffic report for the Proposed Project.  The roadway segments selected for 
analysis are considered to be those that are expected to be most directly impacted by project-related 
traffic, which, for the purpose of this analysis, includes the roadways that are nearest to the project site 
that also run in front of the identified noise receptors.  These roadways, when compared to roadways 

                                                      

5  Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006. 
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located further away from the project site, would experience the greatest percentage increase in traffic 
generated by the Proposed Project.  The noise levels were calculated using the FHWA-RD-77-108 model 
and traffic volumes from the Proposed Project traffic analysis.  The average vehicle noise rates (energy 
rates) utilized in the FHWA Model have been modified to reflect average vehicle noise rates identified for 
Caltrans.   

Groundborne Vibration Associated with Construction Equipment 

Groundborne vibration levels resulting from construction activities occurring within the project site were 
estimated by data published by Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. for the FTA.  Potential vibration levels 
resulting from construction of the Proposed Project are identified for off-site locations that are sensitive to 
vibration, including existing residences and churches.     

Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines 

In accordance with Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant 
impact on noise if it would cause any of the following conditions to occur: 

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;  

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels; 

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project;  

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project; 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airstrip, exposure of people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels; and 

f. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, exposure of people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels. 

City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide requires the noise analysis to address the following areas of study: (1) 
construction noise; (2) operational noise; (3) railroad noise; and (4) airport noise.  The Proposed Project’s 
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Initial Study (see Appendix A to this EIR) determined that the Project would have less than significant 
impacts with respect to airport noise.  Therefore, no further analysis of this specific area in the EIR is 
required.  The Proposed Project does not involve any railroad operations.  Therefore, no further analysis 
of this specific area is required in the EIR. 

Construction Noise 

As set forth in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, a project would normally have a significant impact on 
noise levels from construction if: 

a. Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient exterior noise 
levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; 

b. Construction activities lasting more than ten days in a three month period would exceed existing 
ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; or 

c. Construction activities would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a noise sensitive use 
between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday through Friday, before 8:00 A.M. or after 
6:00 P.M. on Saturday, or anytime on Sunday.6 

Construction Vibration   

In addition, potential impacts associated with vibration that result from construction equipment were 
evaluated.  The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide does not define the levels at which groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noises are considered “excessive.”  Thus, in terms of construction related vibration 
impacts on buildings, the adopted guidelines/recommendations by the FTA to limit groundborne vibration 
based on the age and/or condition of the structures that are located in close proximity to construction 
activity are used in this analysis to evaluate potential groundborne vibration impacts.  Based on the FTA 
criteria, construction impacts relative to groundborne vibration would be considered significant if any of 
the following were to occur: 

a. Project construction activities would cause a PPV groundborne vibration level to exceed 0.5 
inches per second at a reinforced concrete, steel, or timber building; 

b. Project construction activities would cause a PPV groundborne vibration level to exceed 0.3 
inches per second at any engineered concrete and masonry building; 

                                                      

6  City of Los Angeles L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006, page I.1-3. 
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c. Project construction activities would cause a PPV groundborne vibration level to exceed 0.2 
inches per second at any “fragile” building (i.e., non-engineered timber and masonry buildings); 
or 

d. Project construction activities would cause a PPV ground-borne vibration level to exceed 0.12 
inches per second at any buildings “extremely susceptible to vibration damage” (i.e., a historical 
building.) 

In terms of groundborne vibration impacts associated with human annoyance, this analysis uses the 
FTA’s vibration impact thresholds for sensitive buildings, residences, and institutional land uses under 
conditions where there are an occasional number of events per day (i.e., less than 30).  These thresholds 
are 65 VdB at buildings where vibration would interfere with interior operations, 75 VdB at residences 
and buildings where people normally sleep, and 78 VdB at other institutional buildings.7  The 65 VdB 
threshold applies to typical land uses where vibration would interfere with interior operations, including 
vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing facilities, hospitals with vibration-sensitive equipment, 
and university research operations.  Vibration-sensitive equipments include, but are not limited to, 
electron microscopes, high-resolution lithographic equipment, and normal optical microscopes.  The 75 
VdB threshold applies to all residential land uses and any buildings where people sleep, such as hotels 
and hospitals.  The 78 VdB threshold applies to institutional land uses such as schools, churches, other 
institutions, and quiet offices that do not have vibration-sensitive equipment, but still have the potential 
for activity interference. 

Operational Noise 

As set forth in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, a project would normally have a significant impact on 
noise levels from project operations if: 

a. The project causes the ambient noise level measured at the property line of affected uses to 
increase by 3 dBA in CNEL to or within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly unacceptable” 
category identified in Table IV.J-6 of this document, or any 5 dBA or greater noise increase.8 

Operational Vibration 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide does not define the levels at which groundborne vibration associated 
with long-term project operations are considered “excessive.”  Thus, in terms of operational-related 
vibration impacts associated with the Proposed Project, the groundborne vibration threshold of 0.01 

                                                      

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

8  City of Los Angeles L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006, page I.2-3. 
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inches per second RMS established by the County of Los Angeles is used in this analysis to evaluate 
potential operational-related groundborne vibration impacts.  Based on the County’s criteria, operational 
impacts relative to groundborne vibration would be considered significant if: 

a. The operational activities associated with the Project results in the generation of a 
groundborne vibration level of 0.01 inches per second RMS or higher at any off-site 
structure.   

Project Impacts 

Construction Noise 

Development of the Proposed Project would require the use of heavy equipment for site grading, 
excavation, the installation of utilities, paving, and building fabrication.  Development activities would 
also involve the use of smaller power tools, generators, and other sources of noise.  During each stage of 
development, there would be a different mix of equipment operating and noise levels would vary based 
on the amount of equipment in operation and the location of the activity.  Building construction activities 
at the project site, which would involve the use of bulldozers, cranes, and other medium sized equipment 
such as generators, would generate the loudest noise levels at the single-family homes across W. 
Sepulveda Boulevard during construction for Lots 4 and 5 (Add Area).  Construction activities would 
primarily affect the existing single-family residences located approximately 110 feet to the south of the 
Project site. 

The U.S. EPA has compiled data regarding the noise generating characteristics of specific types of 
construction equipment and typical construction activities.  This data is presented in Table IV.E-7, Noise 
Range of Typical Construction Equipment and Table IV.E-8, Typical Outdoor Construction Noise Levels 
for a reference distance of 50 feet.  These noise levels would diminish rapidly with distance from the 
construction-site at a rate of approximately 6 dBA per doubling of distance.  For example, a noise level of 
84 dBA measured at 50 feet from the noise source to the receptor would reduce to 78 dBA at 100 feet 
from the source to the receptor, and reduce by another 6 dBA to 72 dBA at 200 feet from the source to the 
receptor. 

In general, building construction activities at the project site, which would involve the use of bulldozers, 
cranes and other medium sized equipment such as generators, would generate the loudest noise levels 
during construction of the Proposed Project.  As shown below in Table IV.E-8, ground clearing activities 
could generate a maximum noise level of 84 dBA CNEL at 50 feet, during construction.   
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Based on the information presented in Table IV.E-8, temporary construction noise levels could 
periodically reach 79.2 dBA CNEL for the single-family residential uses to the south.9  As shown 
 

Table IV.E-7 
Noise Range of Typical Construction Equipment 

Construction Equipment Noise Levels in dBA Leq at 50 feeta 
Front Loader 73–86 
Trucks 82–95 
Cranes (moveable) 75–88 
Cranes (derrick) 86–89 
Vibrator 68–82 
Saws 72–82 
Pneumatic Impact Equipment 83–88 
Jackhammers 81–98 
Pumps 68-72 
Generators 71–83 
Compressors 75–87 
Concrete Mixers 75–88 
Concrete Pumps 81–85 
Back Hoe 73–95 
Pile Driving (peaks) 95–107 
Tractor 77–98 
Scraper/Grader 80–93 
Paver 85–88 
a Machinery equipped with noise control devices or other noise-reducing design features 

does not generate the same level of noise emissions as that shown in this table. 
Source:  U.S. EPA, 1971. 

 

                                                      

9  The noise level was determined with the following equation from FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment, Final Report: Leq = Leq at 50 ft. – 20 Log(D/50), where Leq = noise level of noise source, D = 
distance from the noise source to the receiver, Leq at 50 ft.= noise level of source at 50 feet. 
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Table IV.E-8 
Typical Outdoor Construction Noise Levels 

Construction Phase 
Noise Levels at 50 Feet 

(dBA Leq) 

Noise Levels at 50 Feet 
with Mufflers 

(dBA Leq) 
Ground Clearing 84 82 
Excavation, Grading 89 86 
Foundations 78 77 
Structural 85 83 
Finishing 89 86 
Source:  U.S. EPA, 1971. 

 

previously in Table IV.E-5, existing noise levels at these single-family uses to the south average 68.4 
dBA CNEL, due to traffic.  Thus, noise levels from construction activities at the project site would exceed 
75 dBA at 110 feet from the project site.  However, implementation of Mitigation Measures E-1 through 
E-8, which would require the implementation of noise reduction devices and techniques during 
construction at the project site, would serve to reduce the noise levels associated with construction of the 
Proposed Project to the maximum extent feasible.  Thus, the Proposed Project would be in compliance 
with the City’s Code with respect to construction, and would not violate the noise standards established in 
the LAMC.  Therefore, construction noise impacts at the off-site residential uses would be less than 
significant with mitigation.   

Construction-Related Groundborne Vibration 

Construction activities that would occur within the project site would include demolition as well as 
grading and excavation, which would have the potential to generate low levels of groundborne vibration.  
Table IV.E-9, Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment, identifies various PPV and RMS 
velocity (in VdB) levels for the types of construction equipment that would operate during the 
construction of the Proposed Project.  Based on the information presented in Table IV.E-9, vibration 
velocities could reach as high as approximately 0.089 inches per second PPV at 25 feet from the source 
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Table IV.E-9 
Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 

Approximate PPV (in/sec) Approximate RMS (VdB) 
Equipment 

25 
Feet 

50 
Feet 

60 
Feet 

75 
Feet 

100 
Feet 

25 
Feet 

50 
Feet 

60 
Feet 

75 
Feet 

100 
Feet 

Large Bulldozer 0.089 0.031 0.024 0.017 0.011 87 78 76 73 69 
Caisson Drilling 0.089 0.031 0.024 0.017 0.011 87 78 76 73 69 
Loaded Trucks 0.076 0.027 0.020 0.015 0.010 86 77 75 72 68 
Jackhammer 0.035 0.012 0.009 0.007 0.004 79 70 68 65 61 

Small Bulldozer 0.003 0.001 0.0008 0.0006 0.0004 58 49 47 44 40 
Source:  Federal Transit Administration 2006; and Christopher A. Joseph & Associates 2008. 

 

activity, depending on the type of construction equipment in use.  This corresponds to a RMS velocity 
level (in VdB) of 87 VdB at 25 feet from the source activity. 

Due to the use of construction equipment during the site grading and preparation phase, the Proposed 
Project would expose the surrounding off-site sensitive uses to groundborne vibration levels.  Such 
equipment could include large bulldozers, caisson drilling rigs, loaded trucks and small bulldozers, which 
would generate the vibration levels shown in Table IV.E-9.  As previously mentioned, the nearest 
sensitive receptors to the project site are the single-family residences located approximately 110 feet to 
the south of the Proposed Project.  Therefore, due to distance and attenuation, the vibration velocity 
forecasted to occur at these nearby sensitive receptors would be 0.01 PPV.  This would not exceed the 
threshold for “engineered concrete and masonry buildings,” which is 0.3 PPV.  In terms of human 
annoyance, the single-family residences would experience groundborne vibration of 67.7 VdB.  This 
would not exceed the FTA’s threshold of 80 VdB for residential uses where people normally sleep.10,11  
As such, the vibration impacts would be less than significant.  

                                                      

10  The vibration velocities at the off-site sensitive uses are determined with the following equation from the 
Federal Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Final Report: 
PPVequip=PPVref x (25/D)1.5, where PPVequip = peak particle velocity in in/sec of equipment, PPVref = reference 
vibration level in in/sec at 25 feet, D = distance from the equipment to the receive. 

11  The vibration levels at the off-site sensitive uses are determined with the following equation from FTA’s Transit 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Final Report: Lv(D)=Lv(25 ft) – 30log(D/25), where Lv = vibration 
level of equipment, D = distance from the equipment to the receiver, Lv(25 ft) = vibration level of equipment at 
25 feet.   
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Operational Noise 

Traffic Noise 

Long-term noise concerns from the development of the Proposed Project have the potential to affect 
offsite locations, resulting primarily from vehicular traffic utilizing the local roadways along affected 
roadway segments analyzed in the project Traffic Report.  These concerns were addressed using the 
FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108), which calculates the CNEL noise 
level for a particular reference set of input conditions, based on site-specific traffic volumes, distances, 
speeds and/or noise barriers.  Based on the Traffic Report prepared for the Proposed Project, included as 
Appendix IV.G, in combination with an analysis of the surrounding land uses, roadway noise levels were 
forecasted to determine if the Project’s vehicular traffic would result in a significant impact at off-site, 
noise-sensitive receptor locations. 

Offsite locations in the project vicinity would experience a slight increase in noise resulting from the 
additional traffic generated by the Proposed Project.  The increases in noise levels at noise-sensitive 
locations along the study-area roadway segments are identified in Table IV.E-10, Future (2013) Traffic 
Noise Impacts.   

As shown, the Proposed Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of 0.6 dBA CNEL for 
the roadway segment of Normandie Avenue, north of 223rd Street.  Because the increase in local noise  
 

Table IV.E-10 
Future (2013) Noise Impacts 

Noise Levels in dBA CNEL 

Roadway Roadway Segment Land Use 

Future 
(2013) 

Without 
Project 

Future 
(2013) 
With 

Project Increase 
Significance 
Threshold a Significant?

North of W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard Residential 72.3 72.4 0.1 3.0 No 

South of W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard Commercial 72.0 72.1 0.1 5.0 No 

North of Lomita Avenue Residential 69.1 69.1 0.0 5.0 No 

Western 
Avenue 

South of Lomita Avenue Residential 69.1 69.2 0.1 5.0 No 
North of 223rd Street Residential 67.7 67.7 0.0 5.0 No 
South of 223rd Street Residential 67.7 67.7 0.0 5.0 No 
North of W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard Commercial 67.4 67.5 0.1 5.0 No 

Normandie 
Avenue 

South of W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard Residential 67.1 67.2 0.1 5.0 No 
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Table IV.E-10 
Future (2013) Noise Impacts 

Noise Levels in dBA CNEL 

Roadway Roadway Segment Land Use 

Future 
(2013) 

Without 
Project 

Future 
(2013) 
With 

Project Increase 
Significance 
Threshold a Significant?

North of Lomita Avenue Residential 64.2 64.2 0.0 5.0 No 
South of Lomita Avenue Residential 64.1 64.2 0.1 5.0 No 
North of PCH Commercial 64.1 64.1 0.0 5.0 No 
South of PCH Commercial 66.9 67.0 0.1 5.0 No 
North of 223rd Street Commercial 64.6 64.6 0.0 5.0 No 
South of 223rd Street Commercial 64.8 64.8 0.0 5.0 No 
North of W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard Residential 64.4 64.4 0.0 5.0 No 

Vermont 
Avenue 

South of W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard Commercial 68.7 68.7 0.0 5.0 No 

West of Normandie 
Avenue Residential 68.7 68.7 0.0 5.0 No 

East of Normandie Avenue Residential 69.0 69.0 0.0 5.0 No 223rd Street 

West of Vermont Avenue Commercial 69.1 69.2 0.1 5.0 No 
West of Western Avenue Residential 71.4 71.5 0.1 3.0 No 
East of Western Avenue Residential 68.0 68.1 0.1 5.0 No 
West of Normandie 
Avenue Residential 68.7 68.9 0.2 5.0 No 

East of Normandie Avenue Residential 68.5 68.6 0.1 5.0 No 

W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard 

West of Vermont Avenue Residential 68.3 68.4 0.1 5.0 No 
West of Western Avenue Commercial 70.2 70.3 0.1 5.0 No 
East of Western Avenue Residential 69.5 69.5 0.0 5.0 No 
West of Normandie 
Avenue Residential 70.3 70.3 0.0 3.0 No 

Lomita 
Boulevard 

East of Normandie Avenue Residential 70.4 70.4 0.0 3.0 No 
West of Normandie 
Avenue Commercial 68.1 68.2 0.1 5.0 No Pacific Coast 

Highway 
East of Normandie Avenue Commercial 68.1 68.2 0.1 5.0 No 

a  A project would normally have a significant impact on noise levels from project operations if the project causes the ambient noise level 
measured at the property line of affected uses to increase by 3 dBA in CNEL to or within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly 
unacceptable” category, or any 5 dBA or greater noise increase (see Table IV.E-4, Community Noise Exposure (CNEL)).  Thus, for the 
purpose of analysis, the significance threshold is 3 dBA if the noise increase resulting from the Proposed Project would meet or exceed the 
City’s 70 dBA CNEL noise level standard at residential uses and park uses, and 77 dBA CNEL noise level standard at commercial uses, 
which are still within the “conditionally acceptable” noise category for the three land uses, while the significance threshold is 5 dBA if the 
noise increase would be below the City’s 70 dBA CNEL noise level standard for residential uses and park uses, and 77 dBA CNEL noise 
level standard for commercial uses.  Along roadway segments that have residential, park, and commercial uses, the noise level standard for 
residential uses was used, which would allow for a conservative analysis. 
Source: Christopher A Joseph and Associates, 2009.  Calculation data and results are provided in Appendix IV.E-1. 
Traffic Information Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, 2009. 
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levels at all of the analyzed roadway segments resulting from implementation of the Proposed Project 
would not exceed the 3.0 dBA CNEL threshold established under the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, they 
would not represent a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels.  Therefore, this impact 
would be less than significant.   

The City’s noise standards are correlated with land use types in order to maintain identified ambient noise 
levels and to limit, mitigate, or eliminate intrusive noise that exceeds the ambient noise levels within a 
specified land use.  Table IV.E-4, Community Noise Exposure (CNEL), lists the noise/land use 
compatibility guidelines for land uses within the City of Los Angeles.12 

In accordance with the Noise Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan, a noise exposure of up to 
60 dB CNEL exposure is considered to be the most desirable target for the exterior of noise-sensitive land 
uses, or sensitive receptors, such as single-family homes.  In addition, a noise exposure of up to 75 dB 
CNEL exposure is considered to be the most desirable target for the exterior of industrial and 
manufacturing uses.  It is also recognized that such a level may not always be possible in areas of 
substantial traffic noise intrusion.   

HVAC Systems 

Upon buildout of the Proposed Project, new sources of noise would include stationary sources such as, 
rooftop heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems for the commercial retail uses.  Large 
HVAC systems associated with the commercial and retail uses could result in noise levels that average 
between 50 and 65 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the source.  While HVAC systems associated with residential 
uses could result in noise levels 45 and 55 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the source.  As 24-hour CNEL noise 
levels are about 6.7 dBA greater than 24-hour Leq measurements, the HVAC equipment associated with 
the commercial and retail uses could generate noise levels that average between 57 to 72 dBA CNEL at 
50 feet when the equipment is operating continuously over a 24-hour period while the HVAC equipment 
associated with the residential uses could generate noise levels that average between 51 and 61 dBA Leq.  
As discussed previously, noise attenuates at approximately 6 dBA per doubling of distance.  Therefore 
noise generated by the use of HVAC units associated with the Proposed Project would produce maximum 
noise levels of approximately 44 dBA CNEL at the nearest residences to the south.  In addition, noise 
generated by the retail and commercial uses associated with the Add Area would produce maximum noise 
levels of approximately 72 dBA CNEL for the new uses associated with the Proposed Project.  However, 
the HVAC units associated with both the Proposed Project and Add Area would be roof mounted and 

                                                      

12  The City’s noise/land use compatibility guidelines for land uses are derived from the guidelines prepared by the 
California Department of Health Services (DHS), Office of Noise Control. 
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surrounded by parapet walls, which would act as shielding and reduce the noise levels generated by the 
HVAC units by approximately 15 dBA CNEL.  As such, the noise levels generated by these large HVAC 
units would not exceed the City’s exterior noise level standard of 65 dBA CNEL residential uses.  Thus, 
the residential uses off-site would not be exposed to noise levels that exceed the City’s noise standards.   

Parking Facilities 

Noise would also be generated by activities within the proposed structured parking facilities within the 
project site.  It is anticipated that sources of noise from the multiple surface and structured parking 
facilities located throughout the project site would include tires squealing, engines accelerating, doors 
slamming, and car alarms.  Noise levels at the parking facilities would fluctuate with the amount of 
automobile and human activity at the site.  During times when the largest number of people would enter 
and exit the project site, the noise levels would range from 60 to 70 dBA Leq.  There would also be times 
in the day when very little activity occurs and the noise levels average 50 to 60 dBA Leq.  The exterior-to-
interior reduction of newer residential units in California is generally 25 dBA or more.  Thus, impacts 
associated with noise generated as a result of the operation of the Proposed Project would not adversely 
affect the surrounding residential uses, and this impact would be less than significant.   

Operational Vibration 

The Proposed Project, as a residential/retail development, would not include stationary equipment that 
would result in high vibration levels, which are more typical for large commercial and industrial projects.  
Although groundborne vibration at the project site and immediate vicinity may currently result from 
heavy-duty vehicular travel (e.g., refuse trucks, delivery trucks, and transit buses) on the nearby local 
roadways, the proposed residential uses at the project site would not be a land use that attracts any of 
these heavy-duty vehicles.  While refuse trucks would be used for the disposal of solid waste at the 
project site, these trips would typically only occur once a week and would not be any different than those 
presently occurring at the project site for the existing commercial uses.  As such, vibration impacts 
associated with operation of the Proposed Project would be less than significant. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

This cumulative impact analysis considers development of the Proposed Project in combination with 
ambient growth and other development projects within the vicinity of the Proposed Project.  As noise is a 
localized phenomenon, and drastically reduces in magnitude as distance from the source increases, only 
projects and ambient growth in the nearby area could combine with the Proposed Project to result in 
cumulative noise impacts. 

Development of the Proposed Project in combination with the related projects would result in an increase 
in construction-related and traffic-related noise in this already urbanized area of the City.  However, each 
of the related projects would be subject to LAMC Section 41.40, which limits the hours of allowable 
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construction activities.  In addition, each of the related projects would be subject to Section 112.05 of the 
LAMC, which prohibits any powered equipment or powered hand tool from producing noise levels that 
exceed 75 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the noise source within 500 feet of a residential zone.  Noise 
levels are only allowed to exceed this noise limitation under conditions where compliance is technically 
infeasible.  With conformance with LAMC Sections 41.40 and 112.05, the cumulative construction noise 
impact would be less than significant. 

Cumulative development in the City may result in the exposure of people to or the generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration.  The nearest related project is project number LA5, which is located 
north of the project site at 1400 W. 228th Street.  This related project would contain industrial uses and 
would not include uses that are sensitive to vibration.  Additionally, each related project would be subject 
to the same regulations with respect to vibration.  Therefore, cumulative vibration impacts would be less 
than significant.   

Cumulative mobile source noise impacts would occur primarily as a result of increased traffic on local 
roadways due to the Proposed Project and related projects within the study area.  Therefore, cumulative 
traffic-generated noise impacts have been assessed based on the contribution of the Proposed Project to 
the future year 2013 cumulative base traffic volumes on the roadway segments in the project vicinity.  
The noise levels associated with existing traffic volumes and cumulative base traffic volumes with the 
Proposed Project (i.e., future cumulative traffic volumes) are identified in Table IV.E-11, Cumulative 
Project Roadway Noise Impacts with Proposed Project.  As shown, cumulative development along with 
the Proposed Project would increase local noise levels by a maximum of 0.6 dBA CNEL at the roadway 
segment of Normandie Avenue, north of 223rd Street.  As the increase in roadway noise would not exceed 
 

Table IV.E-11 
Cumulative Project Roadway Noise Impacts with Proposed Project 

Noise Levels in dBA CNEL 

Roadway Roadway Segment 

Existing 
Traffic 

Volumes 

Future 
with 

Project Increase 
Significance 
Threshold 

North of W. Sepulveda Boulevard 72.1 72.4 0.3 3.0 
South of W. Sepulveda Boulevard 71.8 72.1 0.3 5.0 
North of Lomita Avenue 68.8 69.1 0.3 5.0 

Western Avenue 

South of Lomita Avenue 68.9 69.2 0.3 5.0 
North of 223rd Street 67.1 67.7 0.6 5.0 
South of 223rd Street 67.4 67.7 0.3 5.0 
North of W. Sepulveda Boulevard 67.1 67.5 0.4 5.0 
South of W. Sepulveda Boulevard 66.9 67.2 0.3 5.0 

Normandie 
Avenue 

North of Lomita Avenue 63.9 64.2 0.3 5.0 
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Table IV.E-11 
Cumulative Project Roadway Noise Impacts with Proposed Project 

Noise Levels in dBA CNEL 

Roadway Roadway Segment 

Existing 
Traffic 

Volumes 

Future 
with 

Project Increase 
Significance 
Threshold 

South of Lomita Avenue 63.9 64.2 0.3 5.0 
North of PCH 63.8 64.1 0.3 5.0 
South of PCH 66.7 67.0 0.3 5.0 
North of 223rd Street 64.4 64.6 0.2 5.0 
South of 223rd Street 64.6 64.8 0.2 5.0 
North of W. Sepulveda Boulevard 64.1 64.4 0.3 5.0 

Vermont Avenue 

South of W. Sepulveda Boulevard 68.4 68.7 0.3 5.0 
West of Normandie Avenue 68.4 68.7 0.3 5.0 
East of Normandie Avenue 68.6 69.0 0.4 5.0 223rd Street 
West of Vermont Avenue 68.8 69.2 0.4 5.0 
West of Western Avenue 71.2 71.5 0.3 3.0 
East of Western Avenue 67.8 68.1 0.3 5.0 
West of Normandie Avenue 68.4 68.9 0.5 5.0 
East of Normandie Avenue 68.2 68.6 0.4 5.0 

W. Sepulveda 
Boulevard 

West of Vermont Avenue 68.1 68.4 0.3 5.0 
West of Western Avenue 70.0 70.3 0.3 5.0 
East of Western Avenue 69.2 69.5 0.3 5.0 
West of Normandie Avenue 70.0 70.3 0.3 3.0 

Lomita 
Boulevard 

East of Normandie Avenue 70.1 70.4 0.3 3.0 
West of Normandie Avenue 67.9 68.2 0.3 5.0 Pacific Coast 

Highway East of Normandie Avenue 67.9 68.2 0.3 5.0 
Source: Christopher A Joseph and Associates, 2009.  Calculation data and results are provided in Appendix IV.E-1. 

 

3.0 dBA CNEL at any of the study roadway segments, the noise increase would not be substantial.  
Therefore, the cumulative impact associated with mobile source noise would be less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures are recommended to further reduce construction-related noise and 
vibration impacts:   

E-1. The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 112.05 which 
prohibits the emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels at adjacent uses unless 
technically infeasible. 
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E-2. The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 41.40 which 
restricts construction and demolition activities to the hours of 7:00 AM to 9:00 PM Monday 
through Friday, and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday. 

E-3. Construction and demolition activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels. 

E-4. The use of those pieces of construction equipment or construction methods with the 
greatest peak noise generation potential shall be minimized to the extent feasible.  
Examples include the use of drills, jackhammers, and pile drivers. 

E-5. Noise and groundborne vibration construction activities whose specific location on the site 
may be flexible (e.g., operation of compressors and generators, cement mixing, general 
truck idling) shall be conducted as far as possible from the nearest noise-sensitive land 
uses, and natural and/or manmade barriers (e.g., intervening construction trailers) shall be 
used to screen propagation of noise from such activities towards these land uses to the 
maximum extent possible. 

E-6. Equipment warm-up areas, water tanks, and equipment storage areas shall be located as far 
as possible from the surrounding residential uses. 

E-7. The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise 
shielding and muffling devices. 

E-8. Flexible sound control curtains shall be placed around drilling apparatuses and drill rigs 
used within the project site, if sensitive receptors are located at, or within, 50 feet. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With mitigation, the Proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts with respect to noise.   
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
F. PUBLIC SERVICES 
1. FIRE PROTECTION 

INTRODUCTION 

This section evaluates the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on the fire protection services and 
facilities in the project area.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Existing Fire Service 

Fire prevention, fire suppression, and life safety services in the City of Los Angeles are provided by the 
City of Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD), as governed by the Fire Protection and Prevention Plan 
(the “Fire Plan”), an element of the City’s General Plan, as well as the Fire Code in the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC).  The Fire Plan and Fire Code guide City departments, government offices, 
developers, and the public for the construction, maintenance, and operation of fire protection facilities 
located within the City. 

The LAFD has 3,586 uniformed personnel and 353 non-uniformed professional support staff.1  Services 
of the LAFD include fire prevention, firefighting, emergency medical care, technical rescue, hazardous 
materials mitigation, disaster response, public education, and community service.  A professionally 
trained staff of 1,104 firefighters (including 242 paramedic-trained personnel) is on duty at all times at 
106 neighborhood fire stations located across the LAFD’s 471 square-mile jurisdiction.2 

The project site is located within LAFD Division 2.  Division 2 has jurisdiction over five Battalions 
(Battalions 3, 4, 6, 13, and 18) encompassing 33 fire stations.  Battalion 6 serves the project site.  
Battalion 6 is a 25 square-mile district overseeing 10 neighborhood fire stations, including Fire Station 
85, the closest station to the project site, located at 1331 West 253rd Street in the Harbor Gateway 
community of the City of Los Angeles, approximately 1.4 miles from the project site.  Fire Stations 38 
and 79 are also near the project site and would provide secondary fire protection service.  Fire Station 38 
is located at 124 East I Street, approximately 3.9 miles from the project site.  Fire Station 79 is located at 
18030 South Vermont Avenue approximately 1.0 mile from the project site. 

                                                      

1  City of Los Angeles Fire Department website:  http://lafd.org/about.htm, accessed December 10, 2009. 

2  Ibid 
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Existing fire stations currently serving the project site and equipment and staffing levels are listed in 
Table IV.F-1 and the locations of these fire stations are shown in Figure IV.F-1, Fire Station Locations. 

Table IV.F-1 
Existing Fire Stations Serving the Project Site 

Station 
No. Location Equipment/Staff 

Distance to 
Project Site 

(miles) 

Response Time to 
Project Site 
(minutes) 

Desired 
Performance 

Standards Met? 

85 1331 West 
253rd Street 

• Light Force 
o Truck 
o Engine 

• Paramedic 
Assessment Fire 
Engine 

• Paramedic Rescue 
Ambulance 

• Staff of 12 at all 
times 

1.4 5.94 Yes 

38 124 East I 
Street 

• Light Force 
o Truck 
o Engine 

• Paramedic 
Assessment Fire 
Engine 

• Paramedic Rescue 
Ambulance 

• Staff of 12 at all 
times 

3.9 5.56 Yes 

79 
18030 South 

Vermont 
Avenue 

• Paramedic 
Assessment Fire 
Engine 

• Paramedic Rescue 
Ambulance 

• Staff of 6 at all 
times 

1.0 6.15 Yes 

Source:  Written correspondence from William Wells, Captain II-Paramedic, City of Los Angeles Fire Department, Planning 
Section, June 29, 2009. 
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Existing Fire Stations 

Fire Station 85 

Fire Station 85 is located at 1331 West 253rd Street approximately 1.4 mile to the south of the project site, 
and would serve as the first-in response station to the Proposed Project.  This station is staffed with 12 
members at all times.  Of these 12 members, six members are assigned to the Light Force (Truck and 
Engine), four members are assigned to the Paramedic Assessment Fire Engine, and two members are 
assigned to the Paramedic Rescue Ambulance.  The response time from Fire Station 85 to the project site 
is approximately 5.94 minutes, and complies with the LAFD desired performance standards.  This station 
also meets the desired response distance to the project site.3 

Fire Station 38 

Fire Station 38 is located at 124 East I Street approximately 3.9 mile to the southeast of the project site.  
This station is staffed with 12 members at all times.  Of these 12 members, six members are assigned to 
the Light Force (Truck and Engine), four members are assigned to the Paramedic Assessment Fire 
Engine, and two members are assigned to the Paramedic Rescue Ambulance.  The response time from 
Fire Station 38 to the project site is approximately 5.56 minutes, and complies with the LAFD desired 
performance standards.  This station also meets the desired response distance to the project site.4 

Fire Station 79 

Fire Station 79 is located at 18030 South Vermont Avenue, approximately 1.0 mile to the north of the 
project site.  This station is staffed with six members at all times.  Of these six members, four members 
are assigned to the Paramedic Assessment Fire Engine and two members are assigned to the Paramedic 
Rescue Ambulance.  The response time from Fire Station 79 to the project site is approximately 6.15 
minutes, and complies with the LAFD desired performance standards.  This station also meets the desired 
response distance to the project site.5 

                                                      

3 Letter correspondence from William Wells, Captain II-Paramedic, City of Los Angeles Fire Department, 
Planning Section, June 29, 2009. 

4 Ibid. 

5 Ibid. 
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Regulatory Framework 

Fire Flows 

In general, fire flow requirements are closely related to land use as the quantity of water necessary for fire 
protection varies with the type of development, life hazard, type and level of occupancy, and degree of 
fire hazard (based on such factors as building age or type of construction).  City-established fire flow 
requirements vary from 2,000 gallons per minute (gpm) in low-density residential areas to 12,000 gpm in 
high-density commercial or industrial areas (principal business districts or centers).6  In all cases, a 
minimum residual water pressure of 20 pounds per square inch (PSI) is to remain in the water system 
while the required gpm are flowing.7 

The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) provides water for fire flows for the 
area surrounding the project site.  All water mains and lines that are designed and sized according to 
LADWP standards take into account fire flow and pressure requirements. 

Response Distance and Access 

Response distance relates directly to the linear distance traveled (i.e., miles between a fire station and a 
site) and LAFD’s ability to successfully navigate the given accessways and adjunct circulation system.  
Roadway congestion and intersection Level of Service (LOS) along the response route can affect the 
response time when viewed in terms of travel time.  The Fire Code specifies maximum response distances 
recommended between specific sites and the nearest fire station based upon land use and fire flow 
requirements.  The City Fire Code states that the maximum response distance between residential land 
uses and a LAFD fire station housing an Engine or Truck Company is 1.5 miles; between a commercial 
land use and an Engine Company is 1.0 miles; and between a commercial land use and a Truck Company 
is 1.5 miles.8  When response distances exceed these requirements, all structures must be equipped with 
automatic fire sprinkler systems and any other fire protection devices deemed necessary by the Fire Chief 
(e.g., fire signaling systems, fire extinguishers, smoke removal systems).  The Fire Code also requires the 
provision of automatic fire sprinkler systems in high-rise developments. 

Local area traffic levels could have an impact on response time for fire protection services.  As discussed 
in Section IV.G, Traffic-Transportation-Parking, the Proposed Project is anticipated to result in a 
significant impact at one of the 11 study area intersections (No. 4, Normandie Avenue/Sepulveda 

                                                      

6 City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, §57.09.06, Fire-Flow, Table 9-A. 

7 City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, §57.09.06, Fire-Flow. 

8 City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, §57.09.06, Fire-Flow, Table 9-C. 
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Boulevard), prior to mitigation.  However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure G-1, traffic 
impacts would be reduced to a level that is less than significant and LAFD access would not be affected.    

Emergency Access 

Emergency vehicle access to the project site is provided from major and local roadways.  Major roadways 
near the project site include Normandie Avenue, Vermont Avenue, Sepulveda Boulevard, Lomita 
Boulevard, and the Pacific Coast Highway all of which are near or adjacent to the project site.  Access to 
the project site would be provided from Sepulveda Boulevard to A Street which is located on the project 
site.  While primary emergency vehicle access will be accommodated via the Sepulveda Boulevard access 
point, secondary emergency and fire department vehicle access is planned via an easement through an 
adjacent property to the east.  This easement is planned to provide a direct connection between the project 
site and Normandie Avenue.  In addition, a fire department turnaround is planned at the terminus of the 
Lot 2 and 3 internal roadway. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

In accordance with standard LAFD methodology, adequate fire protection is determined based on the 
required fire flows for the land uses proposed, distance to the nearest fire station for the proposed land, 
and hydrant and access improvements.  LAFD does not determine the adequacy of fire protection based 
on response times or number of Emergency Medical Services (EMS) or fire-related incidents.  The 
following discussion addresses the Proposed Project’s potential impacts on fire protection services based 
on fire flows, response distance, and LAFD review of hydrants and access. 

Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project may have a significant 
environmental impact if it were to: 

a. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire protection. 

City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 

Furthermore, as set forth in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of significance shall be 
made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following: 
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a. A project would normally have a significant impact on fire protection if it required the addition of 
a new fire station or the expansion, consolidation or relocation of an existing facility to maintain 
service. 

Project Impacts 

Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Construction of the Proposed Project would increase the potential for accidental on-site fires from such 
sources as the operation of mechanical equipment and use of flammable construction materials.  The 
implementation of “good housekeeping” procedures by the construction contractors and the work crews 
would minimize the occurrence of and the hazards from such events.  These procedures would include:  
the maintenance of mechanical equipment in good operating condition; careful storage of flammable 
materials in appropriate containers; and the immediate and complete cleanup of spills of flammable and 
hazardous materials when they occur. 

Construction activities also have the potential to affect fire protection services, such as emergency vehicle 
response times, by adding construction traffic to the street network and potentially requiring partial lane 
closures during street improvements and utility installations.  These impacts are considered to be less than 
significant for the following reasons: 

a. Construction impacts are temporary in nature and do not cause lasting effects; 

b. Partial lane closures, if determined to be necessary, would not greatly affect emergency vehicles, 
the drivers of which normally have a variety of options for avoiding traffic, such as using their 
sirens to clear a path of travel or driving in the lanes of opposing traffic.  Additionally, if there are 
partial closures to streets surrounding the project site, flagmen would be used to facilitate the 
traffic flow until construction is complete; and 

c. The project site is currently 1.4 mile from LAFD Fire Station 85, which houses a Light Force 
(Truck and Engine), Paramedic Assessment Fire Engine, and a Paramedic Rescue Ambulance 
(see Table IV.F-1).  Therefore, the project site would be in close proximity to a LAFD fire station 
throughout the duration of the construction period. 

Based on the above information, project construction would not be expected to tax fire fighting and 
emergency services to the extent that there would be a need for new, expanded, consolidated, or relocated 
fire facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance 
objectives of LAFD.  Therefore, construction-related impacts to fire protection services would be less 
than significant. 
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Long-Term Operational Impacts 

As discussed in Section IV.A, Impacts Found to be less than Significant, the Proposed Project introduce 
approximately 1,214 new permanent residents and 40 new employees, resulting in a maximum of on-site 
population of approximately 1,254 new individuals at any given time.  However, 1,254 new individuals 
on-site is considered to be a conservative projection because many project residents would be employed 
at locations off-site during the daytime hours, and many employees would leave the project site during the 
evening and night hours to return to their homes located off-site.  Nonetheless, this increase in residents 
and employees at the project site would generate a potential increase in the demand for fire protection 
services.  The discussion below considers the major criteria for determining the Proposed Project’s 
potential impacts to fire protection services, including fire flows, response distance and time, and LAFD 
review of hydrants and access.   

Fire Flows 

According to the City Fire Code, the overall fire flow requirement for the Proposed Project, a high density 
residential land use, is 4,000 gpm from four adjacent fire hydrants flowing simultaneously with a 20 PSI 
minimum residual water pressure in the system.9  The Water Operations Division of LADWP would 
perform a fire flow study during the permitting process in order to ascertain whether water system or site-
specific improvements would be necessary.  Although no improvements to the existing water system that 
serves the Proposed Project are anticipated, any such improvements would be designed based on LADWP 
and statutory standards that account for LAFD fire flow and pressure requirements.  Furthermore, any 
water main and other infrastructure upgrades potentially required would not be expected to create a 
significant impact to the physical environment because:  (1) any service disruption would be short-term 
and (2) replacement of the water mains would be within public rights-of-way.  Hydrants, water lines and 
water tanks would be installed according to Fire Code requirements for the Proposed Project.  As such, 
with respect to fire flows, fire protection services would be adequate and the associated impact would be 
less than significant.  

Response Distance and Access 

As discussed in Section IV.G, Traffic-Transportation-Parking, with the implementation of the Proposed 
Project and related projects, 10 of the 11 study intersections in the project area would operate at LOS D or 
better during the AM and PM peak hours.  The study intersection that would operate at LOS E or F during 
the AM peak hour is the intersection of Normandie Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard.  These 
intersections would provide access to the Proposed Project.  Nonetheless, while these intersections would 
have a LOS of E or F upon project buildout, the City Fire Code identifies the distance to the nearest fire 

                                                      

9  City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, §57.09.06, Fire-Flow. 
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station as the primary indicator of LAFD’s ability to provide adequate fire protection services for a 
project. 

As previously discussed, the Proposed Project would be located approximately 1.4 mile from LAFD Fire 
Station 85, which is within the threshold 1.5 mile response distance from a LAFD fire station for a high 
density residential and commercial development.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would comply with the 
response distances required by LAMC Section 57.09.06 for all uses.  The quantity and location of the 
private fire hydrants would be determined during the final plot plan review by LAFD prior to the issuance 
of construction permits. 

The Proposed Project would be located within the code-mandated 1.5 mile of a fire station.  Therefore, 
with compliance with the requirements of the fire code, the Proposed Project would provide adequate on-
site fire protection and impacts would be less than significant. 

Emergency vehicle access to the Proposed Project would be provided by local and major roadways near 
and adjacent to the project site (i.e. Normandie Avenue, Vermont Avenue, Sepulveda Boulevard, Lomita 
Boulevard, and the Pacific Coast Highway).  The vehicular driveways and a centrally located designated 
fire lane would be expected to provide adequate emergency access to the Proposed Project.  Therefore, 
impacts related to emergency access would be less than significant. 

As discussed throughout this Section, the existing and future fire flows, response distance, and emergency 
access would accommodate the Proposed Project without necessitating the construction or expansion of 
any fire stations to maintain acceptable levels of fire protection services.  Buildout of the Proposed 
Project would have a less than significant impact with respect to fire protection services. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Implementation of the Proposed Project in combination with the 24 related projects identified in Section 
III. Environmental Setting, would increase the demand for fire protection services in the project area.  
Specifically, there would be increased demands for additional LAFD staffing, equipment, and facilities 
over time. 

As discussed previously, the project site is currently served by Fire Station 85, with supplemental fire 
services provided by Fire Station 38 and Fire Station 79.  It is likely that many of the related projects 
would solicit fire protection services from these same fire stations.  However, LAFD defines adequate fire 
protection by distance from a fire station and adequate infrastructure to provide necessary fire flow in the 
event of a fire related emergency.  Similar to the Proposed Project, each of the related projects would be 
individually subject to LAFD review and would be required to comply with all applicable construction-
related and operational fire safety requirements of LAFD and the City of Los Angeles Fire Code to ensure 
adequate levels of fire protection services, including maintaining LAFD access to the project site during 
all demolition and construction activities.  In addition, for any residential related project more than 1.5 
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mile from the nearest LAFD Engine or Truck Company, or for any commercial related project more than 
one mile from a LAFD Engine Company, or 1.5 mile from a LAFD Truck Company, or any high-rise 
structure at any distance from the nearest fire station, LAMC Section 57.09.07 requires the installation of 
automatic fire sprinkler systems in order to compensate for the additional response distance and size of 
the development.  As such, the Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable 
incremental effect on fire protection services.  Therefore, with both the Proposed Project’s and the related 
projects’ adherence to all applicable local and State fire regulations, cumulative impacts would be less 
than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

No significant impacts related to fire protection services have been identified, and no mitigation measures 
are required.  However, the City requires implementation of the following Standard Conditions of 
Approval: 

F-1. During demolition and construction, LAFD access from major roadways and internal 
roadways shall remain clear and unobstructed. 

F-2. The Project Applicant shall submit a plot plan to the LAFD prior to occupancy of the 
Proposed Project, for review and approval, which shall provide the capacity of the fire 
mains serving the project site and projected demands.  Any required upgrades shall be 
identified and implemented prior to occupancy of the project. 

F-3. The design of the project site shall provide adequate access for Fire Department 
equipment and personnel to the structure.   

F-4. No building or portion of a building shall be constructed more than 300 feet from an 
approved fire hydrant.  Distance shall be computed along the path of travel, except for 
dwelling units, where travel distances shall be computed to the front door of the unit. 

F-5. The applicant shall submit plot plans for LAFD approval of access and fire hydrants. 

F-6. The Proposed Project shall provide adequate off-site public and on-site private fire 
hydrants.   

F-7. Fire Code requirements that would be implemented as part of the Proposed Project 
include compliance with all applicable State and local codes and ordinances, fire lane 
design (including width and clearances), fire hydrant locations, fire hydrant flow rates, 
access roads, turning areas, distances from street or fire lane to condominiums and hotels, 
requirements for accommodating LAFD equipment, and load bearing requirements for 
fire access areas to accommodate LAFD equipment.   
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LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

The Proposed Project’s impacts on fire protection services would be less than significant. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
F. PUBLIC SERVICES 

2. POLICE PROTECTION 

INTRODUCTION 

This section evaluates the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on the police protection services and 
facilities in the project area.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Police protection services in the City of Los Angeles are provided by the City of Los Angeles Police 
Department (LAPD).  The LAPD is divided into four Police Station Bureaus:  Central Bureau, South 
Bureau, Valley Bureau, and West Bureau.  Each of the bureaus encompasses several community stations.   

Existing Police Service 

The project site lies within the jurisdiction of the LAPD’s South Bureau and is served by the Harbor 
Community Police Station, located at 2175 John S. Gibson Boulevard (see Figure IV.F-2, Police Station 
Location Map).  The Harbor community has a population of approximately 171,000 and encompasses 
roughly 27 square miles. 

There are approximately 182 sworn officers and 28 civilian support staff deployed throughout the Harbor 
Area.  This represents an officer to population ratio of approximately one officer to every 939 residents.  
The LAPD has not indicated whether the current Harbor Area staff levels are adequate to serve the 
Harbor Area, which includes the project site.  However, Proposition Q, a Citywide Public Safety Bond 
Measure, was passed on March 5, 2002, issuing $600 million to improve, renovate, expand, and construct 
Public Safety Facilities, including police, paramedic, and fire facilities.10  This funding is available for the 
construction and expansion of police facilities as deemed appropriate by the LAPD. 

The LAPD’s operational statistics are reported and analyzed in terms of response times and crime rates 
within the Harbor Community Police Station.  As shown in Table IV.F-2, RD 507, Harbor Area, and 
Citywide Crime Statistics for 2009, the predominant crimes in the Harbor Area were theft from vehicle, 
other assault, and vehicle theft. 

In addition to crime rates, the LAPD’s operational statistics are also analyzed in terms of response time.  
Response time is the amount of time from when a call requesting assistance is made until the time that a 
police unit arrives at the scene.  Calls for police assistance are prioritized based on the nature of the call.  
Unlike fire protection services, police units are most often in a mobile state; hence, actual distance  

                                                      

10  City of Los Angeles, Public Safety bond Program, website: http://www.lapropq.org/, December 10, 2009. 



  

S PASEO DE

R
DE S DR S

SUMMERLAND AVE

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

W 25TH ST  

 

  

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

107

213

103

47

DO
M

ING
UEZ CHANNEL

DEL AMO BLVD

V
E

R
M

O
N

T
 A

V
E

DEL AMO BLVD

CARSON ST

N
O

R
M

A
N

D
IE

 A
V

E

213TH ST

223RD ST

W
IL

LM
IN

G
T

O
N

 A
V

E

SEPULVEDA BLVD

SEPULVEDA BLVD

228TH ST

D
O

LO
R

E
S

 S
T

LOMITA BLVDSKYPARK DR

235TH ST

M
A

P
LE

 A
V

E

M
A

D
R

O
N

A
 A

V
E

TORRANCE BLVD

LOMITA BLVD

ANAHEIM ST

A
LA

M
E

D
A

 S
T

A
V

A
LO

N
 B

LV
D

HARRY BRIDGES BLVD

G
A

F
F

E
Y

 S
T

A
V

A
LO

N
 B

LV
D

PACIFIC COAST HWY

N
A

R
B

O
N

N
E

 A
V

E

PALOS VERDES DR

W
E

S
T

E
R

N
 A

V
E

E
S

H
E

LM
A

N
 A

V
E

C
A

B
R

IL
LO

 A
V

E

W 19TH ST

H
A

R
B

O
R

 B
LV

D

P
A

C
IF

IC
 A

V
E

OCEAN BLVD

PROJECT SITE

Harbor Community 
Police Station

Legend

1

Scale (Miles)

0 1.05

Harbor Community 
Police Station
2175 John S. Gibson Boulevard

3

2

1

N
O

R
M

A
N

D
IE

 A
V

E

PACIFIC COAST HWY

OFOY OY OOOOTYYTYTTTCCCCCCCCII Y OFYYTT OOOCC Y
ESSEESSLLLLEEEGGGGGGNNNAAAAAAS AS AS ASSSOSOSSSSSLOLOLO GGGG EEEELLLLLEEEEEEEAAAALLLLL NNNNOOO AA SSNNNC

Y OFYYTYYTTNNUUOUUCOCCCCC UUUUCCCCCCC NNNN FFYYYYYTTTOUNTY OUNNCC YY
GELESGGGGGGGGNNAAAAS AS ASS AOSSSOOOSSOLOOOLLOOLO GGGGGGGELEEEAAAAALLLLLL NNNNNOO AAANGELESNN

FFCITY OCCCCCII FFCITY O
CCANCAAAARRRRROOOTOOTORRANCCANCEAARRRR NNTORRAARAOO ANCEARRAN

FFFOOOY OOOY OOOOYTYYCITCCCCCII FFFFYYYTT OOCC Y
TATAAATTMMMMMOOOLOLOOLOO TAAALL IIIMMMMM TATATAAOMITAAM

FFFOOOOY OOOY YTYTCCCCCCCCCII FFFFFFFTYTCITY OC Y
NNOOOOSOOSOSOSRSSSSSRRAAAACACCACACCCCC RRAAAA NNNNNARSOA NNNCARC

110

1

Figure IV.F-2
Police Station Location Map

 

Source: Thomas Guide, 2009.



City of Los Angeles  March 2010 

 

 

 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project  IV.F. Public Services 
Screencheck Draft Environmental Impact Report  Page IV.F-14  
 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT ~ Work In Progress 
 

Table IV.F-2 
RD 507, Harbor Area, and Citywide Crime Statistics for 2009 

Types of Crimes No. of Crimes for RD 
507 

No. of Crimes for 
Harbor Area 

No. of Crimes 
Citywide 

Burglary  38 920 19,327 
Robbery  7 359 13,302 
Weapon  2 95 1,506 
Murder  0 16 384 
Rape  0 18 774 
Aggravated Assault 23 488 11,913 
Other Assault 37 1,392 33,229 
Assault Against Family 
Child 2 34 935 

Disorderly Conduct 0 4 448 
Vagrancy 0 35 1,560 
Other Sex Offense 2 109 2,831 
Pimp 0 0 46 
Theft from Person 1 28 1,298 
Embezzlement  0 23 1,348 
Theft from Vehicle 53 1,489 30,028 
Other Theft 18 992 25,685 
Vehicle Theft 44 1,293 22,908 
Counterfeiting 2 81 2,419 
Fraud 0 7 288 
Vandalism  42 1,130 22,474 
All Other 13 495 14,800 

Total Crimes 284 9,008 207,503 
Source: Written correspondence with Captain William P. Hayes, Harbor Area Commanding Officer, 
February 3, 2010 
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, September 2008. 

 

between a headquarters facility and a given project site is of little relevance.  Instead, the number of 
police officers actively deployed at any given time relative to the service population size is more directly 
related to the realized response time.  The LAPD has a preferred response time of seven minutes to 
emergency calls.   

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines 

In accordance with Appendix G to the State CEQA Guidelines, a significant impact would occur if a 
project would result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
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physically altered police protection facilities, or need for new or physically altered police protection 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives of the police department. 

City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 

Furthermore, as set forth in the City of Los Angeles L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of 
significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors: 

a. The population increase resulting from the proposed project, based on the net increase of 
residential units or square footage of non-residential floor area; 

b. The demand for police services anticipated at the time of project buildout compared to the 
expected level of service available.  Consider, as applicable, scheduled improvements to LAPD 
services (i.e., facilities, equipment, and officers) and the project’s proportional contribution to the 
demand; and  

c. Whether the project includes security and/or design features that would reduce the demand for 
police services. 

Project Impacts 

Short-Term Construction Impacts 

Construction sites can provide hazards, and invite theft and vandalism.  When not properly secured, 
construction sites can become a distraction for local law enforcement from more pressing matters that 
require their attention.  Developers typically take precautions to prevent trespassing through construction 
sites.  Most commonly, temporary fencing is installed around the construction site to keep out the curious.  
Deployment of roving security guards is also an effective strategy in preventing problems from 
developing.  The project applicant would employ common sense precautions to ensure that there is 
limited need for local law enforcement at the construction site.  Therefore, impacts on police protection 
services would be less than significant. 

Construction of the Proposed Project is anticipated to result in a significant impact at one of the 11 study 
area intersections (No. 4, Normandie Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard).  However, with implementation 
of Mitigation Measure G-1, traffic impacts would be reduced to a level that is less than significant and 
LAPD access would not be affected.  Although minor traffic delays may occur during construction, 
particularly during the construction of any potential utilities and street improvements, impacts to police 
response times would be minimal and temporary.  Therefore, the Proposed Project’s construction-related 
impacts on police protection services would be less than significant. 
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Long-Term Operational Impacts 

As discussed in Section IV.A, Impacts Found to be less than Significant, the Proposed Project would 
introduce approximately 1,214 new permanent residents and 40 employees to the project site for a total 
project site population of 1,254 individuals.  Implementation of Proposed Project would also increase the 
number of site visitors (i.e., at the proposed residences) within the project site.  While the number of site 
visitors cannot be calculated with accuracy, it should be noted that the estimated on-site population of 
1,254 individuals is considered to be conservative because many project residents would be employed at 
locations off-site during the daytime hours, and many employees would leave the project site during the 
evening and night hours to return to their homes located off-site. 

Although there is not a direct proportional relationship between increases in land use activity and 
increases in demand for police protection services, the number of calls for police response to home 
burglaries, vehicle burglaries, damage to vehicles, traffic-related incidents, and crimes against persons 
would be anticipated to increase with the increase in on-site activity and increased traffic on adjacent 
streets and arterials.  Such calls are typical of problems experienced in existing residential neighborhoods 
in the project area and do not represent unique law enforcement issues specific to the Proposed Project.   

The Proposed Project would include security cameras and lighting to enhance public safety.  Visually 
obstructed and infrequently accessed “dead zones” would be limited and, where possible, access control 
features would limit public access.  The building and layout design of the project would also include 
crime prevention features, such as nighttime security lighting and secure parking facilities.  All crime 
prevention features would be approved by the LAPD prior to the issuance of a building permit.  In 
addition, the combination of residential and retail uses would foster the visible and non-visible presence 
of residents and employees at all times during the day and night.  This would provide a sense of security 
during evening and early morning hours.  The discussion below considers the some of the criteria that 
may be used to determine the Proposed Project’s impact upon police protection services, including LAPD 
response time and staffing levels in the project area.   

Officer-to-Population Ratio 

The Proposed Project would introduce approximately 1,214 individuals to the project site.  With the 
construction of the Proposed Project, the new persons introduced on a daily basis would require 
approximately one additional officer in order to maintain the preferred officer-to-population ratio of 
1:1,000 on the project site.  However, the addition of these new residents at the project site would not 
require any additional officers in order to maintain the current officer-to-population ratio in the greater 
Harbor Gateway area, because 1,214 additional residents would only result in a minimal change of the 
current ratio of one officer per 939 residents.  Similarly, buildout of the Proposed Project would not result 
in increased demand for officers to meet the preferred ratio of 1:1,000 in the Harbor Gateway area and 
impacts to officer-to-population ration would be less than significant.   
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According to the State CEQA Guidelines, a significant environmental impact would occur if a project 
would require the provision of new or physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new or 
physically altered police protection facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts.  Since the development of the 
Proposed Project may result in the need for additional officers which may result in the need to construct 
new police stations, it is possible that a significant physical environmental impact could occur.  Therefore 
the mitigation measures identified below would be implemented to minimize the potential impacts of the 
Proposed Project on police protection services. 

Response Times 

Local area traffic levels could have an impact on response time for fire protection services.  As discussed 
in Section IV.G, Traffic-Transportation-Parking, the Proposed Project is anticipated to result in a 
significant impact at one of the 11 study area intersections (No. 4, Normandie Avenue/Sepulveda 
Boulevard), prior to mitigation.  However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure G-1, traffic 
impacts would be reduced to a level that is less than significant and LAPD access would not be affected. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project’s impact to response time is considered to be less than significant. 

Emergency Access 

Emergency vehicle access to the project site is provided from major and local roadways.  Major roadways 
near the project site include Normandie Avenue, Vermont Avenue, Sepulveda Boulevard, Lomita 
Boulevard, and the Pacific Coast Highway all of which are near or adjacent to the project site.  Access to 
the project site would be provided from Sepulveda Boulevard to A Street which is located on the project 
site.  While primary emergency vehicle access will be accommodated via the Sepulveda Boulevard access 
point, secondary emergency and fire department vehicle access is planned via an easement through an 
adjacent property to the east.  This easement is planned to provide a direct connection between the project 
site and Normandie Avenue.  In addition, a fire department turnaround is planned at the terminus of the 
Lot 2 and 3 internal roadway.  Therefore, the Proposed Project’s impacts to emergency vehicle access 
would be less than significant. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Implementation of the Proposed Project in combination with the related projects would increase the 
demand for police protection services in the project area.  As discussed previously, the Proposed Project 
is located within the LAPD’s Harbor community, which has an existing officer to civilian ratio of 
approximately one officer to every 939 residents.  Of the 24 related projects identified in the related 
projects list (see Section III, Environmental Setting), 24 related projects are located within the LAPD’s 
Harbor Area and would be provided police protection service by LAPD. 
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As shown in Table IV.F-3, Estimated Cumulative Police Service Population, the residential population 
associated with the Proposed Project and the 24 related projects in the LAPD’s Harbor community would 
result in a 2,720-person cumulative increase in the police service population in the Harbor community, of 
which the Proposed Project would comprise approximately 14 percent.  This cumulative increase in 
police service population would require approximately 3 additional officers to maintain the existing 
officer-to-civilian ratio in the LAPD’s Harbor community.   

Table IV.F-3 
Estimated Cumulative Police Service Population 

Related 
Project 
Number Land Use Size  

Population 
Generation Ratea 

Total Service 
Population (Persons) 

LA 1 Condominium 3 du 3 persons/du 9 
LA 2 Condominium 8 du 3 persons/du 24 
LA 3 Condominium 4 du 3 persons/du 12 
LA 4 Condominium 14 du 3 persons/du 42 
LA 5 Light Industrial 179,795 sf 3 persons/1,000 sf 537 
LA 6 Condominium 4 du 3 persons/du 12 
LA 7 Condominium 10 du 3 persons/du 30 
LA 8 Condominium 4 du 3 persons/du 12 
LA 9 Condominium 3 du 3 persons/du 9 
T1 Condominium 4 du 3 persons/du 12 
L1 Condominium 9 du 3 persons/du 9 
L2 Condominium 16 du 3 persons/du 48 
L3 Senior Housing 4 du 3 person/du 12 
L4 Single-Family 5 du 3 person/du 15 
L5 Senior Housing 46 du 3 person/du 138 
L6 Office 7,548 sf 4 persons/1,000 sf 28 
L7 Specialty Retail 888 sf 3 person/1,000 sf 2 
L8 Specialty Retail 10,140 sf 3 person/1,000 sf 30 
L9 Auto Dealership 1,014 sf 3 person/1,000 sf 3 

L10 Senior Housing 16 du 3 person/du 48 
LC1 Condominium 16 du 3 persons/du 48 
LC2 Single-Family 5 du 3 persons/du 15 
LC3 Condominium 58 du 3 persons/du 174 
LC4 Condominium 79 du 3 persons/du 237 

Related Projects Total: 1,506 
Proposed Project Net Total: 1,214 

Cumulative Total (Related Projects + Proposed Project) 2,720 
Notes:  du = dwelling unit; sf = square feet; Number of persons has been rounded to the nearest whole number. 
a. Source:  City of Los Angeles, L.A.CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006, page K.1-3. 
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, September 2008. 
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The need for 3 police officers to maintain the current officer to population ratio may cause a significant 
impact.  However, like the Proposed Project, each of the related projects would be individually subject to 
LAPD review, and would be required to comply with all applicable safety requirements of the LAPD and 
the City of Los Angeles in order to adequately address police protection service demands.  Furthermore, 
each related project would also contribute additional tax revenue that could be used for commensurate 
expansion of police services and the hiring of additional police officers.  Any new or expanded police 
station would be funded via existing mechanisms (i.e., sales taxes, government funding) to which the 
Proposed Project and related projects would contribute.  Therefore, cumulative impacts with respect to 
police protection services would be less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

F-8. The Project design shall address access control to proposed structures including parking 
areas, security lighting, landscaping planning and minimization of dead space to 
eliminate areas of concealment, and provision of security patrol throughout the Project 
Site if needed.  The Design Out Crime Guidelines:  Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design, The Design Out Crime Guidelines:  Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design, published by LAPD, shall be used for reference.  All crime 
prevention features shall be reviewed and approved by the LAPD prior to the issuance of 
a building permit. 

F-9. Upon completion of the Project, the applicant shall provide the LAPD’s Central Area 
Commanding Officer with a diagram of all portions of the Project Site that includes 
access routes and any other applicable information that may facilitate police response. 

F-10. The Project Applicant shall employ security features, such as fencing, security lighting, 
and roaming security guards, which would serve to minimize the need for LAPD services 
during construction. 

F-11. Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for each construction phase and on-
going during operations, an Emergency Procedures Plan shall be developed to address 
emergency concerns and practices.  The plan shall be subject to review by the LAPD. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With implementation of the mitigation measures listed above, impacts on police protection services would 
be less than significant. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
F. PUBLIC SERVICES 

3. SCHOOLS 

INTRODUCTION 

This section evaluates the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on the schools services and facilities 
in the project area.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Existing Schools 

Public schools in the City of Los Angeles are under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Unified School 
District (LAUSD).  The LAUSD is divided into eight local districts.  The project area is generally located 
within Local District 8.  The LAUSD schools that currently serve the project site are shown in Figure 
IV.F-3, Schools Location Map.  Schools located in the Harbor Area that would serve project site are as 
follows:  Meyler Elementary School, Fleming Middle School, and Narbonne High School.  As shown in 
Table IV.F-4, LAUSD School Capacity and Enrollment none of the three schools serving the project site 
is operating over capacity and all schools are operating on one track calendars.11   

Table IV.F-4 
LAUSD School Capacity and Enrollment 

School Type 
(Grade) 

School 
Name Location 

No. of 
Tracks Capacity a 

2008-2009 
Actual 

Enrollment 

(-)Under / 
(+)Over 
Capacity 

Elementary School 
(Grades Pre-K-5) 

Meyler 
Elementary 
School 

1123 W. 223rd Street 1 1,066 924 -142 

Middle School 
(Grades 6-8) 

Fleming 
Middle 
School 

25425 Walnut Street 1 2,013 1,838 -175 

High School 
(Grades 9-12) 

Narbonne 
High School 

24300 S. Western 
Avenue 1 3,601 3,360 -241 

Source: LAUSD School Profiles, Meyler Elementary, Fleming Middle School, and Narbonne High School: 
http://search.lausd.k12.ca.us/cgi-bin/fccgi.exe, accessed January 20, 2010 

Table: Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, January 2010. 

                                                      

11 LAUSD schools are considered overcrowded if any of these conditions exist: the school is currently on a multi-
track calendar; there is currently a seating shortage; or there is currently a seating overage of LESS THAN or 
EQUAL TO a ‘safety margin’ of 30 seats. 
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Regulatory Framework 

Open Enrollment Policy 

Pursuant Assembly Bill (AB) 149 and AB 2071, the State of California mandates an open enrollment 
policy that enables students anywhere in the LAUSD to apply to any regular, grade-appropriate LAUSD 
school with designated “open enrollment” seats.  The number of open enrollment seats is determined 
annually.  Each individual school is assessed based on the principal’s knowledge of new housing and 
other demographic trends in the attendance area.  Open enrollment seats are granted through an 
application process that is completed before the school year begins.  Students living in a particular 
school’s attendance area are not displaced by a student requesting an open enrollment transfer to that 
school.12 

School Facilities Fees 

California Education Code Section 17620(a)(1) states that the governing board of any school district is 
authorized to levy a fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement against any construction within the 
boundaries of the district, for the purpose of funding the construction or reconstruction of school 
facilities.  The LAUSD School Facilities Fee Plan has been prepared to support the school district’s levy 
of the fees authorized by Section 17620 of the California Education Code.13 

The Leroy F. Greene School Facilities Act of 1998 (SB 50) sets a maximum level of fees a developer may 
be required to pay to mitigate a project’s impacts on school facilities.  The maximum fees authorized 
under SB 50 apply to zone changes, general plan amendments, zoning permits and subdivisions.  The 
provisions of SB 50 are deemed to provide full and complete mitigation of school facilities impacts, 
notwithstanding any contrary provisions in CEQA or other State or local laws (Government Code Section 
65996). 

Pursuant to Section 65995.5-7 of the California Government Code, the LAUSD has imposed Level 2 
residential developer fees at a rate of $3.83 per square-foot on new residential construction and $0.09 per 
square foot of parking structure construction within the boundaries of the LAUSD.14 

                                                      

12 News Release, Los Angeles Unified School District, Office of Communications, April 17, 2000. 

13 Los Angeles Unified School District, School Facilities Fee Plan, March 2, 2002. 

14 Developer fees obtained from LAUSD, October 2008.  These rates are subject to change.   
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

The environmental impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to schools are determined based on the 
enrollment and capacity of existing and reasonably foreseeable proposed schools in the project area, and 
the number of students that the Proposed Project would generate at construction.  Based on these 
projections, it is determined whether the Proposed Project would exceed the capacity of any existing or 
proposed schools such that a new or expanded school would be needed. 

Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project may have a significant 
environmental impact if it were to: 

a. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for schools. 

City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 

Furthermore, as set forth in the City of Los Angeles L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of 
significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors: 

a. The population increase resulting from the proposed project, based on the increase in residential 
units or square footage of non-residential floor area; 

b. The demand for school services anticipated at the time of project buildout compared to the 
expected level of service available. Consider, as applicable, scheduled improvements to LAUSD 
services (facilities, equipment and personnel) and the project's proportional contribution to the 
demand; 

c. Whether (and the degree to which) accommodation of the increased demand would require 
construction of new facilities, a major reorganization of students or classrooms, major revisions 
to the school calendar (such as year-round sessions), or other actions which would create a 
temporary or permanent impact on the school(s); and 

d. Whether the project includes features that would reduce the demand for school services (e.g., on-
site school facilities or direct support to LAUSD). 
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Project Impacts 

As shown in Table IV.F-5, Estimated Student Generation, the Proposed Project would generate a total net 
increase of approximately 93 students, including 46 elementary students, 24 middle school students, and 
23 high school students. 

Table IV.F-5 
Estimated Student Generation  

Use Type 
Amount of 

Development School Type 

Student 
Generation 

Factor a 

Total 
Students 

Generated  
Existing  

Elementary School (K-5) 0 0 
Middle School (6-8) 0 0 Vacant 0 
High School (9-12) 0 0 

Total Existing Students 0 
Proposed 

Elementary School (K-5) 0.1266 46 
Middle School (6-8) 0.0692 24 Multi-Family 

Residential 352 du 
High School (9-12) 0.0659 23 

Elementary School (K-5) .0000238 0 
Middle School (6-8) .0000123 0 Retail 17,904 sf 
High School (9-12) .0000123 0 

Subtotal 93 

Less Existing (0) 

Total Net New Students Generated  93 
Notes: du = dwelling unit; sf = square feet; Number of students has been rounded to the nearest whole number. 
a  Los Angeles Unified School District, Student Generation Rate Calculation, August, 2006.   
Source:  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, January 2010. 

 

It is likely that some of the students generated by the Proposed Project would already reside in areas 
served by LAUSD and would already be enrolled in LAUSD schools.  For a conservative analysis, it is 
assumed that all of the residential units in the Proposed Project would generate LAUSD students and that 
the students generated by the Proposed Project would be new to LAUSD.  As shown in Table IV.F-6, all 
of the public schools serving the project site would remain within projected capacity.  The enrollment and 
capacity information shown in Table IV.F-6 is based on the actual enrollment  
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Table IV.F-6 
Existing LAUSD School Capacity and Enrollment 

School Type School Name Capacity  

2008 – 2009 
Actual 

Enrollmenta 

Project 
Generated 
Students 

Total 
Projected 

Enrollment 
with Project 

(-)Under / 
(+)Over 
Capacity 

Elementary 
School 

Meyler 
Elementary 1,066 924 46 970 -96 

Middle 
School 

Fleming Middle 
School 2,013 1,838 24 1,862 -151 

High School Narbonne High 
School  3,601 3,360 23 3,383 -218 

Source: LAUSD School Profiles, Meyler Elementary, Fleming Middle School, and Narbonne High School: 
http://search.lausd.k12.ca.us/cgi-bin/fccgi.exe, accessed January 20, 2010 

Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, January 2010. 

 

The Proposed Project would increase the enrollment at the three schools serving the project site.  Upon 
project occupation, all three schools serving the project site would be projected to operate below capacity 
in the future.  Therefore, the Proposed Project’s impact on the LAUSD schools serving the project site 
would be less then significant.  Furthermore, LAUSD has four schools planned for development in the 
project area to relieve potential school overcrowding, South Region High School #15 with a projected 
capacity of 810 students and currently scheduled to open in 2012, South Region High School #4 with a 
projected capacity of 1,809 and currently scheduled to open in 2011, South Region High School # 6 with 
a projected capacity of 351 and currently scheduled to open in 2011, and South Region Span K-8 #1 with 
a project capacity of 1,278 and currently scheduled to open in 201215  LAUSD notes that these schools are 
intended to relieve overcrowding at several schools in the area and thus should not be expected to offset 
the overcrowding solely occurring at the schools serving the Proposed Project.  However, it is expected 
that some portion of the capacity at the three schools serving the project site would be alleviated by these 
planned facilities.  Further, pursuant to the California Government Code, payment of the school fees 
established by the LAUSD in accordance with existing rules and regulations regarding the calculation and 
payment of such fees would, by law, mitigate the Proposed Project’s direct and indirect impacts on 
schools.  Therefore, impacts on school services would be less than significant.  Implementation of the 
mitigation measure identified below, requiring the mandatory payment of school fees in conformance 
with SB 50 would be mandatory and would provide full and complete mitigation of school impacts for the 
purposes of CEQA.  

                                                      

15  LAUSD Strategic Execution Plan, Exhibit D K-12 Schools, January 2009.  
http://www.laschools.org/sepdocs/sep/pdf/exhibit-d.pdf, Website Accessed January 10, 2010. 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The Proposed Project, in combination with the related projects, is expected to result in a cumulative 
increase in the demand for school services.  Of the 24 related projects identified in the related projects list 
(see Section III, Environmental Setting, of this Draft EIR), 10 of the related projects would be served by 
Meyler Elementary School, 18 would be served by Fleming Middle School, and 21 would be served by 
Narbonne Senior High School.  As shown in Table IV.F-7, Estimated Cumulative Student Generation, 
these 21 related projects in combination with the Proposed Project would generate approximately 89 
elementary school students, 38 middle school students, and 48 high school students.   

Similar to the Proposed Project, it is likely that some of the students generated by the related projects 
would already reside in areas served by the LAUSD and would already be enrolled in LAUSD schools.  
For a conservative analysis, it is assumed that all the students generated by the related projects would be 
new to the LAUSD.   

Future LAUSD enrollment and capacity for all schools that would serve the Proposed Project and the 
related projects are not available at this time.  However, since the 89 total cumulative elementary school 
students would be at least partially offset by some of the new schools proposed by LAUSD and the 
related projects would be able to pay school fees to mitigate their student impacts, the related projects 
would not result in the need for a new or expanded elementary school(s).  Norwood Elementary, Fleming 
Middle School, and Narbonne High School would have adequate capacity to accommodate the students 
generated cumulatively by the Proposed Project and the related projects.  The anticipated capacity of new 
schools planned for the area will only partially offset projected student increases at these schools serving 
the project site because there may be other overcrowded schools that are also targeted for relief by these 
new schools.  Therefore, it should not be assumed that these planned school capacities will be allocated 
solely towards offsetting overcrowding at the existing schools serving the project site and related projects.   

However, similar to the Proposed Project and the related projects served by the Proposed Project schools, 
the remaining related projects would also be able to mitigate their remaining impacts upon school 
facilities through the payment of school fees pursuant to SB 50.  The provisions of SB 50, discussed 
above, are deemed to provide full and complete mitigation of school facilities impacts.16  The payment of 
these fees by the Proposed Project and the related projects would be mandatory, and would reduce the 
cumulative impact upon school services to a less than significant level. 

                                                      

16  California Government Code §65996. 
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Table IV.F-7 
Estimated Cumulative Student Generation 

Related 
Project 
Number 

Land Use Size 
Elementary 

School 
Students 

Middle 
School 

Students 

High 
School Students 

LA 1 Condominium 3 du 1 0 0 
LA 2 Condominium 8 du 2 1 1 
LA 3 Condominium 4 du 1 0 0 
LA 4 Condominium 14 du 3 1 1 
LA 5 Light Industrial 179,795 sf 5 3 3 
LA 6 Condominium 4 du 1 1 0 
LA 7 Condominium 10 du N/A 1 1 
LA 8 Condominium 4 du N/A 0 0 
LA 9 Condominium 3 du N/A 0 0 
L 1 Condominium 9 du N/A 1 1 
L 2 Condominium 16 du N/A 1 2 
L 3 Senior Housing 4 du N/A 0 0 
L 4 Single - Family 5 du N/A 0 0 
L 6 Office 7,548 sf N/A 0 0 
L 7 Retail 888 sf N/A 0 0 
L 8 Retail 10,140 sf N/A 0 0 
L 9 Auto Dealership 1,014 sf N/A 0 0 

LC 1 Condominium 16 du 3 N/A 2 
LC 2 Single-Family 5 du 1 N/A 0 
LC 3 Condominium 58 du 11 5 6 
LC 4 Condominium 79 du 15 N/A 8 
Total Related Projects Student Generation 43 14 25 

Total Proposed Project Student Generation 46 24 23 
Total Cumulative Student Generation 89 38 48 

Source:  Los Angeles Unified School District, Commercial/Industrial Development School Fee Justification 
Study, September 2002. 
Notes:  du = dwelling unit; sf = square feet, st = students. 
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, January 2010. 

 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

With payment of school fees pursuant to SB 50, all potential impacts would be less than significant and 
no mitigation measures are required.  

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

The Proposed Project’s impacts on schools would be less than significant. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
F. PUBLIC SERVICES 

4. PARKS AND RECREATION 

INTRODUCTION 

This section evaluates the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on the parks and recreation services 
and facilities in the project area.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Existing Parks and Recreational Facilities 

The City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP) manages all municipally owned 
and operated recreation and park facilities within the City.  The LADRP operates and maintains 
approximately 15,710 acres of parkland with 390 neighborhood and regional parks, 176 recreation 
centers, 59 swimming pools, nine lakes, 372 children’s play areas, 13 golf courses, 287 tennis courts, nine 
dog parks, 59 swimming pools, and seven skate parks, including those in the project vicinity.17  

The Public Recreation Plan, a portion of the Public Facilities and Service Systems Element of the City’s 
General Plan, provides standards for the provision of recreational facilities throughout the City and 
includes Local Recreation Standards.  The Public Recreation Plan categorizes parks into three groups:  
neighborhood, community, and regional.  Ideally, neighborhood parks are five to ten acres in size, have a 
service radius of approximately one-half mile, and are pedestrian accessible without crossing a major 
arterial street or highway/freeway.  Community parks are ideally 15 to 20 acres, have a service radius of 
two miles, and are easily accessible to the area served.  Regional parks in the City are ideally greater than 
50 acres, provide specialized recreational facilities and/or attractions, and have a service radius 
encompassing the entire Los Angeles region.  The standard ratio of neighborhood and community parks 
to population is four acres per 1,000 people.  The Proposed Project, located in the Harbor Gateway 
Community Plan Area, has 0.42 acres of neighborhood and community park land per 1,000 people.18 

Parks and Recreational Facilities Serving the project site would include all those facilities located within a 
two-mile radius of the project site.  According to the Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation, 
there are no Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation facilities within the two-mile radius serving 
the Proposed Project.  However, there are several public parks and recreation facilities located in the 

                                                      

17  Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks, Department, website: http://www.laparks.org/dept.htm, 
accessed December 1, 2009. 

18   Written Correspondence from Camille Walls, City of Los Angeles, Department of Recreation and Parks, 
January 15, 2010. 
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Project area that are not served by the Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation.  These include 
Normandale Park, approximately 0.80 mile north of the project site along Normandie Avenue, Carriage 
Crest Park, 0.9 mile east of the project site along W. Sepulveda Boulevard, Veterans Park, approximately 
1.2 miles northeast of the project site along 223rd Street, Torrance Park, approximately 1.33 miles west of 
the project site on Santa Fe Avenue, and Sur la Brea Park, approximately 1.52 miles southwest of the 
project site on Cabrillo Avenue and are shown in Figure IV.F-4, Parks Locations Map below.  

Regulatory Framework 

State Quimby Act 

California Government Code Section 66477 (Quimby Act) authorized cities and counties to enact 
ordinances that would require the dedication of land or payment of fees in lieu of parkland dedication for 
park or recreational purposes for projects involving residential subdivisions.  Quimby fees do not, 
however, apply to commercial or industrial developments, or residential developments that do not include 
subdivisions.  The Quimby Act states that the dedication of land, the payment of fees, or both, shall not 
exceed the proportionate amount necessary to provide three acres of park area per 1,000 persons residing 
within a subdivision, unless the amount of existing neighborhood or community park area exceeds that 
limit.  The Proposed Project does not involve residential subdivision and is not subject to the State 
Quimby Act. 

City of Los Angeles  

Quimby Fees 

Pursuant to Section 21.10.3 of the LAMC, the City of Los Angeles imposes a mandatory dwelling unit 
construction excise tax to reduce impacts upon parks and recreational facilities.  The tax collected 
pursuant to this ordinance is placed in a “Park and Recreational Sites and Facilities Fund,” used 
exclusively for the acquisition and development of park and recreational sites and facilities.  Any future 
residential development on the Project Site would be subject to this fee.  

Furthermore, since the Project may include “for sale” units, the relevant provisions of LAMC Section 
17.12 may also apply, requiring the Project Applicant to pay applicable in lieu fees to the City of Los 
Angeles for the construction of condominium uses.  The City’s in lieu fee provision meets the 
requirements set by the state under the Quimby Act; these fees are sometimes referred to as “Quimby 
fees.”  The Quimby Act directs California municipalities to require developers of new residential 
subdivisions to either dedicate parkland or pay fees in lieu of parkland dedication.   

Quimby fees are used to acquire necessary land and/or develop new neighborhood and community parks 
or recreation facilities, which would reasonably serve each residential project.  It should be noted that  
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although both 21.10.3 and 17.12 fees may apply to the Project, each has a provision to allow a credit 
where the other fee has been paid, in order to avoid a doubling of payment.  

Dwelling Unit Construction Tax 

Pursuant to LAMC Section 21.10.3(a)(1) (Dwelling Unit Construction Tax), the City imposes a tax of 
$200 per dwelling unit on all construction of new dwelling units and modification of existing dwelling 
units to be paid to the Department of Building and Safety.  These taxes are placed into a “Park and 
Recreational Sites and Facilities Fund” to be used exclusively for the acquisition and development of park 
and recreational sites.  If a developer has already paid Quimby fees, as described under Section 17.12, or 
has dedicated in lieu parkland or recreational facilities, the dwelling unit tax may be reduced accordingly. 

Code Required Open Space 

The City of Los Angeles Code (LAMC) provides minimum standards for the amount of “open space” that 
residential development projects should provide on-site.  Open space includes both common and private 
greenspace and recreational amenities that meet specific standards.  However, it should be noted that not 
all areas designated as open space in the LAMC would be classified as park or recreational facilities 
under the City’s Quimby and Parkland fee programs (discussed above), under the General Plan 
Framework Element, or the LADRP.   

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21(G), new construction in the City of six or more dwelling units on a lot 
is required to provide at a minimum 100 square feet of usable open space for each dwelling unit having 
less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet for each dwelling unit having three habitable rooms; and 
175 square feet for each dwelling unit having more than three habitable rooms.  Usable open space is 
defined as area that is designed and intended to be used for active or passive.  Usable open space may 
consist of private and/or common area open space; however, common open space areas must be a 
minimum of 400 square feet, be open to the sky, have no structures that project into the common open 
space area, be readily accessible to all residents of the site and must constitute at least 50 percent of the 
total open space provided.  Open space does not generally include parking areas, driveways, or required 
front and side yards.  A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted with 
ground cover, shrubs, or trees and at least one 24-inch box tree is required for every four dwelling units.  

General Plan Framework Element 

The City’s General Plan Framework Element categorizes parks into three types: neighborhood, 
community, and regional.  Ideally, neighborhood parks are five to ten acres in size, have a service radius 
of approximately 0.5 miles, and a minimum of two acres of neighborhood parkland should be provided 
for every 1,000 residents with equal distribution throughout the City.  Community parks are ideally 15 to 
20 acres, have a service radius of two miles.  Regional parks in the City are ideally greater than 50 acres, 
provide specialized recreational facilities and/or attractions, have a service radius encompassing the entire 
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Los Angeles region, and a minimum of six acres of regional parkland should be provided for every 1,000 
residents with equal distribution throughout the City.19 

The General Plan Framework Element provides the City’s standard long-range (minimum) ratios for 
parks to population.  The City’s standard minimum ratio of parks to population is two acres per 1,000 
residents for neighborhood parks, one acre per 1,000 residents for community parks, and four acres per 
1,000 residents of combined neighborhood and community parks.   

Public Recreation Plan 

The City of Los Angeles’ Public Recreation Plan notes that the long-range standards under the General 
Plan Framework Element may not be reached during the life of the plan and, therefore, include more 
attainable short-term and intermediate-range standards of one acre per 1,000 residents for neighborhood 
and community parks, or two acres per 1,000 residents combined.   

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

The environmental impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to parks and recreational facilities are 
determined based the ability of existing parks and recreational facilities in the project area to 
accommodate the Proposed Project’s needs for such facilities.  This is calculated based on the City’s 
recommended ratios for parkland to population as well as project-specific recommendations of the 
LADRP.  Based on this evaluation, it is determined whether the Proposed Project would create substantial 
demands on existing parks and recreational facilities such that new or expanded parks and recreational 
facilities would be needed either on-site or off-site. 

Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project may have a significant 
environmental impact if it were to: 

a. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new of physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 

                                                      

19 City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
Chapter 2.14:  Recreation and Open Space, January 19, 1995, page 2.14-2. 
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construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for park services; 

b. Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated; and 

c. Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. 

City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 

Furthermore, as set forth in the City of Los Angeles L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of 
significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following: 

a. The net population increase resulting from the Proposed Project; 

b. The demand for recreation and park services anticipated at the time of project buildout compared 
to the expected level of service available.  Consider, as applicable, scheduled improvements to 
recreation and park services (renovation, expansion, or addition) and the project’s proportional 
contribution to the demand; and 

c. Whether the project includes features that would reduce the demand for recreation and park 
services (e.g., on-site recreation facilities, land dedication or direct financial support to the 
Department of Recreation and parks). 

Project Impacts 

Implementation of the Proposed Project would generate additional residents and employees in the Harbor 
community, creating demand for added parks, improved sites, and recreational facilities in an area where 
the existing supply of such facilities is inadequate.20  Residential development on the project site would 
consist of 342 residential units, which would generate an estimated 1,214 residents.  As the project site is 
currently vacant, the estimated 1,214 residents associated with full occupation of the Proposed Project 
would also represent the net increase in on-site residents that would demand parks and recreational 
facilities.  The Proposed Project would also include 17,904 square feet of retail uses.  Approximately 40 
new employees would be generated by the proposed on-site retail jobs.  However, it is expected that 
employees would not use park and recreational facilities in the vicinity of the project site during work 
hours, but would rather use park and recreational facilities during off-hours in the vicinity of their 

                                                      

20 Written correspondence from Camille Walls, City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks, January 
15, 2010 
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residence.  Therefore they would not be expected to increase the demand for parkland in the vicinity of 
the Proposed Project. 

The standard minimum parkland-to-population ratio, provided in the City’s General Plan Framework 
Element, is two acres of parkland per 1,000 residents generated.  Therefore, implementation of the 
Proposed Project would require approximately 8.3 acres of parkland.21   

Open space shall be provided in accordance with LAMC Section 12.21(G)(2), which requires at minimum 
100 square feet for each unit having less than three habitable rooms, 125 square feet for each unit having 
three habitable rooms, and 175 square feet for each unit having more than three habitable rooms.22  Open 
space provided by the Proposed Project is shown below in Table IV.F-8, Open Space Required and 
Provided.  Usable open space is defined as area that is designed and intended for active or passive 
recreation.  Usable open space may consist of private and/or common area open space.  However, 
common open space areas must be a minimum of 400 square feet and must constitute at least 50 percent 
of the total open space provided.  Open space does not generally include parking areas, driveways, or 
required front and side yards.  A minimum of 25 percent of the common open space area shall be planted 
with ground cover, shrubs or trees and at least one, 24-inch box tree is required for every four dwelling 
units.   

Table IV.F-8 
Open Space Required and Provided 

Use Size Rate 
Number of 

Units 
Open Space 

Required 

2 habitable rooms 100 square 
feet/unit 352 units 35,200 

3 habitable rooms 125 square 
feet/unit 0 units 0 Residential Units 

4 habitable rooms 175 square 
feet/unit 0 units 0 

Total Required 35,200 
Total to be Provided 90,261 

Source:  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, January 2010.   

 

                                                      

21  [(1,214 residents) ÷ (1,000)] = 1.214 residents.  [(2 acres of parkland) x (1.214 residents)] = 2.428 required 
acres.   

22  Kitchen and dining areas are not counted towards habitable space, LAMC Sections 12.21(G)(2) and 12.03. 
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With regard to open space, Lot 2 would provide a total of 48,931 square feet of open space which 
includes: 12,040 square feet of private open area, 5,500 square feet of community space, 12,910 square 
feet of courtyard (on podium), and 18,481 square feet of yard space.  Similarly, Lot 3 would provide a 
total of 41,330 square feet of open space which includes: 12,040 square feet of private open area, 5,500 
square feet of community space, 12,910 square feet of courtyard (on podium), and 10,880 square feet of 
yard space.  Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact with respect to the 
open space required as set forth in the LAMC.  The Proposed Project would also be required to comply 
with all parks and recreation fee requirements.   

The standard minimum parkland-to-resident ratio provided in the City’s Public Recreation Plan is one 
acre per 1,000 residents.  It is estimated that the development of the Project would result in an increase of 
approximately 1,214 residents.  Based on the parkland-to-resident ratio, the Project would generate a need 
for approximately 1.214 additional acres of public parkland in the project area.  However, to alleviate the 
demand on City parks and recreational facilities, the Project applicant would be required to pay Quimby 
fees to the City to satisfy its obligations under the Quimby Act and/or payment of a Dwelling Unit 
Construction Tax.  Therefore, with the fulfillment of the City code-required open space on-site, payment 
of Quimby fees and/or the Dwelling Unit Construction Tax to the City, impacts to parks and recreational 
facilities would be less than significant. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Implementation of the Proposed Project in conjunction with the related projects in Section III. 
Environmental Setting would further increase demand for park services.  Employees generated by the 
commercial project would not typically enjoy long periods of time during the workday to visit parks 
and/or recreational facilities.  However, the increase in residential population by the related projects 
would increase the demand for parks and recreation facilities and further impact the shortage of 
park/recreational space in the Harbor Area.  Future impacts on park facilities would be partially mitigated 
through the collection of park fees on new development and the provision of parkland.  However, existing 
deficiencies would not be addressed by these fees.  Therefore, cumulative impacts on parks would be 
significant.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(3), however, the project’s 
contribution to the cumulative impact would be rendered less than cumulatively considerable through 
adherence to the City’s impact fee program for new development.  Adherence to the requirements of this 
program would constitute implementation or funding of the project’s fair share of measures designed to 
alleviate the cumulative impact. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

With payment of park fees, significant impacts related to parks and recreation would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are required.   
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LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

The Proposed Project’s impacts on park and recreation services would be less than significant. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
F. PUBLIC SERVICES 

5. LIBRARIES 

INTRODUCTION 

This section evaluates the potential impacts of the Proposed Project on the library services and facilities in 
the project area.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The City of Los Angeles Public Library (LAPL) provides library services throughout the City of Los 
Angeles (City) including the Central Library, eight regional branch libraries, 71 community branches,23 
and four bookmobile units.24  Over six million books and other materials comprise the LAPL collection.25  
According to the Citywide General Plan Framework Draft EIR, City libraries have a service area of two 
miles.26 

The primary library serving the proposed project is the Harbor City – Harbor Gateway Branch Library, 
located at 24000 S. Western Street, which is approximately 1.7 miles from the project site and shown in 
Figure IV.F-5 Libraries Location Map.  The Harbor City – Harbor Gateway Branch is a 14,650 square 
foot facility with 58,000 items and does not adequately meet the current demand for library services due 
to low staffing levels.27  The Harbor City – Harbor Gateway Branch provides services to the residential 
and commercial community six days and four nights per week.28  Furthermore, the Harbor City – Harbor 
Gateway Branch provides services for children, teens, Spanish speakers, and word processing.   

                                                      

23 Los Angeles Public Library, Los Angeles Public Library Strategic Plan 2007-2010, page 22. 

24 Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, 2006. 

25   City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
January 1995. 

26   City of Los Angeles Public Library, Map of Existing and Proposed Libraries, website: 
http://www.lapl.org/about, accessed January 20, 2010.  

27  Written correspondence with Betsey Hoage, Branch Library Services, Los Angeles Public Library, January 14, 
2010 

28   City of Los Angeles Public Library, Harbor City – Harbor Gateway Branch Library, website: 
http://www.lapl.org/branches/Branch.php?bID=07, accessed January 20, 2010. 
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The LAPL Branch Facilities Plan (the Plan), adopted by the Board of Library Commissioners in August 
1988 (revised in February 1998), consisted of two components: a Site Selection Guidelines and a List of 
Projects.  The Site Selection Guidelines set standards for branch size and features based on a 
community’s location and the population that it served. The List of Projects identifies the facility status 
and need of each existing branch library, and identifies the need for branch libraries in communities 
without existing libraries.29  The Plan goals were implemented with funds from two bond issues: Phase I 
of the Plan was implemented with funds from the 1989 Bond Program, and Phase II used funds from the 
1998 Bond Program.  Under the two bond programs, 64 library facilities were renovated or built.  All of 
the projects identified under the Plan have been completed.  Currently, the Plan is undertaking a revision 
process in which the list of LAPL projects through 2030 will be updated.30 

The Plan’s site selection criteria included: branch building size standards of 10,500 square feet facilities 
for communities with less than 50,000 population, and 12,500 square foot facilities for communities with 
more than 50,000 population.  In February 2007, a revision to the existing Plan was adopted by the Board 
of Library Commissioners.  The updated version of the Site Selection Guidelines, now called The Criteria 
for New Libraries, proposes building larger libraries.  The recommended sizes are now 12,500 square feet 
facilities for communities with less than 45,000 population, and 14,500 square foot facilities for 
communities with more than 45,000 population.  It also recommends that when a community reaches a 
population of 90,000, an additional branch library should be considered for that area.31  The State of 
California also has standards that apply to libraries.  According to the State, 0.5 square feet of library 
facility per capita should be provided.  The State standard for library volumes per capita is two per 
capita.32 

Regulatory Framework 

The City library policy is guided by the Los Angeles Public Library Branch Facilities Plan, an element of 
the City’s General Plan.  The Plan guides the construction, maintenance and operation of public libraries 
and specifies standards in defining geographic service area and facility size.  The LAPL Branch Facilities 
Plan, adopted by the Board of Library Commissioners in August 1998 and revised February 2007, 
contains the LAPL system’s required facilities expansions needs.  According to the Plan, service criteria 

                                                      

29   City of Los Angeles Public Library, Summary of Branch Facilities Plan Revision, Background, website: 
http://www.lapl.org/about/planning_overview.html, accessed January 20, 2010.  

30   Ibid.   

31   Ibid. 

32   City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework Draft Environmental Impact Report, pages 
2.13-1 & 2.13-2, January 1995. 
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are based on floor area required to serve various numbers of residents.  Current LAPL Regional Branch 
building size standards are presented below in Table IV.F-9. 

Table IV.F-9 
LAPL Branch Facilities Site Selection Criteria 

Population Served Size of Facility in square feet 
(sq. ft.) 

Property Required in square feet  
(sq. ft.) 

Above 50,000 12,500 32,500 
Below 50,000 10,500 27,500 

Expansion or Special Situationa Special Size n/a 
Regional Branch 20,000 52,000 

a:  Due to available property size and configuration, architectural constraints or opportunities, or building code 
requirements, some facilities may differ from the recommended sizes. 
Source:  City of Los Angeles LA CEQA Thresholds Guide 2006, Section K.5 Libraries, Exhibit K.5-1, page K.5-5. 

 

As discussed above, the LAPL Branch Facilities Plan, adopted by the Board of Library Commissioners in 
2007, recommends a 12,500 square foot facility for branch libraries.  At 14,650 square feet, the Harbor 
City – Harbor Gateway Branch Branch Library would meet the new branch building size criteria. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Methodology 

The environmental impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to libraries are determined based on the 
population of the library’s service area, and the ability of existing libraries to serve residents in the project 
vicinity according to the number of library patrons that the Proposed Project buildout would generate.  
Based on these projections, it is determined whether the Proposed Project would exceed the capacity of 
any existing or proposed libraries such that a new or expanded library would be needed. 

Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines 

In accordance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project may have a significant 
environmental impact if it were to: 

a. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives for 
library services.  
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City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 

Furthermore, as set forth in the City of Los Angeles L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the determination of 
significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following:  

a. The net population increase resulting from the Proposed Project; 

b. The demand for library services anticipated at the time of project buildout compared to the 
expected level of service available.  Consider, as applicable, scheduled improvements to 
library services (renovation, expansion, addition or relocation), and the project’s proportional 
contribution to the demand; and 

c. Whether the project includes features that would reduce the demand for library services (e.g., 
on-site library facilities or direct support to the LAPL). 

Project Impacts 

The project is located in a developed urban area within the Harbor Gateway Community Plan Area.  
General land uses in the vicinity of the project sites include various commercial, residential, institutional, 
and industrial properties.  Development of the Proposed Project includes 352 residential units, 
approximately 17,904 square feet of retail uses, and approximately 90,261 square feet of open space.  

The project site is primarily served by the Harbor City – Harbor Gateway Branch Library, located at 
24000 S. Western Street.  At 14,650 square feet, the library does meet the new branch building size 
criteria when the estimated 2010 library service area population is considered.  As discussed in Section 
IV.A., Impacts Found to be less than Significant, the Proposed Project is expected to generate 
approximately 1,214 new residents.  According to the LAPL, the Proposed Project buildout would have 
potentially significant impacts on library services unless mitigated.  The project applicant may be required 
to pay per capita developer fees to alleviate any increased library demands as a result of the project 
buildout.  However, such fees would not be used toward the development of new or the expansion of 
existing library facilities and therefore would not result in environmental impacts.  With payment of these 
fees, project impacts to library facilities would be less than significant. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The geographic context for cumulative analysis pertaining to library services entails the Harbor City – 
Harbor Gateway Branch Library service areas.  In general, the employees and students that would be 
generated by the related projects would not be expected to patronize local libraries to a great extent, as 
they typically would not have long periods of time during their work or school days to visit library 
facilities and would be more likely to use libraries near their homes during non-work or non-school hours.  
Thus, only the related projects that would generate residents are utilized for this cumulative analysis.  Of 
the 24 related projects that would be served by the Harbor City – Harbor Gateway Branch Library only 18 
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would include a residential component.  The LAPL recommends that the developer pay the mitigation 
fees.33 With the implementation of LAPL recommended per capita mitigation fees, project impacts to 
library facilities would be less than significant and, thus, would not significantly contribute to cumulative 
impacts generated by the related projects.   

MITIGATION MEASURES 

While impacts to library services would be less than significant, it has been recommended that the Project 
Applicant pay a mitigation fee of $200 per capita based upon projected employment and residential 
population of the development.  The funds will be used for additional books, computer, and other library 
materials and information services.   

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

With the implementation of library fees discussed above, impacts on library facilities would be less than 
significant. 

                                                      

33   Written correspondence from Rona Berns, Library Facilities Division, Los Angeles Public Library, September 5, 
2006.  
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
G. TRAFFIC, TRANSPORTATION, AND PARKING 

INTRODUCTION 

This section includes an evaluation of the potential traffic, transportation, and parking impacts associated 
with the Proposed Project and the Add Area.  The analysis in this section is summarized from the 
following documents, which are included as Appendix IV.G to this Draft EIR: 

• Traffic Impact Study Report for 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard Project, prepared by Linscott, 
Law & Greenspan, Engineers, on July 16, 2009 (Appendix IV.G-1); 

• Addendum Traffic Analysis for 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard Modified Project, prepared by 
Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, on January 21, 2010 (Appendix IV.G-2); and 

• Los Angeles County Addendum Traffic Analysis for 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard Modified 
Project, prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, on December 21, 2009 (Appendix 
IV.G-3). 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Study Area 

In coordination with Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) staff and staff from the cities 
of Carson and Torrance and the County of Los Angeles, the 11 study locations listed below were 
identified for analysis in the Traffic Impact Study prepared for the Project.  These study locations provide 
local access to the Project area and define the extent of the boundaries for the study area, which is 
generally comprised of those locations that have the greatest potential to experience significant traffic 
impacts due to the Proposed Project.  

Study Intersections 

1. Western Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard (City of Los Angeles/City of Torrance/Caltrans) 

2. Western Avenue/Lomita Boulevard (City of Los Angeles/Caltrans) 

3. Normandie Avenue/223rd Street (City of Los Angeles/County of Los Angeles) 

4. Normandie Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard (County of Los Angeles) 

5. Normandie Avenue/Lomita Boulevard (City of Los Angeles/County of Los Angeles) 

6. Normandie Avenue/Pacific Coast Highway (City of Los Angeles/Caltrans) 
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7. Vermont Avenue/223rd Street (County of Los Angeles) 

8. Vermont Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard (County of Los Angeles) 

9. Interstate 110 (I-110) Freeway Southbound Off-Ramp/Sepulveda Boulevard (County of Los 
Angeles) 

10. I-110 Freeway Northbound Off-Ramp/Sepulveda Boulevard (City of Carson) 

11. Figueroa Street/Sepulveda Boulevard (City of Carson) 

All of the study intersections selected for analysis are currently controlled by traffic signals.  The study 
intersections are shown on Figure IV.G-1, Study Intersections.  The existing lane configurations at the 
study intersections are shown on Figure IV.G-2, Existing Lane Configurations. 

Traffic Scenarios 

The following traffic scenarios were analyzed in the study: 

• Existing Conditions (Year 2009) – The analysis of existing traffic conditions provides a basis for 
the assessment of future traffic conditions.   

• Future-without-Project Conditions (Year 2014) – This scenario projects the future traffic growth 
and intersection operating conditions that could be expected as a result of regional growth and 
related projects in the vicinity of the project site by the year 2014 (the Project’s anticipated 
buildout year). 

• Future-with-Project Conditions (Year 2014) – This scenario projects the future traffic growth and 
intersection operating conditions that could be expected as a result of regional growth, related 
projects, and the Project in the vicinity of the project site by the year 2014. 

Analysis Methodology 

The study intersections were evaluated using the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) methodology, 
which determines the intersection volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio and corresponding level of service 
(LOS) for the turning movements and intersection characteristics at signalized intersections based on the 
definitions described on Table IV.G-1, LOS Definitions for Signalized Intersections. 



Figure IV.G-1
Study Intersections

 

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009.

Legend



Figure IV.G-2
Existing Lane Configurations

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009.

Legend
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Table IV.G-1 
LOS Definitions for Signalized Intersections 

LOS V/C Definition 

A 0.000 - 0.600 EXCELLENT.  No vehicle waits longer than one red light and 
no approach phase is fully used. 

B 0.601 - 0.700 
VERY GOOD.  An occasional approach phase is fully utilized; 
many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted within groups of 
vehicles. 

C 0.701 - 0.800 
GOOD.  Occasionally drivers may have to wait through more 
than one red light; backups may develop behind turning 
vehicles. 

D 0.801 - 0.900 
FAIR.  Delays may be substantial during portions of the rush 
hours, but enough lower volume periods occur to permit 
clearing of developing lines, preventing excessive backups. 

E 0.901 - 1.000 
POOR.  Represents the most vehicles intersection approaches 
can accommodate; may be long lines of waiting vehicles 
through several cycles. 

F > 1.000 

FAILURE.  Backups from nearby locations or on cross streets 
may restrict or prevent movement of vehicles out of the 
intersection approaches.  Tremendous delays with continuously 
increasing queue lengths. 

Source:  Transportation Research Board, Transportation Research Circular No. 212, Interim Materials on 
Highway Capacity, 1980. 

 

Existing Street System 

Roadway Classifications 

The City of Los Angeles utilizes the roadway categories recognized by regional, state and federal 
transportation agencies.  There are four categories in the roadway hierarchy, ranging from freeways 
with the highest capacity to two-lane undivided roadways with the lowest capacity.  The roadway 
categories are summarized as follows: 

• Freeways are limited-access and high-speed travel ways included in the state and federal highway 
systems.  Their purpose is to carry regional through-traffic.  Access is provided by interchanges 
with typical spacing of one mile or greater.  No local access is provided to adjacent land uses. 

• Arterial roadways are major streets that primarily serve through-traffic and provide access to 
abutting properties as a secondary function.  Arterials are generally designed with two to six 
travel lanes and their major intersections are signalized.  This roadway type is divided into two 
categories: principal and minor arterials.  For the City of Los Angeles, these are referred to as 
Major and Secondary Highways.  Principal arterials are typically four-or-more lane roadways and 
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serve both local and regional through-traffic.  Minor arterials are typically two-to-four lane streets 
that service local and commuter traffic. 

• Collector roadways are streets that provide access and traffic circulation within residential and 
non-residential (e.g., commercial and industrial) areas.  They connect local streets to arterials and 
are typically designed with two through travel lanes (i.e., one through travel lane in each 
direction) that may accommodate on-street parking.  They may also provide access to abutting 
properties. 

• Local roadways distribute traffic within a neighborhood or similar adjacent neighborhoods and 
are not intended for use as a thru street or a link between higher capacity facilities such as 
collector or arterial roadways.  Local streets are fronted by residential uses and do not typically 
serve commercial uses. 

Regional Highway System 

Regional vehicular access to the project site is provided by I-110 Freeway, which is located east of the 
project site.  I-110 Freeway is a major north-south oriented freeway connecting the San Gabriel area to 
the north with the San Pedro area to the south.  South of Downtown Los Angeles, the I-110 Freeway 
generally contains four mainline lanes in both directions and two elevated carpool/transitway lanes in 
each direction.  In the project vicinity, four mainline travel lanes are provided in each direction on I-110 
Freeway.  Northbound and southbound ramps are provided on the I-110 Freeway at Sepulveda Boulevard 
and 223rd Street, which are located approximately less than one mile east of the project site and one mile 
northeast of the project site, respectively. 

Local Street System 

Western Avenue is a north-south oriented roadway that is located west of the project site.  Western 
Avenue is designated as a Major Highway Class II in the Transportation Element of the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan.  Two to three through travel lanes are generally provided in each direction in the 
project vicinity.  Separate exclusive left-turn lanes are provided on Western Avenue at major intersections 
in the project vicinity.  Western Avenue is posted for a 35 miles per hour speed limit in the project 
vicinity.  

Normandie Avenue is a north-south oriented roadway that is located immediately east of the project site.  
Normandie Avenue is designated as a Secondary Highway and Major Highway Class II north and south 
of Lomita Boulevard, respectively, in the Transportation Element of the City of Los Angeles General 
Plan.  Two through travel lanes are generally provided in each direction in the project vicinity.  Separate 
exclusive left-turn lanes are provided on Normandie Avenue at major intersections in the project study 
area.  Normandie Avenue is posted for a 45 miles per hour speed limit in the project vicinity. 
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Vermont Avenue is a north-south oriented roadway that is located east of the project site.  Vermont 
Avenue is designated as a Major Highway Class II in the Transportation Element of the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan.  Two through travel lanes are generally provided in each direction in the project 
vicinity.  Separate exclusive left-turn lanes are provided on Vermont Avenue at major intersections in the 
project study area.  Vermont Avenue is posted for a 40 miles per hour speed limit in the project vicinity. 

Figueroa Street is a north-south oriented roadway that is located east of the project site.  Figueroa Street 
is designated as a Major Highway in the Master Plan of Highways of the City of Carson General Plan.  
Two through travel lanes are generally provided in each direction in the project vicinity.  Separate 
exclusive left-turn lanes are provided on Figueroa Street at major intersections in the project study area.  
Figueroa Street is posted for a 40 miles per hour speed limit in the project vicinity. 

223rd Street is an east-west oriented roadway that is located north of the project site.  223rd Street is 
designated as a Secondary Highway in the Transportation Element of the City of Los Angeles General 
Plan.  Two through travel lanes are generally provided in each direction on 223rd Street in the project 
vicinity.  Separate exclusive left-turn lanes are provided on 223rd Street at major intersections in the 
project study area.  223rd Street is posted for a 35 miles per hour speed limit in the project vicinity. 

Sepulveda Boulevard is an east-west oriented roadway that borders the project site to the south.  
Sepulveda Boulevard is designated as a Major Highway and Major Highway Class II in the 
Transportation Elements of the Cities of Los Angeles, Torrance and Carson General Plans.  Two to three 
through travel lanes are generally provided in each direction on Sepulveda Boulevard in the project 
vicinity.  Separate exclusive left-turn lanes are provided on Sepulveda Boulevard at major intersections in 
the project study area.  Sepulveda Boulevard is posted for a 40 miles per hour speed limit in the project 
vicinity. 

Lomita Boulevard is an east-west oriented roadway that is located south of the project site.  Lomita 
Boulevard is designated as a Major Highway Class II in the Transportation Element of the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan.  Two through travel lanes are generally provided in each direction on Lomita 
Boulevard in the project vicinity.  Separate exclusive left-turn lanes are provided on Lomita Boulevard at 
major intersections in the project study area.  Lomita Boulevard is posted for a 40 miles per hour speed 
limit in the project vicinity. 

Pacific Coast Highway is an east-west oriented roadway that is located south of the project site.  Pacific 
Coast Highway is designated as a Major Highway Class II in the Transportation Element of the City of 
Los Angeles General Plan.  Three through travel lanes are generally provided in each direction on Pacific 
Coast Highway in the project vicinity.  Pacific Coast Highway is posted for a 40 miles per hour speed 
limit in the project vicinity. 
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Existing Traffic Conditions 

Study Intersection LOS 

Manual counts of vehicular turning movements were conducted at each of the 11 study intersections 
during the morning and afternoon peak periods to determine the peak hour traffic volumes.  The manual 
counts were conducted in April and May 2009, between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM to determine the morning 
peak hour, and between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM to determine the afternoon peak hour.  Traffic volumes at 
the study intersections show the typical peak periods between 7:00 AM and 9:00 AM generally associated 
with the peak morning hours, and between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM generally associated with the afternoon 
hours.  Further, the traffic counts were conducted when local schools were in session.  The morning and 
afternoon peak-hour manual counts of vehicle movements at the study intersections are summarized in 
Table IV.G-2, Existing Traffic Volumes.  The existing traffic volumes at the study intersections during 
the morning and afternoon peak hours are shown in Figure IV.G-3, Existing AM Peak-Hour Traffic 
Volumes, and Figure IV.G-4, Existing PM Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes, respectively. 

Existing morning and afternoon peak-hour intersection conditions are shown in Table IV.G-3, Existing 
LOS.  As indicated in Table IV.G-3, four of the 11 study intersections are currently operating at LOS D or 
better during the morning and afternoon peak hours under existing conditions.  Seven study intersections 
are currently operating at LOS E or F during the peak hours. 

Table IV.G-2 
Existing Traffic Volumes 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
No. Intersection Date DIR Began Volume Began Volume 

1 Western Avenue/ 
Sepulveda Boulevarda 05/14/09 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

7:15 

1,153 
1,476 
1,992 
1,964 

4:45 

1,399 
1,079 
1,749 
1,667 

2 Western Avenue/ 
Lomita Boulevardb 05/13/09 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

7:30 

1,369 
1,057 
1,318 
1,279 

4:30 

977 
1,139 
1,444 
1,062 

3 Normandie Avenue/ 
223rd Streetc 05/21/09 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

7:30 

937 
550 
575 
951 

4:30 

630 
940 

1,098 
790 
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Table IV.G-2 
Existing Traffic Volumes 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
No. Intersection Date DIR Began Volume Began Volume 

4 Normandie Avenue/ 
Sepulveda Boulevardc 04/28/09 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

7:30 

901 
679 

1,627 
2,235 

5:00 

502 
895 

1,758 
1,603 

5 Normanie Avenue/ 
Lomita Boulevardc 04/28/09 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

7:30 

806 
796 

1,462 
1,322 

4:15 

762 
796 

1,551 
967 

6 Normandie Avenue/ 
Pacific Coast Highwayc 04/29/09 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

7:30 

542 
624 

1,920 
1,901 

4:30 

710 
692 

1,698 
1,721 

7 Vermont Avenue/ 
223rd Streetc 05/21/09 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

7:15 

896 
524 
667 

1,436 

5:00 

622 
1,029 
1,239 
1,004 

8 Vermont Avenue/ 
Sepulveda Boulevardc 04/28/09 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

7:30 

1,090 
738 

1,605 
2,158 

4:00 

989 
879 

1,615 
1,778 

9 I-110 Freeway SB Off-Ramp/ 
Sepulveda Boulevardc 05/21/09 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

7:15 

24 
1,483 
2,149 
1,055 

5:00 

30 
1,447 
2,189 
930 

10 I-110 Freeway NB Off-Ramp/ 
Sepulveda Boulevardc 05/21/09 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

7:15 

657 
23 

717 
1,470 

4:45 

507 
79 

1,110 
1,158 

11 Figueroa Street/ 
Sepulveda Boulevardb 04/28/09 

NB 
SB 
EB 
WB 

7:15 

503 
573 

1,131 
1,251 

4:45 

446 
511 

1,257 
1,082 

a Counts conducted by National Data & Surveying Services. 
b Counts conducted by City Traffic Counters. 
c Counts conducted by Accutek Traffic Data, Inc. 
Source: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan, Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard Project, July 16, 

2009. 



Figure IV.G-3
Existing Traffic Volumes, AM Peak Hour

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009.



Figure IV.G-4
Existing Traffic Volumes, PM Peak Hour

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009.
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Table IV.G-3 
Existing LOS 

Existing 
No. Study Intersection Peak Hour V/C LOS 

AM 0.957 E 1 Western Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard 
PM 0.899 D 
AM 0.931 E 2 Western Avenue/Lomita Boulevard PM 0.875 D 
AM 0.617 B 3 Normandie Avenue/223rd Street PM 0.717 C 
AM 0.903 E 4 Normandie Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard PM 0.748 C 
AM 1.021 F 5 Normanie Avenue/Lomita Boulevard PM 0.919 E 
AM 0.678 B 6 Normandie Avenue/Pacific Coast Highway PM 0.651 B 
AM 0.899 D 7 Vermont Avenue/223rd Street PM 1.012 F 
AM 0.963 E 8 Vermont Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard PM 0.953 E 
AM 0.904 E 9 I-110 Freeway SB Off-Ramp/ 

Sepulveda Boulevard PM 0.874 D 
AM 0.639 B 10 I-110 Freeway NB Off-Ramp/ 

Sepulveda Boulevard PM 0.552 A 
AM 0.763 C 11 Figueroa Street/Sepulveda Boulevard PM 0.661 B 

Source: Linscott, Law, & Greenspan, Engineers, Traffic Impact Study, 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard Project, July 16, 
2009. 

 

Public Bus Service 

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority (Metro) and the cities of Gardena and Torrance 
currently provide public bus service in the project vicinity.  A summary of the existing transit routes, 
including the transit route, destinations and number of buses during the peak hours is presented in Table 
IV.G-4, Existing Transit Routes.  The existing public bus transit routes provided in the 1311 West 
Sepulveda Boulevard project site vicinity are illustrated in Figure IV.G-5, Existing Transit Routes. 

Future-Without-Project Traffic Conditions 

According to LADOT, funding has been secured for the upgrade of all City traffic signals to the 
combined Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control (ATSAC)/Adaptive Traffic Control System 
(ATCS).  The estimated completion of the system-wide upgrade is 2011.  ATSAC provides computer 
control of traffic signals allowing automatic adjustment of signal timing plans to reflect changing traffic  
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Table IV.G-4 
Existing Transit Routes 

During Peak Hour 
Routea Destinations 

Roadway(s) Near 
Site DIR AM PM 

Metro 205 San Pedro to Willowbrook (via 
Compton, Carson, Harbor City) Vermont Avenue NB 

SB 
2 
2 

3 
2 

Metro 550 
San Pedro to West Hollywood (via 
Harbor City, Los Angeles, Beverly 
Hills) 

Vermont Avenue NB 
SB 

2 
3 

3 
2 

Gardena 2 Gardena Normandie Avenue, 
Western Avenue 

NB 
SB 

2 
0 

2 
0 

Torrance 7 Torrance to Wilmington (via Harbor 
City, Carson) 

Sepulveda Boulevard, 
Vermont Avenue 

EB 
WB 

2 
2 

2 
2 

a Sources: Metro, City of Gardena, and City of Torrance websites, May 2009. 

 

conditions, identification of unusual traffic conditions caused by accidents, the ability to centrally 
implement special purpose short-term traffic timing changes in response to incidents, and the ability to 
quickly identify signal equipment malfunctions.  ATCS provides real time control of traffic signals and 
includes additional loop detectors, closed-circuit television, an upgrade in the communications links, and 
a new generation of traffic control software.  LADOT estimates that the ATSAC system reduces critical 
V/C ratios by seven percent.  The ATCS upgrade further reduces the critical V/C ratios by three percent.  
Therefore, a reduction of ten percent (0.10) was assumed in the calculation of the V/C ratios for the 
signalized City of Los Angeles study intersections in the future baseline analysis conditions.  

Related Projects 

A forecast of traffic conditions prior to occupancy of the Project was prepared by incorporating the 
potential trips associated with other known development projects (related projects) in the area.  The 
related projects research was based on information on file with LADOT, the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning, the cities of Torrance and Lomita, as well as recently approved traffic 
impact analysis reports prepared for other potential developments in the vicinity of the project site.  The 
list of these related projects is presented on Table IV.G-5, Related Project Traffic Generation.  The 
location of the related projects is shown on Figure IV.G-6, Location of the Related Projects.  The list of 
related projects was reviewed and approved by LADOT. 

Traffic volumes generated by the related projects were calculated using rates provided in the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation manual.  The related projects respective traffic 
generation for the morning and afternoon peak hours, as well as on a daily basis for a typical weekday is 
summarized on Table IV.G-5.  



Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009. Not to Scale

Figure IV.G-5
Existing Public Transit Routes
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Table IV.G-5 

Related Projects Trip Generationa 

AM Peak Hour 
Volumesb 

PM Peak Hour 
Volumesb 

Land Use/Project Name Size 

Daily 
Trip Ends
Volumesb

In Out Total In Out Total
City of Los Angelesc 

LA 1 Condominiumd 

1616 W. 224th Street 3 du 18 0 1 1 1 1 2 

LA 2 Condominiumd 

1609 W. 224th Street 8 du 47 1 3 4 3 1 4 

LA 3 Condominiumd 

22421 S. Denker Avenue 4 du 23 0 2 2 1 1 2 

LA 4 Condominiumd 

1445 W. 225th Street 14 du 82 1 5 6 5 2 7 

LA 5 Light Industriale 

1400 W. 228th Street 179,795 sf 892 66 15 81 21 64 85 

LA 6 Condominiumd 

1658 W. 228th Street 4 du 23 0 2 2 1 1 2 

LA 7 Condominiumd 

1620 W. 237th Street 10 du 59 1 3 4 3 2 5 

LA 8 Condominiumd 

1610 W. 251st Street 4 du 23 0 2 2 1 1 2 

LA 9 Condominiumd 

1046 W. 253rd Street 3 du 18 0 1 1 1 1 2 

City of Torrancef 

T 1 Condominiumd 

2410 Apple Avenue 4 du 23 0 2 2 1 1 2 

Officen 222,190 sf 

T 2 Medical Officen 
Southside of Sepulveda Boulevard 
/ west of Crenshaw Boulevard 

129,020 sf 7,107 555 109 664 185 627 812 

City of Lomitag 

L 1 Condominiumd 

2215-2219 W. 241st Street 9 du 53 1 3 4 3 2 5 

L 2 Condominiumd 

2247-2261 W. 241st Street 16 du 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 

L 3 Senior Housingh 

2155 W. 240th Street 4 du 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 

L 4 Single-Familyi 

2067-2077 240th Street 5 du 48 1 3 4 3 2 5 

L 5 Senior Housingh 

2103-2139 Lomita Boulevard 46 du 160 2 2 4 3 2 5 

L 6 Officej 

2212 Lomita Boulevard 7,548 sf 83 11 1 12 2 9 11 

L 7 Specialty Retailk 888 sf 39 n/a n/a 0 1 1 2 
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Table IV.G-5 
Related Projects Trip Generationa 

AM Peak Hour 
Volumesb 

PM Peak Hour 
Volumesb 

Land Use/Project Name Size 

Daily 
Trip Ends
Volumesb

In Out Total In Out Total
2100 Lomita Boulevard 

L 8 Specialty Retailk 

2040 & 2046 Lomita Boulevard 10,140 sf 449 n/a n/a 0 12 15 27 

L 9 Auto Dealershipl 

2020 Lomita Boulevard, #6 1,014 sf 34 1 1 2 1 2 3 

L 10 Senior Housingh 

25316 Ebony Lane 16 du 56 0 1 1 1 1 2 

County of Los Angelesm 

LC 1 Condominiumd 

1010-1022 W. 223rd Street 16 du 94 1 6 7 5 3 8 

LC 2 Single-Familyi 

1154 W. 223rd Street 5 du 48 1 3 4 3 2 5 

LC 3 Condominiumd 

SE corner of Normandie/223rd 58 du 340 4 22 26 20 10 30 

LC 4 Condominiumd 

22800 Normandie Avenue 79 du 463 6 29 35 27 14 41 

Total 10,290 653 222 875 309 768 1,077
Note: du = dwelling unit, sf = square feet 
a Source: ITE “Trip Generation,” 7th Edition, 2003. 
b Trips are one way traffic movements, entering or leaving. 
c Source: Los Angeles Department of Transportation.  
d ITE Land Use Code 230 (Residential Condominium/Townhouse) trip generation average rates. 
e ITE Land Use Code 110 (Light Industrial) trip generation average rates. 
f Source: City of Torrance website. 
g Source: City of Lomita website. 
h ITE Land Use Code 252 (Senior Adult Housing-Attached) trip generation average rates for number of occupied dwelling 

units. 
i ITE Land Use Code 210 (Single-Family Detached House) trip generation average rates. 
j ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office Building) trip generation average rates. 
k ITE Land Use Code 814 (Specialty Retail Center) trip generation average rates. 
l ITE Land Use Code 841 (New Car Sales) trip generation average rates. 
m Source: County of Los Angeles, Department of Regional Planning. 
n Source: Draft Traffic Analysis for Lomita Boulevard Office Project, prepared by Austin-Foust Associates, Inc., February 

2009. 
Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Traffic Impact Study for 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard Project, City of Los Angeles 

California, July 16, 2009. 
 

Ambient Traffic Growth 

In order to account for unknown related projects not included in this analysis, the existing traffic volumes 
were increased at an annual rate of one percent per year to the year 2014 (i.e., the anticipated year of 
project build-out).  The ambient growth factor was based on general traffic growth factors provided in the  

2004 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County (the “CMP manual”) and determined in 



Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009. Not to Scale

Figure IV.G-6
Related Projects Location Map
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 consultation with LADOT staff.  Thus, application of this annual growth factor allows for a conservative, 
worst-case forecast of future traffic volumes in the area.  Further, it is noted that the CMP’s traffic growth 
rate is intended to anticipate future traffic generated by development projects in the project vicinity.  
Thus, the inclusion in this traffic analysis of both a forecast of traffic generated by known related projects 
plus the use of an ambient growth traffic factor based on CMP traffic model data results in a conservative 
estimate of future traffic volumes at the study intersections. 

Future-Without-Project LOS 

The results of the analysis of Future-Without-Project traffic conditions at the study intersections are 
summarized on Table IV.G-6, Future-Without-Project LOS.  The Future-Without-Project traffic volumes 
at the study intersections during the morning and afternoon peak hours are presented on Figure IV.G-7, 
Future-Without-Project AM Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes, and Figure IV.G-8, Future-Without-Project PM 
Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes, respectively.  As shown on Table IV.G-6, under the Future-Without-Project 
traffic conditions, 4 of the 11 study intersections would operate at LOS D or better during the morning 
and afternoon peak hours, and 7 of the study intersections would operate at LOS E or F during the peak 
hours.  

Table IV.G-6 
Future-Without-Project LOS 

Existing  Future-Without-Project 
No. Intersection 

Peak 
Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS 

 
Change 

AM 0.957 E 0.997 E 0.04 1. Western Avenue/ 
Sepulveda Boulevard PM 0.899 D 0.937 E 0.04 

AM 0.931 E 0.901 E -0.03 2. Western Avenue/Lomita Boulevard PM 0.875 D 0.839 D -0.04 
AM 0.617 B 0.564 A -0.05 3. Normandie Avenue/223rd Street PM 0.717 C 0.666 B -0.05 
AM 0.903 E 0.963 E 0.06 4. Normandie Avenue/ 

Sepulveda Boulevard PM 0.748 C 0.803 D 0.06 
AM 1.021 F 0.978 E -0.04 5. Normandie Avenue/ 

Lomita Boulevard PM 0.919 E 0.875 D -0.04 
AM 0.678 B 0.691 B 0.01 6. Normandie Avenue/ 

Pacific Coast Highway PM 0.651 B 0.665 B 0.01 
AM 0.899 D 0.957 E 0.06 7. Vermont Avenue/223rd Street PM 1.012 F 1.073 F 0.06 
AM 0.963 E 1.025 F 0.06 8. Vermont Avenue/ 

Sepulveda Boulevard PM 0.953 E 1.021 F 0.07 
AM 0.904 E 0.968 E 0.06 9. I-110 Freeway SB Off-Ramp/ 

Sepulveda Boulevard PM 0.874 D 0.944 E 0.07 
AM 0.639 B 0.680 B 0.04 10. I-110 Freeway NB Off-Ramp/ 

Sepulveda Boulevard PM 0.552 A 0.588 A 0.04 
AM 0.763 C 0.810 D 0.05 11. Figueroa Street/ 

Sepulveda Boulevard PM 0.661 B 0.699 B 0.04 
Source:  Linscott, Law, & Greenspan, Engineers, Addendum Traffic Analysis for 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard Modified 
Project, January 21, 2010. 



Figure IV.G-7
Future-Without-Project Traffic Volumes, 

AM Peak Hour

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009.



Figure IV.G-8
Future-Without-Project Traffic Volumes, 

PM Peak Hour

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009.
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

Thresholds of Significance 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines 

Pursuant to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a significant traffic impact may occur if a project 
would result in any of the following conditions: 

a. Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle 
trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections); 

b. Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways; 

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change 
in location that results in substantial safety risks; 

d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment); 

e. Result in inadequate emergency access;  

f. Result in inadequate parking capacity; or  

g. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks). 

As discussed in Section IV.A, Impacts Found to be Less Than Significant and Section IV.F.1 Fire 
Protection, of this Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would have no potential impacts with respect to 
Thresholds (c) and (e) listed above.  Thus, no further analysis of these issues is required. 

City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) requires the transportation analysis to address the following 
areas of study:  (1) intersection capacity; (2) street segment capacity; (3) freeway capacity; (4) 
neighborhood intrusion impacts; (5) project access; (6) transit system capacity; (7) parking; and (8) in-
street construction impacts. 
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Intersection Capacity1 

As shown in Table IV.G-7, Intersection Impact Criteria, a project would normally have a significant 
impact on intersection capacity if project traffic causes an increase in the V/C ratio on the intersection 
operating conditions after the addition of project traffic of one of the following: 

Table IV.G-7 
Intersection Impact Criteria 

Intersection Conditions with 
Project Traffic 

LOS V/C 

Project-related Increase  
in V/C Ratio 

C 0.701 - 0.800 Equal to or greater than 0.04 
D 0.801 - 0.900 Equal to or greater than 0.02 

E, F > 0.900 Equal to or greater than 0.01 
Source: LADOT. 

 

Street Segment Capacity 

Analysis of street segment capacity is typically prepared for programmatic-level projects, such as a 
General Plan or Community Plan.  Additionally, as discussed below under Neighborhood Intrusion, no 
residential neighborhoods are located in proximity to the project site, and traffic distribution by the 
Proposed Project through any residential neighborhoods on neighborhood streets is unlikely, as no 
residential areas provide access to the project site area.  Therefore, evaluation of street segments would 
not provide any additional insight into the traffic impacts of the Project and therefore such analysis was 
not required for this EIR. 

Freeway Capacity 

Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program2 

A freeway capacity analysis is required if warranted by the CMP. The CMP is a State-mandated program 
that serves as the monitoring and analytical basis for transportation funding decisions in the County made 
through the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) and State Transportation 

                                                      

1  This significance threshold is similar to Threshold (a) listed above under the State CEQA Guidelines and is 
discussed in more detail below. 

2  This significance threshold is similar to Threshold (b) listed above under the State CEQA Guidelines.  For the 
reasons discussed above, no further analysis of this issue is required. 
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Improvement Program (STIP) processes.  The CMP requires that a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) be 
performed for all CMP arterial monitoring intersections where a project would add 50 or more trips 
during either the morning or afternoon weekday peak hours, in addition to all mainline freeway 
monitoring locations where a project would add 150 or more trips (in either direction) during the morning 
or afternoon weekday peak hours.  

The following CMP intersection monitoring locations are in the project vicinity: 

CMP Station   Segment 

Int. No. 56    Figueroa Street/Pacific Coast Highway 

Int. No. 58    Western Avenue/Pacific Coast Highway 

Int. No. 156    Western Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard (Study Int. No. 1) 

The Project would not add more than 50 trips to any CMP monitoring intersection. Therefore, because the 
Project would not add 50 or more trips during the morning or afternoon peak hours at CMP monitoring 
intersections, no further review of potential impacts to intersection monitoring locations that are part of 
the CMP highway system is required. 

CMP Station   Segment 

Seg. No. 1045   I-110 Freeway at Wilmington, South of C Street 

Seg. No. 1038   Interstate 405 (I-405) Freeway, South of I-110 Freeway 

The CMP TIA guidelines require that freeway monitoring locations must be examined if a project would 
add 150 or more trips (in either direction) during the morning or afternoon weekday peak hours.  The 
Proposed Project would not add 150 or more trips (in either direction) during the morning or afternoon 
peak hours to a CMP freeway monitoring location.  Therefore, there would be no impact associated with 
this issue and no further review of potential impacts to freeway monitoring locations that are part of the 
CMP highway system is required. 

Neighborhood Intrusion Impacts 

A project would normally have a significant neighborhood intrusion impact if project traffic increases the 
average daily traffic (ADT) volume on a local residential street in an amount equal to or greater than the 
following: 

ADT increase > 120 trips if final ADT < 1,000 

ADT increase > 12 percent if final ADT > 1,000 and < 2,000 

ADT increase > 10 percent if final ADT > 2,000 and < 3,000 
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ADT increase > 8 percent if final ADT > 3,000 

Where “final ADT” is defined as total projected future daily volume including project, ambient, and 
related project growth. 

No residential neighborhoods are located in proximity to the project site, and traffic distribution by the 
Proposed Project through any residential neighborhoods is unlikely, as no residential areas provide access 
to the project site area.  No significant impacts related to neighborhood intrusion would occur, and no 
further discussion of this issue is required. 

Project Access3 

Access 

L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide Screening Criteria 

According to the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, analysis of impacts related to access is required if a 
project would generate 500 or more daily traffic trips or 43 or more peak-hour trips and the following 
three conditions would occur: 

• Have a driveway on a major or secondary highway within 150 feet of an intersection with another 
major or secondary highway; 

• Have a driveway that intersections an on-street bicycle lane or cross a sidewalk in an area of high 
pedestrian activity; or 

• Access risks or deficiencies associated with the adjoining street system due to curves, slopes, 
walls, or other barriers to adequate lines of site. 

Although the Project would generate more than 500 daily trips and more than 43 peak-hour trips, none of 
the three conditions would be associated with the Project. Therefore, no further analysis of this issue is 
required. 

Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular Safety 

The determination of potential impacts related to Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular Safety shall be 
determined on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors: 

                                                      

3  Discussion of this threshold is used to determine impacts related to Threshold (d) listed under the State CEQA 
Thresholds. 
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• The amount of pedestrian activity at project access points; 

• Design features/physical configurations that affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists to 
drivers entering and exiting the site, and the visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists; 

• The type of bicycle facility the project driveway(s) crosses and the level of utilization; and 

• The physical conditions of the site and surrounding area, such as curves, slopes, walls, 
landscaping or other barriers, that could result in vehicle/pedestrian, vehicle/bicycle or 
vehicle/vehicle impacts. 

Transit System Capacity4 

The determination of significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the projected 
number of additional transit passengers expected with implementation of a project and available transit 
capacity.  

Parking5 

A project would normally have a significant impact on parking if the project provides less parking than 
needed as determined through an analysis of demand from the project. 

In-Street Construction Impacts 

The determination of significance shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following 
factors: 

Temporary Traffic Impacts 

• The length of time of temporary street closures or closures of two or more traffic lanes; 

• The classification of the street (major arterial, state highway) affected; 

• The existing traffic levels and LOS on the affected street segments and intersections; 

                                                      

4  Discussion of this threshold is used to determine impacts related to Threshold (g) listed under the State CEQA 
Thresholds. 

5  This significance threshold is similar to Threshold (f) listed above under the State CEQA Guidelines. For the 
reasons discussed above, no further analysis of this issue is required. 
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• Whether the affected street directly leads to a freeway on- or off-ramp or other state highway; 

• Potential safety issues involved with street or lane closures; and 

• The presence of emergency services (fire, hospital, etc) located nearby that regularly use the 
affected street. 

Temporary Loss of Access 

• The length of time any loss of vehicular or pedestrian access to a parcel fronting the 
construction area; 

• The availability of alternative vehicular or pedestrian access within ¼ mile of the lost access; 
and 

• The type of land uses affected, and related safety, convenience, and/or economic issues. 

Temporary Loss of Bus Stops or Rerouting of Bus Lines 

• The length of time that an existing bus stop would be unavailable or that existing service 
would be interrupted;  

• The availability of a nearby location (within ¼ mile) to which the bus stop or route can be 
temporarily relocated; 

• The existence of other bus stops or routes with similar routes/destinations within a ¼ mile 
radius of the affected stops or routes; and 

• Whether the interruption would occur on a weekday, weekend, or holiday, and whether the 
existing bus route typically provides service on that/those day(s). 

Temporary Loss of On-Street Parking 

• The current utilization of on-street parking; 

• The availability of alternative parking locations or public transit options (e.g., bus, train) 
within ¼ mile of the project site; and 

• The length of time that existing parking spaces would be unavailable. 

Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular Safety 

• The amount of pedestrian activity at project access points; 
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• Design features/physical configurations that affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists 
to drivers entering and exiting the site and the visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists; 

• The type of bicycle facility the project driveway(s) crosses and the level of utilization; and 

• The physical conditions of the site and surrounding area, such as curves, slopes, walls, 
landscaping or other barriers, that could result in vehicle/pedestrian, vehicle/bicycle, or 
vehicle/vehicle impacts. 

Project Impacts 

Traffic Generation 

Traffic volumes anticipated to be generated by the Proposed Project during the morning and afternoon 
peak hours, as well as on a daily basis, were estimated using rates published in the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual, 7th Edition, 2003.  The traffic volumes associated with the residential component of the Proposed 
Project were based on rates per number of dwelling units.  Traffic volumes associated with the 
commercial component of the Proposed Project were based upon rates per 1,000 square feet of building 
floor area.  ITE Land Use Code 220 (Apartment) trip generation average rates were used to forecast 
traffic volumes expected to be generated by the proposed apartment land use component.  ITE Land Use 
Codes 151 (Mini-Warehouse) and 820 (Shopping Center) were used to forecast traffic volumes associated 
with the commercial land use components. 

In addition to the trip generation forecast for the Proposed Project, a forecast of the likely commercial use 
internal and pass-by trips at the site was made.  An internal capture trip adjustment factor has been 
applied to account for those trips internal to the project site based on the synergistic effects of the 
proposed land use mix at the site.  Pass-by trips are made as intermediate stops on the way from all origin 
to a primary trip destination without a route diversion.  Pass-by trips are attracted from traffic passing the 
site on an adjacent street or roadway that offers direct access to the generator.  The pass-by traffic forecast 
associated with the retail uses of the Proposed Project is based on existing traffic volumes at the study 
intersections, the project characteristics, the characteristics of the surrounding project area and a review of 
the recommended practice set forth in the ITE Trip Generation Handbook, An ITE Recommended 
Practice, published by ITE, June 2004.  Based on discussions with LADOT staff, an internal trip 
adjustment factor of ten percent and a pass-by trip adjustment factor of 50 percent were applied to the 
traffic volume forecast for the proposed retail use (refer to Table IV.G-8, Project Trip Generation). 
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Table IV.G-8 
Project Trip Generationa 

AM Peak Hour 
Volumesb 

PM Peak Hour 
Volumesb 

Land Use Size 

Daily 
Trip 

Endsb 
Volumes In Out Total In  Out Total 

Proposed Project 
Lot 2 Parcel 
Apartmentc 
Lot 3 Parcel 
Apartmentc 
Lot 4 and 5 Parcel 
Retaild 
 Less Internal Trips (10%)e 
 Less Pass-by (50%)f 

 
176 DU 

 
176 DU 

 
17,904 GLSF 

 
 

 
1,183 

 
1,183 

 
768 
(76) 
(346) 

 
18 

 
18 

 
11 
(1) 
(5) 

 
72 

 
72 

 
7 

(1) 
(3) 

 
90 

 
90 

 
18 
(2) 
(8) 

 
71 

 
71 

 
32 
(3) 

(15) 

 
38 

 
38 

 
35 
(4) 

(16) 

 
109 

 
109 

 
67 
(7) 

(31) 
Subtotal Proposed Project 2,712 41 147 188 156 91 247 

Less Previous Use 
Warehouseg 
General Officeh 

(300) Employ
(10,000) GSF 

(1,168) 
(110) 

(110)
(14) 

(43) 
(2) 

(153) 
(16) 

(62) 
(3) 

(115) 
(12) 

(177)
(15) 

Subtotal Previous Use (1,278) (124) (45) (169) (65) (127) (192) 
NET INCREASE 1,434 (83) 102 19 91 (36) 55 

Note: du = dwelling unit, employ=employee, gsf =gross square feet 

a Source: ITE “Trip Generation”, 7th Edition, 2003. 
b Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering and leaving. 
c ITE Land Use Code 220 (Apartment) trip generation average rates. 
 -Daily Trip Rate: 6.72 trips/DU; 50% inbound/50% outbound 
 -AM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 0.51 trips/DU; 20% inbound/80% outbound 
 -PM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 0.62 trips/DU; 65% inbound/35% outbound 
d ITE Land Use Code 820 (Shopping Center) trip generation average rates. 
 -Daily Trip Rate: 42.94 trips/1,000 SF; 50% inbound/50% outbound 
 -AM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.03 trips/1,000 SF; 61% inbound/39% outbound 
 -PM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 3.75 trips/1,000 SF; 48% inbound/52% outbound 
e A 10% internal capture trip adjustment factor has been applied to account for the internal capture based on the synergistic 

effects of the proposed land use mix at the site. 
f Trip reduction for pass-by trips based on LADOT policy on pass-by trips in consultation with LADOT staff.  The pass-by 

adjustment factors were applied to land use component forecasts after the internal capture adjustments were applied. 
g ITE Land Use Code 150 (Warehouse) trip generation average rates. 
 -Daily Trip Rate: 3.89 trips/Employee; 50% inbound/50% outbound 
 -AM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 0.51 trips/ Employee; 72% inbound/28% outbound 
 -PM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 0.59 trips/ Employee; 35% inbound/65% outbound 
h ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office Building) trip generation average rates. 
 -Daily Trip Rate: 11.01 trips/1,000 SF; 50% inbound/50% outbound 
 -AM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.55 trips/1,000 SF; 88% inbound/12% outbound 
 -PM Peak Hour Trip Rate: 1.49 trips/1,000 SF; 17% inbound/83% outbound 
Source:  Linscott, Law, & Greenspan, Engineers, Addendum Traffic Analysis for 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard Modified 
Project, January 21, 2010. 

 

Traffic volumes generated by the existing uses located at the project site that would be removed with 
Project development were also estimated using rates published in the ITE Trip Generation manual. ITE 
Land Use Code 150 (Warehouse) and Land Use Code 710 (General Office) trip generation average rates 
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were used to forecast traffic volumes expected to be generated by the previous warehouse and office uses 
on the project site.  The trip generation forecasts for the existing warehouse and office uses on the project 
site are also summarized on Table IV.G-8.  As shown, these previous uses are expected to generate a total 
of 169 vehicle trips (124 inbound trips and 45 outbound trips) during the morning peak hour.  During the 
afternoon peak hour, these previous uses are expected to generate 192 vehicle trips (65 inbound trips and 
127 outbound trips).  Over a 24-hour period, these previous uses are forecast to generate 1,278 daily trip 
ends during a typical weekday (639 inbound trips and 639 outbound trips). 

As shown in Table IV.G-8, the Proposed Project is expected to generate an increase of 19 net new vehicle 
trips (83 fewer inbound trips and 102 more outbound trips) during the morning peak hour.  During the 
afternoon peak hour, the Proposed Project is expected to generate an increase of 55 net new vehicle trips 
(91 more inbound trips and 36 fewer outbound trips).  Over a 24-hour period, the Proposed Project is 
forecast to generate an increase of 1,434 net new daily trip ends during a typical weekday (approximately 
717 inbound trips and 717 outbound trips).  The trip generation forecast considers the trip generation 
potential of the Proposed Project, as well as the existing trip generation of the previous uses on the site. 

Project Trip Distribution 

Project traffic volumes both entering and exiting the site have been distributed and assigned to the 
adjacent street system based on the following considerations: 

• The site's proximity to major traffic corridors (i.e., Western Avenue, Normandie Avenue, 
Vennont Avenue, Sepulveda Boulevard, Lomita Boulevard, etc.); 

• Expected localized traffic flow patterns based on adjacent roadway channelization and presence 
of traffic signals; 

• Existing intersection traffic volumes; 

• Previous uses and proposed project spatial distribution; 

• The location of proposed parking areas; 

• Nearby population and employment centers; and 

• Input from LADOT staff. 

The traffic distribution percentages at the study intersections for the residential land use component for 
the Proposed Project are illustrated on Figure IV.G-9, Residential Component Project Trip Distribution. 
The traffic distribution percentages at the study intersections for the commercial land use component for 
the Proposed Project are displayed on Figure IV.G-10, Commercial Component Project Trip Distribution.  
The existing site traffic was assigned to the local roadway system based on the following considerations:  



Figure IV.G-9
Project Trip Distribution, Residential Component

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009.

Legend



Figure IV.G-10
Project Trip Distribution, Commercial Component

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009.

Legend
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existing land use; existing site access scheme; existing traffic movements; characteristics of the 
surrounding roadway system; and nearby employment and residential areas.  The previous commercial 
land uses traffic distribution percentages at the study intersections are also reflected on Figure IV.G-9. 

Traffic Assignment 

The trip generation for the Proposed Project was assigned to the surrounding roadway systems.  The 
morning and afternoon peak-hour Project-only traffic volumes are presented on Figure IV.G-11, Project 
Traffic Volumes-AM Peak Hour, and Figure IV.G-12, Project Traffic Volumes-PM Peak Hour, 
respectively, and reflect the traffic distribution characteristics shown on Figure IV.G-9 and the Project’s 
net traffic generation presented on Table IV.G-8. 

Future-With-Project LOS 

The LOS at the study intersections that would occur under the Future-With-Project traffic condition is 
shown on Table IV.G-9, Future (2014) Traffic Conditions – Without and With Project. Traffic volumes 
under the Future-With-Project traffic condition are shown on Figure IV.G-13, Future-With-Project AM 
Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, and Figure IV.G-14, Future-With-Project PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes, 
respectively.  Based on the City’s threshold of significance, the Project would result in a significant 
impact at the intersection of Normandie Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard during the morning peak hour. 

Access 

Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular Safety 

The project site is located in area with a relatively high level of pedestrian activity.  To reduce potential 
conflicts associated with bicyclists, pedestrians, and vehicle drivers near the site, the Project includes the 
following safety measures: 

• Reconstruction of the sidewalks adjacent to the project site to allow for easier pedestrian flow; 

• Installation of caution signage for bicyclists, pedestrians, and drivers at the Project driveway; 

• Installation of mirrors at the Project driveway to allow drivers exiting the site to check for on-
coming traffic; and 

• Installation of flashing lights at the Project driveway to indicate that a car is approaching the exit. 

Additionally, there are no bicycle lanes on the roadways immediately adjacent to the project site.  It is 
noted that bicycle lands currently exist on both sides of Normandie Avenue south of Sepulveda 
Boulevard.  With implementation of the safety measures listed above, potential bicycle, pedestrian, and 
vehicular conflicts would be minimized, and impacts would be less than significant. 



Figure IV.G-11
Project-Only Traffic Volumes,

AM Peak Hour

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009.



Figure IV.G-12
Project-Only Traffic Volumes,

PM Peak Hour

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009.
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Table IV.G-9 
Future (2014) Traffic Conditions - Without and With Project 

Future W/O 
Project 

Future With 
Project 

No. Intersection 
Peak 
Hour V/C LOS V/C LOS 

 
Change 

Significant
Impact? 

AM 0.997 E 1.000 E 0.003 No 1. Western Avenue/Sepulveda 
Boulevard PM 0.937 E 0.939 E 0.002 No 

AM 0.901 E 0.901 E 0.000 No 2. Western Avenue/Lomita 
Boulevard PM 0.839 D 0.842 D 0.003 No 

AM 0.564 A 0.574 A 0.010 No 3. Normandie Avenue/223rd Street 
PM 0.666 B 0.681 B 0.015 No 
AM 0.963 E 0.980 E 0.017 Yes 4. Normandie Avenue/ Sepulveda 

Boulevard PM 0.803 D 0.811 D 0.008 No 
AM 0.978 E 0.978 E 0.000 No 5. Normandie Avenue/Lomita 

Boulevard PM 0.875 D 0.874 D -0.001 No 
AM 0.691 B 0.691 B 0.000 No 6. Normandie Avenue/Pacific 

Coast Highway PM 0.665 B 0.665 B 0.000 No 
AM 0.957 E 0.951 E -0.006 No 7. Vermont Avenue/223rd Street 
PM 1.073 F 1.071 F -0.002 No 
AM 1.025 F 1.033 F 0.008 No 8. Vermont Avenue/Sepulveda 

Boulevard PM 1.021 F 1.018 F -0.003 No 
AM 0.968 E 0.971 E 0.003 No 9. I-110 Freeway SB Off-

Ramp/Sepulveda Boulevard PM 0.944 E 0.946 E 0.002 No 
AM 0.680 B 0.674 B -0.006 No 10. I-110 Freeway NB Off-

Ramp/Sepulveda Boulevard PM 0.588 A 0.595 A 0.007 No 
AM 0.810 D 0.808 D -0.002 No 11. Figueroa Street/Sepulveda 

Boulevard PM 0.699 B 0.701 C 0.002 No 
Source:  Linscott, Law, & Greenspan, Engineers, Addendum Traffic Analysis for 1311 West Sepulveda Boulevard Modified 

Project, January 21, 2010. 

 

Transit System Capacity 

Pursuant to the CMP requirements, the estimated number of transit trips that would be generated by the 
Project was calculated using values set forth in the CMP (i.e., person trips equal 1.4 times the vehicle 
trips, and transit trips equal 3.5 percent of the total person trips). The calculations are as follows:  

• AM Peak-Hour Trips = 188 × 1.4 × 0.035 = 9 Transit Trips 

• PM Peak Hour Trips = 247 × 1.4 × 0.035 = 12 Transit Trips 

• Daily Trips = 2,712 × 1.4 × 0.035 = 133 Transit Trips 



Figure IV.G-13
Future-With-Project Traffic Volumes,

AM Peak Hour

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009.



Figure IV.G-14
Future-With-Project Traffic Volumes,

PM Peak Hour

Source: Linscott, Law & Greenspan Engineers, 2009.
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As shown in Table IV.G-4, four bus transit lines and routes are provided adjacent to or in close proximity 
to the project site, with two of these transit lines and routes directly serving the site along the project 
frontage.  A total of three different bus transit providers provide service within the area.  As outlined in 
Table IV.G-4, these four transit lines provide service for an average (i.e., an average of the directional 
number of buses during the peak hours) of approximately 15 buses during the morning peak hour and 
roughly 16 buses during the afternoon peak hour.  Therefore, based on the above calculated morning and 
afternoon peak hour transit trips, this would correspond to no more than one transit rider per bus.  It is 
anticipated that the existing transit service in the project area would adequately accommodate the project 
generated transit trips.  Thus, given the low number of project-generated transit trips per bus, based on the 
calculated number of generated transit trips, no project impacts on existing or future transit services in the 
project area are expected to occur as a result of the Proposed Project.  As such, there would be no impact 
associated with this issue. 

Parking 

Residential Parking Requirements 

Residential and residential guest parking for both Lots 2 and 3 would be provided in street level parking 
lots located adjacent to the residential buildings.  Lot 2 would provide 44 guest parking stalls and 31 
residential parking stalls.  Lot 3 would provide 44 guest parking stalls and 32 residential parking stalls.  
Residential parking would also be provided in both buildings in the two above-grade parking levels.  On 
the first level, Lot 2 would provide 65 regular parking spaces and 98 tandem parking spaces.  On the 
second level, Lot 2 would provide 62 regular parking spaces and 98 tandem parking spaces.  On the first 
level, Lot 3 would provide 65 regular parking spaces and 98 tandem parking spaces.  On the second level, 
Lot 3 would provide 62 regular parking spaces and 98 tandem parking spaces.  The Proposed Project is 
required to provide 396 parking spaces each on Lot 2 and 3.  The Proposed Project would provide 398 
parking spaces on Lot 2 and 399 parking spaces on Lot 3. 

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21-A.4(a), parking is required at the following ratio: One parking space for 
each dwelling unit of less than three habitable rooms, one and one-half parking spaces for each dwelling 
unit of three habitable rooms, and two parking spaces for each dwelling unit of more than three habitable 
rooms.  The applicant is assuming a requirement of 2.0 parking spaces per residential unit.  Additionally, 
although the LAMC does not specifically identify requirements for residential guest parking spaces for 
residential developments, recent actions and historical recommendations by the Advisory Agency of the 
City have identified guest parking requirements for market-rate residential uses of 0.20 to 0.25 space per 
unit.  The applicant is assuming a requirement of 0.25 guest parking space per residential unit.  The 
amount of on-site parking required for the Proposed Project was calculated based on these parking ratios, 
and the results are summarized in Table IV.G-10.  



City of Los Angeles  March 2010 

 

 

 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project  IV.G. Traffic, Transportation, and Parking 
Screencheck Draft Environmental Impact Report  Page IV.G-39 
 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT ~ Work In Progress 
 

Table IV.G-10 
Proposed Project Parking Summary 

Description Number of 
Dwelling Units 

Number of 
Habitable Rooms Parking Ratio Parking 

Required 
Lot 2 
1 Bedroom 88 3 2.0 176 
2 Bedroom 88 4 2.0 176 
Guest 176 N/A 0.25 44 

Subtotal 396 

Lot 3 
1 Bedroom 88 3 1.5 176 
2 Bedroom 88 4 2.0 176 
Guest 176 N/A 0.25 44 

Subtotal 396 

Total 792 
Source:  Christopher Joseph and Associates, December 2009. 

 

The Proposed Project would provide a total of 797 (709 resident and 88 guest) off-street parking spaces.  
Therefore, the amount of parking for the Proposed Project would exceed the LAMC parking 
requirements, and as such, no significant off-site parking impacts or spill over parking into adjoining 
residential neighborhoods or commercial areas is anticipated. 

Commercial Parking Requirements 

Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21-A.4(c), parking is required for general retail uses at the ratio of a 
minimum of 4.0 parking spaces for each 1,000 square feet of floor area.  Therefore, assuming that Lots 4 
and 5 (known as the Add Area) could be developed with approximately 18,000 square feet of retail land 
uses, 72 off-street parking spaces would be required and provided. 

In-Street Construction 

Implementation of the Project would require temporary lane and sidewalk closures on the Sepulveda 
Boulevard and Normandie Avenue adjacent to the project site to allow for the installation and connection 
of utilities.  The duration of these lane and sidewalk closures would be three to five days. The Project 
Applicant would be required to set up caution signage and cones to alert drivers of the lane closures and 
to merge the traffic flow past the closed lanes, and to redirect pedestrians to the opposite side of the street.  
All construction equipment would be staged on the project site, and all construction workers would park 
on the project site.  No bicycle lanes are located immediately adjacent to the project site.  No street 
parking, access to other properties, or bus stops and routes would be affected by the Project.  Therefore, 
Project impacts related to in-street construction would be less than significant. 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

Intersection Capacity 

Implementation of the Project in conjunction with the 25 related projects listed on Table IV.G-5 and the 
ambient regional traffic growth projections described previously would result in a net increase in traffic in 
the study area.  The analysis of the Future-With-Project condition reflects both Project-specific and future 
cumulative traffic impacts related to intersection LOS, because the Future-With-Project condition 
considers a combination of existing traffic conditions, plus traffic from related projects and ambient 
regional growth, and Project traffic.  The Project-specific analysis shows that this Future-With-Project 
cumulative condition would not result in significant impacts at any of the study intersections.  However, 
as the lead agency recommended the four study intersections located partially or fully within the 
unincorporated area of Los Angeles County (Nos. 4, 5, 8, and 9) to be analyzed per the County’s 
methodology and significance criteria, Los Angeles County has determined that study intersections 5, 8 
and 9 would be significantly impacted under the cumulative impacts scenario (see Appendix IV.G-3 to 
this Draft EIR).  The County has recommended measures to mitigate the significant cumulative impacts.  
Therefore, cumulative impacts related to intersection capacity would be significant and mitigation would 
be required. 

Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular Safety 

Implementation of the Project in conjunction with the 25 related projects listed on Table IV.G-5 and the 
ambient regional traffic growth projections described previously would result in a net increase in traffic 
near the project site.  The analysis of the Future-with-Project condition reflects both Project-specific and 
future cumulative traffic impacts related to intersection LOS, because the Future-with-Project condition 
considers a combination of existing traffic conditions, plus traffic from related projects and ambient 
regional growth, and Project traffic. The Project includes safety measures that would minimize potential 
bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular conflicts, and impacts would be less than significant. With 
implementation of the safety measures, the Project’s potential contribution to any cumulative conflict 
issues would not be considerable. Therefore, cumulative impacts related to bicycle, pedestrian, and 
vehicular safety would be less than significant. 

Transit 

Implementation of the Project in conjunction with the 24 related projects listed on Table IV.G-5 and the 
ambient regional traffic growth described previously could result in a net increase in demand for transit 
service near the project site.  Pursuant to the CMP requirements, the estimated number of transit trips that 
would be generated by the Project was calculated using values set forth in the CMP. The Project would 
generate approximately nine transit trips during the morning peak hour; 12 transit trips during the 
afternoon peak-hour; and 133 daily transit trips.  The 15 buses during the morning peak hour and the 16 
buses during the afternoon peak hour would be more than adequate to accommodate the transit trips 



City of Los Angeles  March 2010 

 

 

 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project  IV.G. Traffic, Transportation, and Parking 
Screencheck Draft Environmental Impact Report  Page IV.G-41 
 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT ~ Work In Progress 
 

generated by the Project, and impacts would be less than significant. Therefore, the Project’s contribution 
to any potential increase in cumulative demand for transit service in the area would not be considerable, 
and cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

Parking 

As discussed previously, the amount of parking included as part of the Project would exceed the City’s 
parking requirements for the Project, and no significant parking impacts would occur. The degree to 
which the related projects meet applicable parking requirements will be determined on a case-by-case 
basis. However, regardless of whether the related projects provide enough parking to meet parking 
requirements, because the Project would provide sufficient parking, the Project would not have the 
potential to contribute to any potential parking shortages associated with the related projects. Therefore, 
cumulative parking impacts would be less than significant. 

In-Street Construction 

Of the 25 related projects, only one development (LA 5 light industrial development at 1400 West 228th 
Street) is the only related project within close proximity to the project site.  The site of the museum has 
relatively large areas of open surface parking that would be used for construction staging and parking. It 
is not anticipated that development of this project would require any temporary lane closures or sidewalks 
or loss of on-street parking, and no significant impacts would occur. As discussed previously, the Project 
impacts related to in-street construction would be less than significant. Therefore, cumulative impacts 
related to in-street construction would be less than significant. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Intersection Capacity 

Because the Proposed Project would result in a significant impact at the intersection of Normandie 
Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard, the following mitigation measure is required: 

G-1. Prior to issuance of an occupancy permit, the Project Applicant shall: 

a. Modify the northbound approach on Normandie Avenue at Sepulveda Boulevard to 
provide one additional thru lane.  (The resultant northbound approach lane configuration 
would provide a left-turn lane, two thru lanes, and one shared thru/right-turn lane.) 

b. The eastbound approach on Sepulveda Boulevard at Normandie Avenue shall be 
modified to provide a right-turn only lane.  (The resultant eastbound approach lane 
configuration would provide one left-turn lane, three the lanes, and one right-turn only 
lane.) 
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c. To accommodate the proposed right-turn lane, the existing median island on the west leg 
of the intersection along Sepulveda Boulevard shall be removed and the existing 
eastbound and westbound roadway striping shall be modified for transitional purposes. 

G-2. Prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit, the Project Applicant shall: 

a. Restripe the northbound approach on Normandie Avenue at Lomita Boulevard for one 
additional left-turn lane.  (The resultant northbound approach lane configuration would 
provide two left-turn lanes, one through lane, and one shared though/right-turn lane.) 

b. To accommodate the proposed left-turn lane, the existing median would require removal 
and the existing roadway striping would need to be modified.  A traffic signal 
modification may be required. 

c. Make a fair-share contribution towards the Los Angeles County Intelligent 
Transportation System for study intersections 8 (Vermont Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard) 
and 9 (I-110 Freeway Southbound Off-Ramp/Sepulveda Boulevard). 

Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular Safety 

No significant impacts related to bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular safety were identified, and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

Transit 

No significant transit impacts were identified, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Parking 

No significant parking impacts were identified, and no mitigation measures are required. 

In-Street Construction 

No significant in-street construction impacts were identified, and no mitigation measures are required. 

LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

Intersection Capacity 

Intersection capacity impacts would be less than significant. 
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Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular Safety 

Bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular safety impacts would be less than significant. 

Transit 

Transit impacts would be less than significant. 

Parking 

Parking impacts would be less than significant. 

In-Street Construction 

In-street construction impacts would be less than significant. 
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V. GENERAL IMPACT CATEGORIES 

A. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 

Section 15126.2(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe any significant impacts 
which cannot be avoided.  Specifically, Section 15126.2(b) states: 

“Describe any significant impacts, including those which can be mitigated but not 
reduced to a level of insignificance.  Where there are impacts that cannot be alleviated 
without imposing an alternative design, their implications and the reasons why the 
project is being proposed, notwithstanding their effect, should be described.”   

Based on the analysis contained in Section IV of this Draft EIR, implementation of the Proposed Project 
would not result in any significant unavoidable environmental impacts.   

B. SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL CHANGES 

Section 15126.2(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the “uses of nonrenewable resources during 
the initial and continued phases of the project may be irreversible since a large commitment of such 
resources makes removal or nonuse thereafter unlikely.”  Section 15126.2(c) further states that 
“irretrievable commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is 
justified.”   

The types and level of development associated with the Proposed Project would consume limited, slowly 
renewable and non-renewable resources.  This consumption would occur during construction of the 
Proposed Project and would continue throughout its operational lifetime.  The development of the 
Proposed Project would require a commitment of resources that would include:  (1) building materials, (2) 
fuel and operational materials/resources, and (3) the transportation of goods and people to and from the 
project site. 

Construction of the Proposed Project would require consumption of resources that are not replenishable or 
which may renew slowly as to be considered non-renewable.  These resources would include certain types 
of lumber and other forest products, aggregate materials used in concrete and asphalt (e.g., sand, gravel, 
and stone), metals (e.g., steel, copper, and lead), petrochemical construction materials (e.g., plastics) and 
water.  Fossil fuels, such as gasoline and oil, would also be consumed in the use of construction vehicles 
and equipment.   

The commitment of resources required for the type and level of proposed development would limit the 
availability of these resources for future generations for other uses during the operation of the Proposed 
Project.  However, this resource consumption would be consistent with growth and anticipated change in 
the Los Angeles region.   
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C. GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

Section 15126.2(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of the ways in which a Proposed 
Project could induce growth.  This includes ways in which a project would foster economic or population 
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment.  Section 12126.2(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines states: 

“Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population 
growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the 
surrounding environment.  Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles 
to population growth (a major expansion of a waste water treatment plant might, for 
example, allow for more construction in service areas).  Increases in the population may 
tax existing community service facilities, requiring construction of new facilities that 
could cause significant environmental effects.  Also discuss the characteristic of some 
projects which may encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly 
affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively.  It must not be assumed that 
growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the 
environment.”  

The Proposed Project would foster economic growth and revitalize a blighted and underutilized area by 
adding residential and retail uses to the project site.  The employees of the retail Add Area could and the 
residents, in turn, patronize existing local businesses and services in the area.  Additionally, as described 
under Section IV.A, short-term and long term employment opportunities would be provided during 
construction and operation of the Proposed Project.   

Although the Proposed Project would generate employment on the project site, as shown in Section IV.A, 
the Proposed Project would not induce growth in an area that is not already developed with infrastructure 
to accommodate such growth.  Off-site utility infrastructure adjacent to the project sites would adequately 
service the Proposed Project.  Further, the Proposed Project, as an in-fill development, would be 
adequately served by existing public services such as fire, and police.   
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VI. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECTS 

INTRODUCTION 

The State CEQA Guidelines require that EIRs include the identification and evaluation of a reasonable 
range of alternatives that are designed to reduce the significant environmental impacts of the project while 
still meeting the general project objectives.  The CEQA Guidelines also set forth the intent and extent of 
alternatives analysis to be provided in an EIR.  Those considerations are discussed below. 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Section 21002.1(a) of the CEQA Statutes (Public Resources Code) states: “The purpose of an 
environmental impact report is to identify the significant effects on the environment of a project, to 
identify alternatives to a project, and to indicate the manner in which those significant effects can be 
mitigated or avoided.” 

More specifically, Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines states: 

“An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location 
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and 
evaluate the comparable merits of the alternatives.  An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project.  Rather it must consider a reasonable range of 
potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public 
participation.  An EIR is not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible.  The 
lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination 
and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives.  There is no 
ironclad rule governing the nature of scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than 
the rule of reason.” 

Purpose 

Section 15126.6(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines states:  “Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate 
or avoid the significant effects that a project may have on the environment, the discussion of alternatives 
shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially 
lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the 
attainment of project objectives, or would be more costly.” 

Selection of a Reasonable Range of Alternatives 

Section 15126.6(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines states: “The range of potential alternatives to the 
proposed project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the 
Project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.  The EIR should 
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briefly describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed.  The EIR should also identify 
any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the 
scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination.  Additional 
information explaining the choice of alternatives may be included in the administrative record.  Among 
the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are:  (i) failure 
to meet most of the basic Project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant 
environment impacts.” 

Level of Detail 

The State CEQA Guidelines do not require the same level of detail in the alternatives analysis as in the 
analysis of the Proposed Project.  Section 15126.6(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines states: 

“The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful 
evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project.  A matrix displaying the 
major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative may be 
used to summarize the comparison.  If an alternative would cause one or more significant 
effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the 
significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the 
significant effects of the project as proposed.” 

Overview of Selected Alternatives 

As indicated above, project alternatives should feasibly be able to attain “most of the basic objectives of 
the project” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)), even though implementation of the project 
alternatives might, to some degree, impede the attainment of those objectives or be more costly (State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b)).  For purposes of this alternatives analysis the following four 
alternatives were identified and analyzed: 

Alternative A: No Project Alternative 

Alternative B: Reduced Density Alternative 

Alternative C: All Residential Development Alternative 

Alternative D: Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Alternatives Rejected as Being Infeasible 

Section 15126.6(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to identify any alternatives that were 
considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process, and briefly 
explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination.  One alternative was considered and 
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rejected as being infeasible for the Proposed Project: development of an alternate site.  The project 
applicant does not currently own or control other potential sites for the Proposed Project in Harbor 
Gateway Community which could be developed with a residential project with a retail Add Area, nor can 
the project applicant reasonably acquire or otherwise have access to such alternate sites.  Therefore, 
discussion of such alternative site locations is not required (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(f)(1).   

Assumption and Methodology 

The anticipated means for implementing the alternatives can influence the assessment and/or probability 
of impacts for those alternatives.  For example, a project may have the potential to generate impacts but 
consideration in project design may also afford the opportunity to avoid or reduce such impacts.  The 
alternatives analysis is presented as a comparative analysis to the Proposed Project and assumes that all 
applicable mitigation measures proposed for the project would apply to each alternative.  Impacts 
associated with the alternatives are compared to project-related impacts and are classified as greater than, 
less than, or similar to (or comparable to) the level of impacts associated with the Proposed Project. 

The following alternative analysis compares the potential environmental impacts of three alternatives to 
those of the Proposed Project for each of the environmental topics analyzed in detail in Section IV 
(Environmental Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR. 

Project Objectives 

The range of potential alternatives to the Proposed Project shall include those that could feasibly 
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the Proposed Project.  The objectives of the Proposed Project 
are as follows: 

• Redevelop and revitalize an underutilized site and provide residential uses to support the Harbor 
Gateway Community Plan Area. 

• To utilize the currently vacant project site to provide residential and retail uses to serve the local 
community. 

• To provide a well-designed development that is compatible and complementary with surrounding 
land uses. 

• To provide adequate parking facilities to serve the proposed development residents, and visitors. 

• To provide development that is financially viable. 

• To incorporate sufficient residential square-footage to facilitate redevelopment and revitalization 
of an underutilized and deteriorating part of the Harbor Gateway Community. 
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A. NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

The No Project Alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not proceed.  Pursuant to 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2): 

“The ‘no project’ analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of 
preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time the 
environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would reasonably be expected to 
occur in the foreseeable future if the Proposed Project were not approved, based on 
current plans, and consistent with available infrastructure and community services.” 

In the event the project is not approved, it is expected that the project site would remain in its current 
condition.  Under the No Project Alternative, the project site would continue to be a vacant lot.  Although 
no new development would occur on the project site under the No Project Alternative, this alternative 
assumes the development of the related projects in the area of the project site. 

Aesthetics 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Sea Breeze Apartments Project would not be constructed.  
The project site would remain vacant and undeveloped, covered with sparse vegetation, and no new 
development would occur.  The Proposed Project would implement new residential uses, with the 
possible inclusion of retail uses within the Add Area.  As a result, the Proposed Project would develop the 
project site with new land uses.  In comparison, the No Project Alternative would not change the existing 
visual character of the project site and surrounding vicinity.  Public and private views of the surrounding 
area would remain as they are now.  Since no new development would occur on the project sites, the 
potentially beneficial effects of providing a consistently and coherently designed project to replace the 
existing view of an underutilized site would not occur.  Under the No Project Alternative, no new sources 
of light would be introduced, although the potentially beneficial impact of removing existing sources of 
glare associated with surface parking lots would not occur.  No shade or shadow impacts would occur 
under the No Project Alternative as no new structures would be built.  Therefore, impacts associated with 
the No Project Alternative would be greater than the Proposed Project with respect to aesthetics, and less 
with respect to light and glare and shade and shadow. 

Air Quality 

Construction Impacts 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be constructed and the project site 
would remain vacant.  No new construction activities would occur.  Since no grading associated with new 
construction or construction activities would occur on the project site, no short-term air emissions 
typically associated with these activities would occur.  There would be no construction air quality impacts 
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under this alternative, whereas the Proposed Project would result in less than significant air quality 
impacts.  Therefore, air quality impacts associated with the No Project Alternative would be lower than 
the Proposed Project. 

Operational Impacts 

Under the No Project Alternative, no increase in the amount of vehicle traffic would occur and no long-
term air emissions would be generated.  There would be no operational air quality impacts under this 
alternative, whereas the Proposed Project would result in less than significant air quality impacts.  
Therefore, air quality impacts associated with the No Project Alternative would be lower than the 
Proposed Project. 

Land Use and Planning 

Under the No Project Alternative, no development would occur and the project site would remain in its 
present condition.  The project site would retain its General Plan designations and zoning classifications 
and no zone variances would be required.  The existing vacant lots would be compatible with the existing 
land uses in the vicinity of the project site and would be consistent with the local and regional plans and 
policies.  The Proposed Project would require a general plan amendment and zone change to redesignate 
and rezone the project site.  The Proposed Project would also include a general plan amendment to change 
the project site from Heavy Manufacturing to Neighborhood Commercial and a zone change of the 
project site from M3-1VL (M3: Heavy Industrial Zone, 1VL: Very Limited Height District) to C2-1L 
(C2: Commercial Zone, 1L: Limited Height District).  There would be no land use impacts under this 
alternative, whereas the Proposed Project would result in less than significant land use impacts.  
Therefore, land use impacts associated with the No Project Alternative would be lower than the Proposed 
Project. 

Noise 

Construction Impacts 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be constructed and the existing vacant 
lot would remain undeveloped.  Since no grading/construction activities would occur under the No 
Project Alternative, no short-term construction noise impacts are anticipated.  Furthermore, this 
alternative would avoid all noise-producing activities and would result in no noise or groundborne 
vibration impacts.  There would be no construction noise impacts under this alternative, whereas the 
Proposed Project would result in less than significant construction noise impacts.  Therefore, construction 
noise impacts associated with the No Project Alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project. 
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Operational Impacts 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be constructed and the existing vacant 
lot would remain undeveloped.  Since the project site would not be developed, no noise impacts are 
anticipated as a result of increased vehicle traffic or loading dock activities.  This alternative would 
therefore avoid all noise-producing activities and would result in no noise impacts.  There would be no 
operational noise impacts under this alternative, whereas the Proposed Project would result in less than 
significant operational noise impacts.  Therefore, operational noise impacts associated with the No Project 
Alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project. 

Public Services 

Fire Protection 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be constructed and the existing vacant 
lot would remain undeveloped.  The No Project Alternative may be subject to fire because it contains 
overgrown shrubs, grasses, and trees that were planted as part of a former landscape plan.  However, this 
has not been identified as a significant hazard for the area, nor does it regularly require attention from the 
Fire Department.  The level and intensity of fire protection services required under the No Project 
Alternative would not change from existing conditions.  Therefore, impacts to fire protection facilities and 
services under the No Project Alternative would be lower than under the Proposed Project, although 
impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to fire protection services would be less than significant. 

Police Protection 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be constructed and the existing vacant 
lot would remain undeveloped.  The level and intensity of police protection services required under the 
No Project Alternative would not change from existing conditions.  Therefore, impacts to police 
protection services under the No Project Alternative would be lower than under the Proposed Project, 
although impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to police protection services would be less than 
significant. 

Schools 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be constructed and the existing vacant 
lot would remain undeveloped.  Under the No Project Alternative, no residents or employees would be 
introduced to the project site that would generate students.  The project site would remain vacant under 
this alternative, and, thus would not generate any students.  In comparison, the Proposed Project would 
introduce new elementary, middle, and high school students that would increase the demand for school 
services in the project area.  Therefore, impacts to schools under the No Project Alternative would be 
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lower than under the Proposed Project, although impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to schools 
would be less than significant. 

Parks and Recreation 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be constructed and the existing vacant 
lot would remain undeveloped.  As such, no new permanent residents would be generated to create a 
demand on recreation and parks services.  Therefore, impacts to parks under the No Project Alternative 
would be lower than under the Proposed Project, although impacts of the Proposed Project with respect to 
parks would be less than significant. 

Libraries 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be constructed and the existing vacant 
lot would remain undeveloped.  Under the No Project Alternative, no residents would be introduced to the 
project site that would increase demand for library space and create a need for new or expanded libraries.  
Thus, the No Project Alternative would not generate any demand for library services.  In comparison, the 
Proposed Project would introduce approximately 40 new employees to the project area on a daily basis, 
thereby, increasing the demand for library facilities in the project area.  Therefore, impacts to parks under 
the No Project Alternative would be lower than under the Proposed Project, although impacts of the 
Proposed Project with respect to parks would be less than significant. 

Traffic, Transportation, and Parking 

Under the No Project Alternative, the Proposed Project would not be constructed and the existing vacant 
lot would remain undeveloped.  In its existing states, the project site does not contribute traffic to the 
surrounding street system.  The Proposed Project would contribute to a significant impact at the 
intersection of Normandie Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard.  This significant impact can be mitigated to 
a less than significant level.  However, the No Project Alternative would have no impact on transportation 
and traffic, which would be less than the Proposed Project. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

The No Project Alternative would avoid most of the environmental impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project.  However, the No Project Alternative would not satisfy all of the project objectives.  Specifically, 
the No Project Alternative would not meet the following objectives: 

• Redevelop and revitalize an underutilized site and provide residential uses to support the Harbor 
Gateway Community Plan Area. 

• To utilize the currently vacant project site to provide residential and retail uses to serve the local 
community. 
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• To provide a well-designed development that is compatible and complementary with surrounding 
land uses. 

• To provide adequate parking facilities to serve the proposed development residents, and visitors. 

• To provide development that is financially viable. 

• To incorporate sufficient residential square-footage to facilitate redevelopment and revitalization 
of an underutilized and deteriorating part of the Harbor Gateway Community. 

B. REDUCED DENSITY ALTERNATIVE 

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, the project site would be developed with uses similar to the 
Proposed Project, including the possible inclusion of retail uses within the Add Area.  However, this 
alternative consists of an overall reduced project density consisting of R3 zoning with 222,906 square feet 
of buildable area, which results in a total of 278 multi-family apartment units, a 21 percent decrease when 
compared to the 542,192 square feet of total development, which includes 352 units of multi-family 
apartment units, associated with the Proposed Project.  The Reduced Density Alternative also takes into 
account the possible inclusion of 14,144 square feet of retail uses within the Add Area, a 21 percent 
reduction when compared to the Proposed Project.  The residential buildings would provide 
approximately 626 parking spaces.  The building heights would reach a maximum of 51 feet.  All other 
aspects of the project would be similar as described under the Proposed Project.   

Aesthetics 

The Reduced Density Alternative consists of an overall reduced project density consisting of R3 zoning 
with 222,906 square feet of buildable area, which results in a total of 278 multi-family units, a 21 percent 
decrease when compared to the 352 multi-family units associated with the Proposed Project.  Under the 
Reduced Density Alternative, the retail square footages, which would be considered for possible inclusion 
within the project site and Add Area, would be reduced by 21 percent and the heights of the buildings 
would be reduced by 21 percent as compared to the Proposed Project.  The Reduced Density Alternative 
would continue to be visually compatible with the surrounding community.  This alternative, like the 
Proposed Project, would alter the current visual character of the site, but would not introduce any 
incompatible visual elements into the neighborhood.  The Reduced Density Alternative would be 
designed with architectural variety and would be aesthetically pleasing, similar to the Proposed Project.  
However, the Reduced Density Alternative would be built with 21 percent lower building heights.  Like 
the Proposed Project, the Reduced Density Alternative would introduce new sources of light and glare to 
the currently undeveloped project site.  However, these sources would be fewer than those generated by 
the Proposed Project.  Impacts associated with light and glare would be potentially significant, but could 
be mitigated to a less than significant level.  Shade and shadow impacts of the Reduced Density 
Alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project, due to a reduction in building heights, and less 
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than significant.  Aesthetic impacts of the Reduced Density Alternative would be lower than the Proposed 
Project due to reduced building heights.  Although the light and glare impacts associated with the 
Reduced Density Alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project, impacts of the Alternative would 
be still be significant and mitigation measures would need to be implemented to reduce impacts to less 
than significant. 

Air Quality 

Construction Impacts 

The Reduced Density Alternative would include the construction of approximately 278 residential units, 
with a possible inclusion of 14,144 square feet of retail uses within the Add Area, and associated parking.  
Peak daily construction activities under the Reduced Density Alternative would be similar to those 
associated with the Proposed Project.  Under this alternative, emissions generated during the site 
preparation/grading phase would not exceed the regional emissions threshold for PM10, and during the 
building phase, the construction emissions would not exceed the regional emissions threshold for NOx.  
This impact would be less than significant and similar to the Proposed Project.   

Operational Impacts 

The Reduced Density Alternative would include the construction of approximately 278 residential units, 
with a possible inclusion of 14,144 square feet of retail uses within the Add Area, and associated parking.  
Under this alternative, operational emissions would be generated by both stationary and mobile sources 
from normal day-to-day activities on the project site after occupation.  Operational emissions associated 
with the Reduced Density Alternative would not exceed the established SCAQMD threshold levels for 
VOC, NOx, CO, SOx or PM10 and therefore would be less than significant.  The Reduced Density 
Alternative would reduce operational air emissions compared to the Proposed Project, as less square 
footage would be developed, resulting in fewer trips and fewer residences.  Therefore, operational 
impacts associated with the Reduced Density Alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project. 

Land Use and Planning 

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, land uses developed on the project site would be similar to those 
described under the Proposed Project.  However, the Reduced Density Alternative consists of an overall 
reduced project density consisting of R3 zoning with 222,906 square feet of buildable area, which results 
in a total of 278 multi-family units, a 21 percent decrease when compared to the 352 multi-family units 
associated with the Proposed Project.  Similar to the Proposed Project, under the Reduced Density 
Alternative, the project would require a general plan amendment and zone change to redesignate and 
rezone the project site.  Although the overall amount of development would be reduced, the Reduced 
Density Alternative would include all of the same design elements as the Proposed Project.  Further, 
similar to the Proposed Project, development of the project under the Reduced Density Alternative would 
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be compatible with surrounding land uses.  However, as building height would be reduced under this 
alternative, the height of the structures would be more compatible than the Proposed Project with the 
single-family residential uses to the south of the project site and the low-rise retail uses surrounding the 
project site to the west, north, and east.  Impacts with respect to land use compatibility under the Reduced 
Density Alternative would be similar to those associated with the Proposed Project and less than 
significant. 

Noise 

Construction Impacts 

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, less total square footage would be constructed compared to the 
Proposed Project.  While this alternative would develop less overall square footage compared to the 
Proposed Project, such construction would require the use of heavy equipment.  Because of the proximity 
of the project site to sensitive receptors (the single-family residences to the south of project site), impacts 
would be temporary yet significant. 

Due to the use of construction equipment during the site grading and preparation phase, the Reduced 
Density Alternative would expose the surrounding off-site sensitive uses to groundborne vibration levels.  
Such equipment could include large bulldozers, caisson drilling rigs, loaded trucks and small bulldozers, 
which would generate the vibration levels.  As previously mentioned, the nearest sensitive receptors to the 
project site are the single-family residences located approximately 110 feet to the south of the Proposed 
Project.  Therefore, due to distance and attenuation, the vibration velocity forecasted to occur these 
nearby sensitive receptors would not exceed the FTA’s threshold of 80 VdB for residential uses where 
people normally sleep.  Both construction noise and vibration impacts would be less than significant, and 
similar to the Proposed Project. 

Operational Impacts 

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, less total square footage would be constructed compared to the 
Proposed Project.  The traffic generated by this alternative would be reduced compared to the Proposed 
Project, and would not result in an increase in ambient noise levels in excess of the three dBA CNEL.  
Additionally, installation of HVAC units on structures would be required to comply with all City 
regulations for noise limits.  As such, these impacts related to on-site noise would be less than significant, 
and similar to the Proposed Project. 

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, as well as the Proposed Project, noise would be generated 
intermittently on the project site due to delivery vehicles and trash collection.  While refuse trucks would 
be used for the disposal of solid waste at the project site, these trips would typically only occur once a 
week and would not be any different than those presently occurring in the project area.  The Reduced 
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Density Alternative reduces the size of the development and would thus reduce the overall impacts.  
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and less than the Proposed Project. 

Public Services 

Fire Protection 

The Reduced Density Alternative consists of an overall reduced project density consisting of R3 zoning 
with 222,906 square feet of buildable area, which results in a total of 278 multi-family units, a 21 percent 
decrease when compared to the 352 multi-family units associated with the Proposed Project.  
Furthermore, under the Reduced Density Alternative, the retail square footages, which would be 
considered for possible inclusion within the project site and Add Area, would be reduced by 21 percent.  
Therefore, on-site daytime and evening population would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project.  
However, while the size of the development would be reduced, the type and frequency of fire protection 
services required is based on the uses included in the project and would be similar to the Proposed 
Project.  Similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative would comply with the Fire Code to ensure 
adequate on-site fire protection features are provided.  Therefore, impacts to fire protection services under 
the Reduced Density Alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project and less than significant. 

Police Protection 

The Reduced Density Alternative consists of an overall reduced project density consisting of R3 zoning 
with 222,906 square feet of buildable area, which results in a total of 278 multi-family units, a 21 percent 
decrease when compared to the 352 multi-family units associated with the Proposed Project.  
Furthermore, under the Reduced Density Alternative, the retail square footages, which would be 
considered for possible inclusion within the project site and Add Area, would be reduced by 21 percent.  
On-site daytime and evening population would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project.  Therefore, 
with a reduction in on-site population, the type and frequency of police protection services required to 
serve the project site would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project.  Impacts to police protection 
services under the Reduced Density Alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project and less than 
significant. 

Schools 

The Reduced Density Alternative consists of an overall reduced project density consisting of R3 zoning 
with 222,906 square feet of buildable area, which results in a total of 278 multi-family units, a 21 percent 
decrease when compared to the 352 multi-family units associated with the Proposed Project.  
Furthermore, under the Reduced Density Alternative, the retail square footages, which would be 
considered for possible inclusion within the project site and Add Area, would be reduced by 21 percent.  
As shown in Table VI-1, Reduced Density Alternative Estimated Student Generation, this alternative 
would generate approximately 72 net new students, whereas the Proposed Project is expected to generate  
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Table VI-1 
Reduced Density Alternative Estimated Student Generation 

Land Use Size School Type 
Student 

Generation 
Factora 

Total Students 
Generated 

Proposed Project 
Elementary School (K-5) 0.1266 46 

Middle School (6-8) 0.0692 24 Multi-Family 
Residential 352 du 

High School (9-12) 0.0659 23 
Elementary School (K-5) .0000238 0 

Middle School (6-8) .0000123 0 Retail 17,904 sf 
High School (9-12) .0000123 0 

Proposed Project Subtotal 93 

Existing Uses 

Vacant N/A N/A N/A 0 
Existing Uses Subtotal 0 

Proposed Project Net Total 93 
Reduced Density Alternative 

Elementary School (K-5) 0.1266 35 
Middle School (6-8) 0.0692 19 Multi-Family 

Residential 278 units 
High School (9-12) 0.0659 18 

Elementary School (K-5) .0000238 0 
Middle School (6-8) .0000123 0 Retail 14,144 sf 
High School (9-12) .0000123 0 

Reduced Density Alternative Subtotal 72 

Existing Uses Subtotal 0 

Reduced Density Alternative Net Total 72 
Note:  The number of students has been rounded to the nearest whole number. 
a Los Angeles Unified School District, Student Generation Rate Calculation, August 2006. 
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, March 2010. 

 

93 net new students.  Thus, the Reduced Density Alternative would generate 21 fewer students than the 
Proposed Project.  Furthermore, with a 21 percent decrease in overall development school facility fees 
paid by the project would also be less under the Reduced Density Alternative.  Therefore, school impacts 
under the Reduced Density Alternative would be lower than under the Proposed Project and would be less 
than significant.   
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Parks and Recreation 

The Reduced Density Alternative consists of an overall reduced project density consisting of R3 zoning 
with 222,906 square feet of buildable area, which results in a total of 278 multi-family units, a 21 percent 
decrease when compared to the 352 multi-family units associated with the Proposed Project.  
Furthermore, under the Reduced Density Alternative, the retail square footages, which would be 
considered for possible inclusion within the project site and Add Area, would be reduced by 21 percent.  
Therefore, permanent population associated with the Reduced Density Alternative would be lower than 
the Proposed Project and demand on park facilities in the Harbor Gateway community would be 
correspondingly lower than the Proposed Project.  Park fees would also be lower than the Proposed 
Project, based on the reduction in the number of residential units.  Therefore, impacts to parks and 
recreation facilities under the Reduced Density Alternative would be lower than under the Proposed 
Project and would be less than significant.   

Libraries 

The Reduced Density Alternative consists of an overall reduced project density consisting of R3 zoning 
with 222,906 square feet of buildable area, which results in a total of 278 multi-family units, a 21 percent 
decrease when compared to the 352 multi-family units associated with the Proposed Project.  
Furthermore, under the Reduced Density Alternative, the retail square footages, which would be 
considered for possible inclusion within the project site and Add Area, would be reduced by 21 percent.  
Therefore, permanent population associated with the Reduced Density Alternative would be lower than 
the Proposed Project and demand on library facilities in the Harbor Gateway community would be 
correspondingly lower than the Proposed Project.  Impacts to libraries under the Reduced Density 
Alternative would be lower than under the Proposed Project and would be less than significant. 

Traffic, Transportation, and Parking 

The following discussion is based on the Alternative Traffic Analysis prepared by Linscott, Law & 
Greenspan, Engineers, February 2010.  This report is included as Appendix VI-1 to this Draft EIR. 

Under the Reduced Density Alternative, the development on the project site would be reduced by 21 
percent.  Under this alternative, a total of 278 apartment units and approximately 14,144 square feet of 
retail uses would be developed.  As fewer apartment units and less retail use square footage would be 
developed under this alternative, fewer daily vehicle trips generated at the project site would be generated 
than under the Proposed Project.  As shown in Table VI-2, Reduced Density Alternative Trip Generation, 
this alternative is expected to result in a net reduction of 21 vehicle trips (92 fewer inbound trips and 71 
more outbound trips) during the AM peak hour.  During the PM peak hour, the Reduced Density 
Alternative is expected to generate three net new vehicle trips (58 more inbound trips and 55fewer 
outbound trips).  The Proposed Project is estimated to result in a net increase of 1,434 daily trips over 
existing conditions (see Section IV.G. Traffic, Transportation, and Parking), whereas this alternative  
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Table VI-2 
Reduced Density Alternative Trip Generationa 

AM Peak Hourb PM Peak Hourb 
Land Use Size Daily 

Tripsb In Out Total In Out Total 
Existing Site Trips 
Warehousec 300 emp (1,168) (110) (43) (153) (62) (115) (177) 
General Officed 10,000 sf (110) (14) (2) (16) (3) (12) (15) 

Subtotal (1,278) (124) (45) (169) (65) (127) (192) 
Reduced Density Alternative Trips 
Lot 2 Parcel         

Apartmente 139 units 934 14 57 71 56 30 86 
Lot 3 Parcel         

Apartmente 139 units 934 14 57 71 56 30 86 
Lot 4 and 5 Parcels         

Retailf 14,144 sf 608 9 6 15 25 28 53 
Less Internal Trips (10%)g (60) (1) (1) (2) (3) (3) (6) 

Less Pass-by (50%)h (274) (4) (3) (7) (11) (13) (24) 
Subtotal 2,142 32 116 148 123 72 195 

Total Net Trips Generated 864 (92) 71 (21) 58 (55) 3 
a Source:  ITE “Trip Generation, 7th Edition, 2003. 
b Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving. 
c ITE Land Use Code 150 (Warehouse) trip generation average rates 

- Daily Trip Rate:  3.89 trips/employee; 50% inbound/50% outbound 
- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate:  0.51 trips/employee; 72% inbound/28% outbound 
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate:  0.59 trips/employee; 35% inbound/65% outbound 

d ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office Building) trip generation average rates. 
- Daily Trip Rate:  11.01 trips/1,000 sf; 50% inbound/50% outbound 
- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate:  1.55 trips/1,000 sf; 88% inbound/12% outbound 
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate:  1.49 trips/1,000 sf; 17% inbound/83% outbound 

e ITE Land Use Code 220 (Apartment) trip generation average rates. 
- Daily Trip Rate:  6.72 trips/unit; 50% inbound/50% outbound 
- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate:  0.51 trips/unit; 20% inbound/80% outbound 
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate:  0.62 trips/unit; 65% inbound/35% outbound 

f ITE Land Use Code 820 (Shopping Center) trip generation average rates. 
- Daily Trip Rate:  42.94 trips/1,000 sf; 50% inbound/50% outbound 
- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate:  1.03 trips/1,000 sf; 61% inbound/39% outbound 
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate:  3.75 trips/1,000 sf; 48% inbound/52% outbound 

g A 10% internal capture trip adjustment factor has been applied to account for the internal capture based on the 
synergistic effects of the proposed land use mix at the site. 

h Trip reduction for pass-by trips based on LADOT policy on pass-by trips and in consultation with LADOT staff.  The 
pass-by adjustment factors were applied to land use component forecasts after the internal capture adjustments were 
applied. 

Source:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, February 2010. 

 

would result in a net increase of 864 daily trips.  Therefore, impacts related to operational project trips 
under the Reduced Density Alternative would be less than those associated with the Proposed Project. 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Traffic, Transportation, and Parking, the Proposed Project would 
significantly impact one of the study intersections.  Under this alternative, the amount of development 
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would be reduced when compared to the Proposed Project.  Therefore, the traffic impact analysis for the 
Reduced Density Alternative focused solely on the study intersection that was forecast to be significantly 
impacted by the Proposed Project.  As shown in Table VI-3, Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) Ratio Summary 
Future (2014) Traffic Conditions – Without and With Reduced Density Alternative, this alternative would 
not significantly impact study intersection No. 4.  Therefore, impacts under the Reduced Density 
Alternative with respect to traffic would be less than those associated with the Proposed Project. 

Table VI-3 
Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) Ratio Summary 

Future (2014) Traffic Conditions – Without and With Reduced Density Alternative 

Future (2014) 
Ambient 
Growth 

Future (2014) w/ 
Related Projects 

Future (2014) With All Residential 
Development Alternative No. Intersection Peak 

Hour 

V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS Impact Significant? 
AM 0.948 E 0.963 E 0.972 E 0.009 No 

4. 

Normandie 
Avenue/ 
Sepulveda 
Boulevard 

PM 0.785 C 0.803 D 0.805 D 0.002 No 

Source:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, February 2010. 
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, February 2010. 

 

As shown in Table VI-3, Cumulative Impacts Under the Reduced Density Alternative, this alternative is 
anticipated to result in significant cumulative impacts at two of the three study intersections expected to 
be impacted under the Proposed Project.   

The following two study intersections are forecast to be significantly impacted on a cumulative basis due 
to the development of the Reduced Density Alternative in conjunction with the related projects: 

• Intersection No. 8:  Vermont Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard 
AM peak hour v/c ratio increase of 0.016 [to 0.985 (LOS E) from 0.969 (LOS E)] 
PM peak hour v/c ratio increase of 0.014 [to 0.974 (LOS E) from 0.960 (LOS E)] 

• Intersection No. 9:  I-110 Freeway Southbound Off-Ramp/Sepulveda Boulevard 
AM peak hour v/c ratio increase of 0.017 [to 0.969 (LOS E) from 0.952 (LOS E)] 
PM peak hour v/c ratio increase of 0.023 [to 0.939 (LOS E) from 0.916 (LOS E)] 

As shown in Table VI-4, the cumulative mitigation measures to be implemented under the Proposed 
Project (see Section IV.G. Traffic, Transportation, and Parking) would reduce the cumulative impacts at 
the two impacted intersections under this alternative to a level of less than significant.  With 
implementation of the cumulative mitigation measures, operations at Intersection No. 8, Vermont 
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Table VI-4 
Cumulative Impacts Under the Reduced Density Alternative 

Future 
(2014) 

Ambient 
Growth 

Future (2014) With Reduced Density Alternative Future (2014) With Reduced Density Alternative & Related Projects 
(Cumulative) 

Before Project Mitigation With Project Mitigation Before Regional Mitigation With Regional Mitigation 
No. Intersection Peak 

Hour 

V/C LOS 
V/C LOS Impact Sig

? V/C LOS Impact V/C LOS Impact Sig
? V/C LOS Impact Mitigated 

AM 0.944 E 0.952 E 0.008 No 0.923 E -0.021 0.937 E -0.007 No 0.937 E -0.007 -- 
4. 

Normandie 
Avenue/ 
Sepulveda 
Boulevard 

PM 0.799 C 0.801 D 0.002 No 0.772 C -0.027 0.788 C -0.011 No 0.788 C -0.011 -- 

AM 0.908 E 0.911 E 0.003 No 0.911 E 0.003 0.917 E 0.009 No 0.917 E 0.009 -- 

5 

Normandie 
Avenue/ 
Lomita 
Boulevard 

PM 0.830 D 0.827 D -0.003 No 0.827 D -0.003 0.836 D 0.006 No 0.836 D 0.006 -- 

AM 0.969 E 0.974 E 0.005 No 0.974 E 0.005 0.986 E 0.017 Yes 0.956 E -0.013 Yes 
8 

Vermont 
Avenue/ 
Sepulveda 
Boulevard 

PM 0.960 E 0.956 E -0.004 No 0.956 E -0.004 0.974 E 0.014 Yes 0.944 E -0.016 Yes 

AM 0.952 E 0.952 E 0.000 No 0.952 E 0.000 0.969 E 0.017 Yes 0.939 E -0.013 Yes 

9 

I-110 
Freeway 
Southbound 
Off-Ramp/ 
Sepulveda 
Boulevard 

PM 0.916 E 0.916 E 0.000 No 0.916 E 0.000 0.939 E 0.023 Yes 0.919 E 0.003 Yes 

Source:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, February 2010. 
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, February 2010. 
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Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard, would improve to 0.956 (LOS E) during the AM peak hour and to 0.944 
(LOS E) during the PM peak hour.  For Intersection No. 9, I-110 Freeway Southbound Off-
Ramp/Sepulveda Boulevard, the cumulative mitigation measures previously proposed are expected to 
improve operations to 0.939 (LOS E) during the AM peak hour and to 0.919 (LOS E) during the PM peak 
hour.  With implementation of the cumulative mitigation measures, cumulative traffic impacts under the 
Reduced Density Alternative would be less than significant, similar to the Proposed Project. 

The Reduced Density Alternative and Proposed Project would provide parking supply sufficient to meet 
City requirements.  Impacts related to parking under the Reduced Density Alternative would be similar to 
those associated with the Proposed Project, and less than significant. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

The Reduced Density Alternative would avoid most of the environmental impacts associated with the 
Proposed Project.  However, the Reduced Density Alternative would not satisfy all of the project 
objectives.  Specifically, the Reduced Density Alternative would not meet the following objectives: 

• To provide adequate parking facilities to serve the proposed development residents, and visitors. 

• To provide development that is financially viable. 

• To incorporate sufficient residential square-footage to facilitate redevelopment and revitalization 
of an underutilized and deteriorating part of the Harbor Gateway Community. 

The Reduced Density Alternative would meet the following project objectives: 

• Redevelop and revitalize an underutilized site and provide residential uses to support the Harbor 
Gateway Community Plan Area. 

• To utilize the currently vacant project site to provide residential and retail uses to serve the local 
community. 

To provide a well-designed development that is compatible and complementary with surrounding land 
uses. 

C. ALL RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ALTERNATIVE 

Under the All Residential Development Alternative, the project site would be developed with residential 
uses similar to the Proposed Project.  However, this alternative would not include retail uses.  A total of 
352 residential units would be provided.  The height of the buildings would be similar to the Proposed 
Project.  Parking would continue to be located adjacent to the residential uses and within the residential 
structures.  The All Residential Development Alternative assumes the development of the related projects 
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described in Section III.B (Related Projects).  The potential environmental impacts associated with the 
Residential Development Alternative are described below and are compared to the potential 
environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Project. 

Aesthetics 

Under the All Residential Development Alternative, the project site would be developed with less square 
footage than the Proposed Project and no retail uses on the Add Area.  Under the All Residential 
Development Alternative, the number of residential units would remain the same, heights of the buildings 
would be remain the same as compared to the Proposed Project.  The All Residential Development 
Alternative would continue to be visually compatible with the surrounding community.  This alternative, 
like the Proposed Project, would alter the current visual character of the site, but would not introduce any 
incompatible visual elements into the neighborhood.  The All Residential Development Alternative would 
be designed with architectural variety and would be aesthetically pleasing, similar to the Proposed 
Project.  Like the Proposed Project, the All Residential Development Alternative would introduce new 
sources of light and glare to the currently undeveloped project site.  However, these sources would be 
fewer than those generated by the Proposed Project.  Impacts associated with light and glare would be 
potentially significant, but could be mitigated to a less than significant level.  Shade and shadow impacts 
of the All Residential Development Alternative would be the same as the Proposed Project, due to the 
same building heights, and less than significant.  Aesthetic impacts of the All Residential Development 
Alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project due to the removal of the Add Area.  Although the 
light and glare impacts associated with the All Residential Development Alternative would be lower than 
the Proposed Project, impacts of the Alternative would be still be significant and mitigation measures 
would need to be implemented to reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Air Quality 

Construction Impacts 

Under the All Residential Development Alternative, the project site would be developed with less square 
footage than the Proposed Project and no retail uses on the Add Area.  Under the All Residential 
Development Alternative, the number of residential units would remain the same, heights of the buildings 
would be remain the same as compared to the Proposed Project.  Under this alternative, emissions 
generated during the site preparation/grading phase would not exceed the regional emissions threshold for 
PM10, and during the building phase, the construction emissions would not exceed the regional emissions 
threshold for NOx.  This impact would be less than significant and the less than the Proposed Project.   

Operational Impacts 

Under the All Residential Development Alternative, the project site would be developed with less square 
footage than the Proposed Project and no retail uses on the Add Area.  Under the All Residential 
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Development Alternative, the number of residential units would remain the same, heights of the buildings 
would be remain the same as compared to the Proposed Project.  Under this alternative, operational 
emissions would be generated by both stationary and mobile sources from normal day-to-day activities on 
the project site after occupation.  Operational emissions associated with the All Residential Development 
Alternative would not exceed the established SCAQMD threshold levels for VOC, NOx, CO, SOx or 
PM10 and therefore would be less than significant.  The All Residential Development Alternative would 
reduce operational air emissions compared to the Proposed Project, as less square footage would be 
developed, resulting in fewer trips.  Therefore, operational impacts associated with the All Residential 
Development Alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project. 

Land Use and Planning 

Under the All Residential Development Alternative, the project site would be developed with less square 
footage than the Proposed Project and no retail uses on the Add Area.  Under the All Residential 
Development Alternative, the number of residential units would remain the same, heights of the buildings 
would be remain the same as compared to the Proposed Project.  Similar to the Proposed Project, under 
the All Residential Development Alternative, the project would require a general plan amendment and 
zone change to redesignate and rezone the project site.  Although the overall amount of development 
would be reduced, the All Residential Development Alternative would include all of the same design 
elements as the Proposed Project.  Further, similar to the Proposed Project, development of the project 
under the All Residential Development Alternative would be compatible with surrounding land uses.  
Impacts with respect to land use compatibility under the All Residential Development Alternative would 
be similar to those associated with the Proposed Project and less than significant. 

Noise 

Construction Impacts 

Under the All Residential Development Alternative, less total square footage would be constructed 
compared to the Proposed Project.  While this alternative would develop less overall square footage 
compared to the Proposed Project, such construction would require the use of heavy equipment.  Because 
of the proximity of the project site to sensitive receptors (the single-family residences to the south of 
project site), impacts would be temporary yet significant. 

Due to the use of construction equipment during the site grading and preparation phase, the All 
Residential Development Alternative would expose the surrounding off-site sensitive uses to groundborne 
vibration levels.  Such equipment could include large bulldozers, caisson drilling rigs, loaded trucks and 
small bulldozers, which would generate the vibration levels.  As previously mentioned, the nearest 
sensitive receptors to the project site are the single-family residences located approximately 110 feet to 
the south of the Proposed Project.  Therefore, due to distance and attenuation, the vibration velocity 
forecasted to occur these nearby sensitive receptors would not exceed the FTA’s threshold of 80 VdB for 
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residential uses where people normally sleep.  Both construction noise and vibration impacts would be 
less than significant, and similar to the Proposed Project. 

Operational Impacts 

Under the All Residential Development Alternative, less total square footage would be constructed 
compared to the Proposed Project.  The traffic generated by this alternative would be reduced compared 
to the Proposed Project, and would not result in an increase in ambient noise levels in excess of the three 
dBA CNEL.  Additionally, installation of HVAC units on structures would be required to comply with all 
City regulations for noise limits.  As such, these impacts related to on-site noise would be less than 
significant, and similar to the Proposed Project. 

Under the All Residential Development Alternative, as well as the Proposed Project, noise would be 
generated intermittently on the project site due to delivery vehicles and trash collection.  While refuse 
trucks would be used for the disposal of solid waste at the project site, these trips would typically only 
occur once a week and would not be any different than those presently occurring in the project area.  The 
All Residential Development Alternative, reduces the size of the development and would thus reduce the 
overall impacts.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and less than the Proposed Project. 

Public Services 

Fire Protection 

Under the All Residential Development Alternative, the project site would be developed with less square 
footage than the Proposed Project and no retail uses on the Add Area.  Under the All Residential 
Development Alternative, the number of residential units would remain the same, heights of the buildings 
would be remain the same as compared to the Proposed Project.  Therefore, on-site daytime and evening 
population would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project.  However, while the size of the 
development would be reduced, the type and frequency of fire protection services required is based on the 
uses included in the project and would be similar to the Proposed Project.  Similar to the Proposed 
Project, this alternative would comply with the Fire Code to ensure adequate on-site fire protection 
features are provided.  Therefore, impacts to fire protection services under the All Residential 
Development Alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project and less than significant. 

Police Protection 

Under the All Residential Development Alternative, the project site would be developed with less square 
footage than the Proposed Project and no retail uses on the Add Area.  Under the All Residential 
Development Alternative, the number of residential units would remain the same, heights of the buildings 
would be remain the same as compared to the Proposed Project.  On-site daytime and evening population 
would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project.  Therefore, with a reduction in on-site population, 
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the type and frequency of police protection services required to serve the project site would be reduced 
compared to the Proposed Project.  Impacts to police protection services under the All Residential 
Development Alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project and less than significant. 

Schools 

Under the All Residential Development Alternative, the project site would be developed with less square 
footage than the Proposed Project and no retail uses on the Add Area.  Under the All Residential 
Development Alternative, the number of residential units would remain the same, heights of the buildings 
would be remain the same as compared to the Proposed Project.  As shown in Table VI-5, All Residential 
Development Alternative Estimated Student Generation, this alternative is estimated to generate the same 
number of students as the Proposed Project (a net total of 93 students).  Therefore, school impacts under 
the All Residential Development Alternative would be the same as under the Proposed Project and would 
be less than significant.   

Table VI-5 
All Residential Development Alternative Estimated Student Generation 

Land Use Size School Type 
Student 

Generation 
Factora 

Total Students 
Generated 

Proposed Project 
Elementary School (K-5) 0.1266 46 

Middle School (6-8) 0.0692 24 Multi-Family 
Residential 352 du 

High School (9-12) 0.0659 23 
Elementary School (K-5) .0000238 0 

Middle School (6-8) .0000123 0 Retail 17,904 sf 
High School (9-12) .0000123 0 

Proposed Project Subtotal 93 

Existing Uses 

Vacant N/A N/A N/A 0 
Existing Uses Subtotal 0 

Proposed Project Net Total 93 
All Residential Development Alternative 

Elementary School (K-5) 0.1266 46 
Middle School (6-8) 0.0692 24 Multi-Family 

Residential 352 units 
High School (9-12) 0.0659 23 

Reduced Density Alternative Subtotal 93 

Existing Uses Subtotal 0 

All Residential Development Alternative Net Total 93 
Note:  The number of students has been rounded to the nearest whole number. 
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Table VI-5 
All Residential Development Alternative Estimated Student Generation 

b Los Angeles Unified School District, Student Generation Rate Calculation, August 2006. 
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, March 2010. 

 

Parks and Recreation 

Under the All Residential Development Alternative, the project site would be developed with less square 
footage than the Proposed Project and no retail uses on the Add Area.  Under the All Residential 
Development Alternative, the number of residential units would remain the same, heights of the buildings 
would be remain the same as compared to the Proposed Project.  Therefore, permanent population 
associated with the All Residential Development Alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project 
and demand on park facilities in the Harbor Gateway community would be correspondingly lower than 
the Proposed Project.  Park fees would also be lower than the Proposed Project, based on the reduction in 
the number of residential units.  Therefore, impacts to parks and recreation facilities under the All 
Residential Development Alternative would be lower than under the Proposed Project and would be less 
than significant.   

Libraries 

Under the All Residential Development Alternative, the project site would be developed with less square 
footage than the Proposed Project and no retail uses on the Add Area.  Under the All Residential 
Development Alternative, the number of residential units would remain the same, heights of the buildings 
would be remain the same as compared to the Proposed Project.  Therefore, permanent population 
associated with the All Residential Development Alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project 
and demand on library facilities in the Harbor Gateway community would be correspondingly lower than 
the Proposed Project.  Impacts to libraries under the All Residential Development Alternative would be 
lower than under the Proposed Project and would be less than significant. 

Traffic, Transportation, and Parking 

The following discussion is based on the Alternative Traffic Analysis prepared by Linscott, Law & 
Greenspan, Engineers, February 2010.  This report is included as Appendix VI-1 to this Draft EIR. 

Under the All Residential Development Alternative, the project site would be developed with less square 
footage than the Proposed Project and no retail uses on the Add Area.  Under the All Residential 
Development Alternative, the number of residential units would remain the same, heights of the buildings 
would be remain the same as compared to the Proposed Project.  Under the All Residential Development 
Alternative, no retail uses would be developed.  Therefore, this alternative would generate fewer daily 
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peak AM and PM traffic trips than the Proposed Project.  As shown in Table VI-6 All Residential 
Development Alternative Trip Generation, this alternative is expected to generate 11 more vehicle trips 
(88 fewer inbound trips and 99 more outbound trips) during the AM peak hour than existing conditions.  
During the PM peak hour, the All Residential Development Alternative is expected to generate 26 more 
vehicle trips (77 more inbound trips and 51 fewer outbound trips).  As discussed in Section IV.G. Traffic, 
Transportation, and Parking, the Proposed Project is estimated to result in a net increase of 1,434 daily 
trips over existing conditions, whereas this alternative would result in a net increase of 1,088 daily trips.  
Therefore, impacts related to operational project trips under the All Residential Development Alternative 
would be less than those associated with the Proposed Project. 

Table VI-6 
All Residential Development Alternative Trip Generationa 

AM Peak Hourb PM Peak Hourb 
Land Use Size Daily 

Tripsb In Out Total In Out Total 
Existing Site Trips 
Warehousec 300 emp (1,168) (110) (43) (153) (62) (115) (177) 
General Officed 10,000 sf (110) (14) (2) (16) (3) (12) (15) 

Subtotal (1,278) (124) (45) (169) (65) (127) (192) 
All Residential Development Alternative Trips 
Lot 2 Parcel         

Apartmente 176 units 1,183 18 72 90 71 38 109 
Lot 3 Parcel         

Apartmente 176 units 1,183 18 72 90 71 38 109 
Subtotal 2,366 36 144 180 142 76 218 

Total Net Trips Generated 1,088 (88) 99 11 77 (51) 26 
a Source:  ITE “Trip Generation, 7th Edition, 2003. 
b Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving. 
c ITE Land Use Code 150 (Warehouse) trip generation average rates 

- Daily Trip Rate:  3.89 trips/employee; 50% inbound/50% outbound 
- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate:  0.51 trips/employee; 72% inbound/28% outbound 
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate:  0.59 trips/employee; 35% inbound/65% outbound 

d ITE Land Use Code 710 (General Office Building) trip generation average rates. 
- Daily Trip Rate:  11.01 trips/1,000 sf; 50% inbound/50% outbound 
- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate:  1.55 trips/1,000 sf; 88% inbound/12% outbound 
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate:  1.49 trips/1,000 sf; 17% inbound/83% outbound 

e ITE Land Use Code 220 (Apartment) trip generation average rates. 
- Daily Trip Rate:  6.72 trips/unit; 50% inbound/50% outbound 
- AM Peak Hour Trip Rate:  0.51 trips/unit; 20% inbound/80% outbound 
- PM Peak Hour Trip Rate:  0.62 trips/unit; 65% inbound/35% outbound 

Source:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, February 2010. 

 

As discussed in Section IV.G. Traffic, Transportation, and Parking, the Proposed Project would 
significantly impact one of the study intersections.  The traffic impact analysis for the All Residential 
Development Alternative focused solely on the study intersection that was forecast to be significantly 
impacted by the Proposed Project (which had a higher traffic generation forecast).  As shown in Table VI-
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7, Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) Ratio Summary Future (2014) Traffic Conditions – Without and With All 
Residential Development Alternative, would result in a significant impact at Intersection No. 4, 
Normandie Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard.  With the addition of ambient growth, related project traffic, 
and this alternative, the following would occur: 

• Int. No. 4:  Normandie Avenue/Sepulveda Boulevard 
AM peak hour v/c ratio increase of 0.015 [to 0.978 (LOS E) from 0.963 (LOS E)] 

As summarized in Table VI-7, the mitigation measure to be implemented under the Proposed Project is 
expected to reduce the impact at the intersections to a less than significant level under this alternative.  
The mitigation measure is expected to improve operations to 0.946 (LOS E) and 0.772 (LOS C) during 
the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.  Therefore, impacts under the All Residential Development 
Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation implemented, similar to the Proposed Project. 

As discussed, the All Residential Alternative Development Alternative is expected to result in a 
significant impact at Intersection No. 4.  Additionally, similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative is 
also expected to result in cumulatively significant impacts at three of the study intersections with the 
addition of ambient growth and related projects traffic (see Table VI-8, Cumulative Impacts Under the All 
Residential Development Alternative).   

The recommended traffic mitigation program developed for the Proposed Project to reduce the one 
significant project impact and three significant cumulative impacts will also reduce this alternative’s 
traffic impacts to less than significant levels.  Therefore, no additional measures are required to reduce 
impacts.  Cumulative traffic impacts under the All Residential Development Alternative would be similar 
to those associated with the Proposed Project, and less than significant. 
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Table VI-7 
Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) Ratio Summary 

Future (2014) Traffic Conditions – Without and With All Residential Development Alternative 

Future (2014) With All Residential Development Alternative Future (2014) 
Ambient 
Growth 

Future 
(2014) w/ 
Related 
Projects 

Before Mitigation With Proposed Mitigation No. Intersection Peak 
Hour 

V/C LOS V/C LOS V/C LOS Impact Sig
? V/C LOS Impact Mitigated 

AM 0.948 E 0.963 E 0.978 E 0.015 Yes 0.946 E -0.017 Yes 
4. 

Normandie 
Avenue/ 
Sepulveda 
Boulevard 

PM 0.785 C 0.803 D 0.805 D 0.002 No 0.772 C -0.031 -- 

Source:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, February 2010. 
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, February 2010. 
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Table VI-8 
Cumulative Impacts Under the All Residential Development Alternative 

Future 
(2014) 

Ambient 
Growth 

Future (2014) With All Residential Development Alternative Future (2014) With All Residential Development Alternative & 
Related Projects (Cumulative) 

Before Project Mitigation With Project Mitigation Before Regional Mitigation With Regional Mitigation 
N
o. Intersection Peak 

Hour 

V/C LOS 
V/C LOS Impact Sig

? V/C LOS Impact 
Miti
gate

d 
V/C LOS Impact Sig

? V/C LOS Impact Mitig
ated 

AM 0.944 E 0.957 E 0.013 Yes 0.929 E -0.015 Yes 0.934 E -0.001 No 0.943 E -0.008 -- 
4. 

Normandie 
Avenue/ 
Sepulveda 
Boulevard 

PM 0.799 C 0.801 D 0.002 No 0.772 C -0.027 -- 0.788 C -0.011 No 0.788 C -0.011 -- 

AM 0.908 E 0.912 E 0.004 No 0.912 E 0.004 -- 0.918 E 0.010 Yes 0.855 D 0.009 Yes 

5 

Normandie 
Avenue/ 
Lomita 
Boulevard 

PM 0.830 D 0.828 D -0.002 No 0.828 D -0.002 -- 0.836 D 0.006 No 0.821 D 0.006 -- 

AM 0.969 E 0.976 E 0.007 No 0.976 E 0.007 -- 0.988 E 0.019 Yes 0.958 E -0.014 Yes 
8 

Vermont 
Avenue/ 
Sepulveda 
Boulevard 

PM 0.960 E 0.957 E -0.003 No 0.957 E -0.003 -- 0.974 E 0.014 Yes 0.944 E -0.016 Yes 

AM 0.952 E 0.954 E 0.002 No 0.954 E 0.002 -- 0.971 E 0.019 Yes 0.941 E -0.013 Yes 

9 

I-110 
Freeway 
Southbound 
Off-Ramp/ 
Sepulveda 
Boulevard 

PM 0.916 E 0.916 E 0.000 No 0.916 E 0.000 -- 0.940 E 0.024 Yes 0.920 E 0.003 Yes 

Source:  Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers, February 2010. 
Source (table):  Christopher A. Joseph & Associates, February 2010. 
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The All Residential Development Alternative and Proposed Project would provide parking supply 
sufficient to meet City requirements.  Impacts of the All Residential Development Alternative would be 
similar to the Proposed Project with respect to parking and less than significant. 

Relationship to Project Objectives 

The All Residential Development Alternative would avoid most of the environmental impacts associated 
with the Proposed Project.  However, the All Residential Development Alternative would not satisfy all 
of the project objectives.  Specifically, the All Residential Development Alternative would not meet the 
following objectives: 

• To utilize the currently vacant project site to provide residential and retail uses to serve the local 
community. 

The All Residential Development Alternative would meet the following project objectives: 

• Redevelop and revitalize an underutilized site and provide residential uses to support the Harbor 
Gateway Community Plan Area. 

• To provide a well-designed development that is compatible and complementary with surrounding 
land uses. 

• To provide adequate parking facilities to serve the proposed development residents, and visitors. 

• To provide development that is financially viable. 

• To incorporate sufficient residential square-footage to facilitate redevelopment and revitalization 
of an underutilized and deteriorating part of the Harbor Gateway Community. 

D. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

In addition to the discussion and comparison of impacts of a Proposed Project and the alternatives, 
Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an “environmentally superior” alternative be 
selected and the reasons for such a selection disclosed.  In general, the environmentally superior 
alternative is the alternative that would be expected to generate the fewest adverse impacts.  Based on the 
alternatives analysis provided above and in Table VI-9, Alternatives Comparison, the Reduced Density  
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Table VI-9 
Alternatives Comparison 

Impact Area 
Proposed Project Impact 

With Mitigation 
Alternative A:  

No Project 

Alternative B:  
Reduced 
Density 

Alternative C:  
All Residential 
Development 

Aesthetics 
   Visual Character 
   Light and Glare 
   Shade and Shadow 

 
Less Than Significant 
Less Than Significant 
Less Than Significant 

 
Greater 

Less 
Less 

 
Similar 

Less 
Less 

 
Similar 

Less 
Similar 

Air Quality 
   Construction 
   Operation 

 
Less Than Significant 
Less Than Significant 

 
Less 
Less 

 
Similar 

Less 

 
Less 
Less 

Land Use and Planning Less Than Significant Less Similar Similar 
Noise 
   Construction Noise 
   Operational Noise 

 
Less Than Significant 
Less Than Significant 

 
Less 
Less 

 
Similar 

Less 

 
Similar 

Less 
Public Services 
   Fire Protection 
   Police Protection 
   Schools 
   Parks and Recreation 
   Libraries 

 
Less Than Significant 
Less Than Significant 
Less Than Significant 
Less Than Significant 
Less Than Significant 

 
Less 
Less 
Less  
Less 
Less 

 
Similar 

Less 
Similar 

Less 
Less 

 
Similar 

Less 
Less 
Less 
Less 

Traffic/Transportation 
Parking 

Less Than Significant 
Less Than Significant 

Less 
Less 

Less 
Similar 

Similar 
Similar 

Less:  Impacts of the alternative are less as compared to the proposed project. 
Similar:  Impacts of the alternative are similar as compared to the proposed project. 
Greater:  Impacts of the alternative are greater as compared to the proposed project. 

 

Alternative would result in the fewest adverse impacts and, therefore, is considered to be the 
environmentally superior alternative.  Most importantly, as the height of the structure under Reduced 
Density Alternative would be 21 percent shorter than the Proposed Project, the Reduced Density 
Alternative would decrease the visual resources and shade/shadow impacts experienced by the 
surrounding communities.  In addition, as Reduced Density Alternative would be comprised of 
approximately 278 residential units, with a possible inclusion of 14,144 square feet of retail uses within 
the Add Area, there would be less air, noise, and public service impacts as a result of the project.  
However, the Reduced Density Alternative would not satisfy the project objectives as fully as the 
Proposed Project. 
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VII. PREPARERS OF THE EIR AND PERSONS CONSULTED 

Lead Agency 

City of Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning 
Environmental Review Section 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 750 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 Adam Villani, Environmental Review Coordinator 

EIR Preparation 

Christopher A. Joseph & Associates 
11849 West Olympic Boulevard, Suite 101 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 

Craig Fajnor, Senior Vice President 
Kerrie Nicholson, Senior Project Manager 
Jenny Mailhot, Project Manager 
Jennifer Johnson, Project Manager 
Terrance Wong, Senior Environmental Scientist 
Sherrie Cruz, Senior Graphics Specialist 
Erin Kreitschitz, Associate Environmental Planner 
Cristina Lowery, Assistant Environmental Planner 
Zachary Andrews, Assistant Environmental Planner 

Project Applicant 

A & M Properties, Inc. 
23545 Crenshaw Boulevard, Suite 100,  
Torrance, CA 90505. 
 Nancy L. Bush 

Geotechnical Report 

Professional Service Industries, Inc. 
3960 Gilman Street 
Long Beach, California 90815 
 Enrique A. Riutort, R.C.E., Senior Engineer 
 Stephanie Montgomery, Staff Geologist 
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Phase III Environmental Site Assessment 

Professional Service Industries, Inc. 
3960 Gilman Street 
Long Beach, California 90815 
 Valerie Marshall, Principal Consultant  
 Lloyd D. Guss, Senior Geologist 

Traffic Impact Study 

Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers 
236 N. Chester Ave., Suite 200 
Pasadena, CA 91106 
 Clare M. Look-Jaeger, P.E., Principal 
 Chin S. Taing, Transportation Planner III 
 



 

Sea Breeze Apartments Project  VII. Preparers Of The EIR  
Screencheck Draft Environmental Impact Report  Page VII-3 
 

PRELIMINARY WORKING DRAFT ~ Work In Progress 
 

VII. PREPARERS OF THE EIR AND PERSONS CONSULTED 
B.  PERSONS CONSULTED IN EIR PROCESS 

City of Los Angeles  

 
City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks  
Planning and Development Division 
1200 West 7th Street, Suite 700 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

  Camille Walls 

City of Los Angeles Fire Department 
220 North Main Street, Suite 1800 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Captain William Wells, Captain II-Paramedic, Planning Section 
 
City of Los Angeles Public Library 
630 West Fifth Street  
Los Angeles, California 90071 
  Betsey Hoage, Branch Library Services 

Other Agencies 

Los Angeles Unified School District 
Office of Environmental Health and Safety 
333 South Beaudry Avenue, 20th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Mr. Glenn Striegler, Environmental Assessment Coordinator 
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VIII. ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

AB Assembly Bill 
AC alternating current 
ACMs asbestos-containing materials 
ADT average daily traffic 
AEP Association of Environmental Professionals 
AF acre-feet 
AFY acre-feet per year 
ALUP Airport Land Use Plan 
ANSI American National Standard Institute 
AQMP Air Quality Management Plan 
ASTs above-ground storage tanks 
ATCS Adaptive Traffic Control System 
ATSAC Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control 
BBB Santa Monica Big Blue Bus Lines 
Bcf billion cubic feet 
Bcf/day billion cubic feet per day 
bgs below ground surface 
BMPs Best Management Practices 
BR Bedroom 
CAA Federal Clean Air Act 
CAAQS California ambient air quality standards 
CA FID California Facility Inventory Database  
Cal/EPA California Environmental Protection Agency 
Caltrans California Department of Transportation 
CARB California Air Resources Board 
CAT Climate Action Team 
CCAA California Clean Air Act 
CCAR California Climate Action Registry 
CCR California Code of Regulations 
CDFG California Department of Fish and Game 
CDO Community Design Overlay 
CEC California Energy Commission 
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
cf cubic feet 
CFL compact fluorescent light 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 
CFCs chloroflourocarbons 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
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CH4 methane 
CIWMB California Integrated Waste Management Board 
CMA Critical Movement Analysis 
CMP Congestion Management Plan 
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level 
CO carbon monoxide 
CO2 carbon dioxide 
CO2e equivalent mass of CO2 

COHb carboxyhemoglobin 
CPA Community Plan Area 
CSSA Collection System Settlement Agreement 
CTCSP Coastal Transportation Corridor Specific Plan 
CWA Clean Water Act 
CWC California Water Code 
dB decibel 
dBA A-weighted decibel scale 
DC direct current 
DHS Department of Health Services 
DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 
du dwelling unit 
EE energy efficiency 
EIR Environmental Impact Report 
EMI Emissions Inventory Data 
EMS Emergency Medical Services 
ESA Environmental Site Assessment 
FAR floor area ratio 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FHWA Federal highway Administration 
FINDS Facility Index System 
FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map 
Fish and Game California Department of Fish and Game 
FPPP Fire Protection and Prevention Plan 
ft feet 
FTA Federal Transit Administration 
GCASP General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit 
GHG greenhouse gas 
gpd gallons per day 
gpm gallons per minute 
GWP global warming potential 
HAZNET Hazardous Waste Information System 
HFCs hydrofluorocarbons 
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HHDT Heavy Heavy Duty Diesel Truck 
HHW Household Hazardous Waste 
HOV high-occupancy vehicle 
HPOZ Historic Preservation Overlay Zone 
HSA Hyperion Service Area 
HSWA Hazardous and Solid Waste Act 
HTP Hyperion Treatment Plant 
HVAC heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
HWCL Hazardous Waste Control Law 
in/sec inches per second 
IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
IRP Integrated Resources Plan 
ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers 
ITS Intelligent Transportation Systems 
kV kilovolt 
KW-Hours kilowatt-hours 
LAA Los Angeles Aqueduct 
LAAFP Los Angeles Aqueduct Filtration Plant 
LABS Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of Sanitation 
LACC Los Angeles County Code 
LACMTA Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
LADOT Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
LADWP Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
LADRP Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks 
LAFD Los Angeles Fire Department 
LAMC Los Angeles Municipal Code 
LAPD Los Angeles Police Department 
LAPL Los Angeles Public Library 
LARWQCB Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
LAUSD Los Angeles Unified School District 
LAX Los Angeles International Airport 
LBP lead-based paint 
Leq equivalent energy noise level 
Lmax maximum instantaneous noise level 
Lmin minimum instantaneous noise level 
LMU Loyola Marymount University 
LNG liquid natural gas 
LOS Level of Service 
LSTs localized significance thresholds 
LUFT leaking underground fuel tank 
Metro Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
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µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter 
msl mean sea level 
MTA Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
MW mega-watt 
MWD Metropolitan Water District 
NAAQS national ambient air quality standards 
NAHB National Association of Homebuilders 
NERC North American Electric Reliability Council 
NRIS Nation Register Information System 
N2O nitrous oxide 
NO2 nitrogen dioxide 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NOP Notice of Preparation 
NOx nitrogen oxides 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
O3 ozone 
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
Pb lead 
PCBs polychlorinated biphenyls 
pCi/L picoCuries per liter 
PFCs perfluorocarbons 
PM10 respirable particulate matter 
PM2.5 fine particulate matter 
ppd pounds per day 
ppm parts per million 
PPV peak particle velocity 
PSI pounds per square inch 
PUC Public Utilities Commission 
RCPG Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide 
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RD Reporting District 
rm room 
RMS root mean square 
ROGs reactive organic gases 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 
SARA Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization Act 
SB Senate Bill 
SCAB South Coast Air Basin 
SCAG Southern California Association of Governments 
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District 
SCG Southern California Gas Company 
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sf square feet 
SF6 sulfur hexafluoride 
SIP State Implementation Plan 
SO2 sulfur dioxide 
SO4 sulfates 
SOx sulfur oxides 
SRCRD Solid Resources Citywide Recycling Division 
SRRE Source Reduction and Recycling Element 
st student 
STIP State Transportation Improvement Program 
SUSMP Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
SWEEPS Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning System 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program 
SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 
TACs toxic air contaminants 
TIA Transportation Impact Assessment 
TMDLs Total Maximum Daily Loads 
TPH Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 
TPH-MO Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as motor oil 
TRUs transportation refrigeration units 
TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act 
U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS United States Geological Survey 
USTs underground storage tanks 
UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 
V/C volume-to-capacity 
VdB velocity in decibels 
VMT vehicle miles traveled 
VOC volatile organic compound 
WECC Western Electricity Coordinating Council 
WFP Water Facilities Plan 
WSO Water Services Organization 
ZIMAS Zoning Information and Map Access System 
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