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STATEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS, MITIGATION MEASURES, 
FINDINGS, STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS AND MITIGATION 
MONITORING PROGRAM FOR THE PROPOSED ARCHER FORWARD PROJECT. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Archer School for Girls (the School) proposes the “Archer Forward:  Campus 
Preservation and Improvement Plan” (the Project).  The Project consists of improvements 
to the existing School campus located in the Brentwood–Pacific Palisades Community of 
the City of Los Angeles.  The Project Site comprises approximately 7.31 acres.  The 
existing School campus is approximately 6.2 acres and includes the Main Building, 
outdoor athletic field, surface parking, and associated landscaped plazas, courtyards, and 
pedestrian paths.  The remainder of the Project Site comprises two adjacent properties 
currently owned by the School that comprise approximately 1.1 acres.1  The two existing 
residences on these properties would be removed to accommodate the Project. 

The Project proposes to replace the existing North Wing of the Main Building with a new 
North Wing that would provide upgraded classrooms and improved lighting, air 
conditioning, and information technologies (North Wing Renovation).  A kitchen, a 
faculty workroom, offices, and renovation of the existing courtyards located between the 
North Wing and the rest of the Main Building would also be included as part of the North 
Wing Renovation.  During construction, the School would establish a Temporary 
Classroom Village on the Chaparal Parcel (11728 Chaparal Street) and the Barrington 
Parcel (141 North Barrington Avenue). 

The Project also proposes the development of new athletic, performing arts, and visual 
arts facilities including an approximately 39,330-square-foot Multipurpose Facility, an 
approximately 17,758-square-foot Performing Arts Center, and an approximately 7,400-
square-foot Visual Arts Center.  The existing outdoor athletic field would be improved 
and would include regulation-size soccer and softball fields.  Parking is proposed in a 
new, approximately 85,500-square-foot underground parking structure to accommodate 
approximately 164 cars (expandable to 251 with attendant) within the western portion of 
the campus.  The Project also includes associated landscaped plazas, courtyards, and 
pedestrian paths. 

The proposed improvements are intended to provide the School with modern facilities 
necessary to continue fulfilling its educational mission into the future.  Upon completion 

                                                 
1 The parcel located at 141 North Barrington Avenue (referred to as the Barrington Parcel) 
comprises approximately 0.6-acre or approximately 26,047 square feet.  A 10,473-square-foot 
portion of the Barrington Parcel (referred to as the Campus Portion of the Barrington Parcel) 
would be used as the location of the proposed Visual Arts Center.  The Project proposes to 
extend the eastern lot line of the Chaparal Parcel (11728 Chaparal Street) in a southerly direction 
such that it intersects the existing southern lot line of the Barrington Parcel to combine the 
Chaparal Parcel and the Campus Portion of the Barrington Parcel.  The remaining 15,574 square 
foot Residential Portion of the Barrington Parcel would be maintained for residential use. A lot 
line adjustment (parcel map exemption) would be filed in the future to accommodate the Project. 
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of the Project, the School would provide permanent and upgraded facilities to 
accommodate the educational needs of a maximum of 518 middle school and high school 
students. 

II. FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA 

Section 21081 of the California Public Resources Code and Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines require a public agency, prior to approving a Project, to identify significant 
impacts of the Project and make one or more of three possible findings for each of the 
significant impacts. 

• The first possible finding is that “[c]hanges or alterations have been required in, 
or incorporated into, the project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect as identified in the final EIR.”  (State CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15091, subd. (a)(1)) 

• The second possible finding is that “[s]uch changes or alterations are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency and not the agency 
making the finding.  Such changes have been adopted by such other agency or can 
and should be adopted by such other agency.”  (State CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, 
subd. (a)(2)) 

• The third possible finding is that “[s]pecific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment 
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures 
or project alternatives identified in the final EIR.”  (State CEQA Guidelines, 
§ 15091, subd. (a)(3)) 

The findings reported in the following pages incorporate the facts and discussions of the 
environmental impacts that are found to be significant or potentially significant in the 
Final EIR as fully described within this document.  Although Section 15091 of the CEQA 
Guidelines does not require findings to address environmental impacts that an EIR 
identifies as merely “potentially significant,” these findings will nevertheless fully 
account for all such effects identified in the Final EIR.  For each of the significant 
impacts associated with the Project, either before or after mitigation, the following 
sections are provided, as relevant for each impact: 

Finding—One or more of three specific findings in direct response to CEQA 
Section 21081 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. 

Facts Supporting Finding—A summary of the reasons for the finding(s). 

Project Design Features/Regulatory Compliance Measures—Identified features or 
measures that have been incorporated as part of the Project. 

Mitigation Measures—Identified Mitigation Measures or actions that are required as part 
of the Project. 
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III. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

The Project consists of improvements to the existing School campus located in the 
Brentwood–Pacific Palisades Community of the City of Los Angeles.  The Project Site 
comprises approximately 7.31 acres.  The existing School campus is approximately 
6.2 acres and includes the Main Building, an outdoor athletic field, surface parking, and 
associated landscaped plazas, courtyards, and pedestrian paths.  The remainder of the 
Project Site comprises two adjacent properties currently owned by the School, the 
Chaparal Parcel and the Barrington Parcel, that comprise approximately 1.1 acres.  The 
two existing residences on these properties would be removed to accommodate the 
Project. 

The Barrington Parcel comprises approximately 0.6-acre or approximately 26,047 square 
feet.  A 10,473-square-foot portion of the Barrington Parcel (referred to as the Campus 
Portion of the Barrington Parcel) would be used as the location of the proposed Visual 
Arts Center.  The Project proposes to extend the eastern lot line of the Chaparal Parcel in 
a southerly direction such that it intersects the existing southern lot line of the Barrington 
Parcel to combine the Chaparal Parcel and the Campus Portion of the Barrington Parcel.  
The remaining 15,574 square foot Residential Portion of the Barrington Parcel would be 
maintained for residential use. The Project proposes to replace the existing North Wing of 
the Main Building with a new North Wing that would provide upgraded and reconfigured 
classrooms with improved lighting, air conditioning, and information technologies (North 
Wing Renovation).  The North Wing Renovation would include replacement of the entire 
existing North Wing of the Main Building including demolition of two floors of former 
dormitory space currently used for classrooms, as well as demolition of the existing 
kitchen adjacent to the North Wing in the Main Building to address structural and 
accessibility issues.  A new two-story North Wing would then be constructed which 
would provide larger classrooms, offices, a kitchen, and a faculty workroom on the lower 
level, and larger classrooms and offices on the upper level.  The number of classrooms in 
the North Wing would increase by one.  The North Wing Renovation would also include 
an upgrade of and enhancements to the existing courtyards located between the North 
Wing and the Main Building and would provide an outdoor student seating area within 
the westerly courtyard.  In addition, the North Wing Renovation would provide upgrades 
to lighting, air conditioning, and information technologies.  The new roof structure would 
be framed to would allow mechanical wells to be located along the center of the North 
Wing to shield neighboring uses from the view of and noise from air conditioning 
equipment.  With the proposed renovations, the footprint of the North Wing would 
remain largely the same.  In addition, to provide for the upgraded mechanical areas and 
associated screening, the height of the new North Wing would increase by approximately 
8 feet 9 inches to a maximum height of 41 feet 4 inches. 

During the timeframe that the North Wing Renovation occurs, Archer proposes the 
installation of a Temporary Classroom Village on the Chaparal Parcel and Barrington 
Parcel.  The Temporary Classroom Village would comprise temporary modular buildings 
to accommodate classrooms, a dance studio, offices, and changing rooms to be used for 
classroom functions.  The Temporary Classroom Village would include approximately 
15 temporary modular classroom structures with two rooms each (totaling 30 classrooms) 
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and two ancillary restroom structures that would be approximately 14 feet in height.  An 
enclosed, at-grade access way would be provided to transition between the northeast 
corner of the Main Building and the Temporary Classroom Village.  Once the new North 
Wing is complete, the Temporary Classroom Village and access way would be removed 
and these activities would be relocated once again to the North Wing. 

The Multipurpose Facility would be constructed in the northeast portion of the Project 
Site.  This new building would include approximately 39,330 square feet that would 
provide indoor athletic facilities for the Middle School and Upper School.  The 
Multipurpose Facility would also be designed to allow the Upper School gymnasium to 
be used for hosting assemblies.  The Multipurpose Facility would support ancillary uses, 
including a campus store/concession, staff offices, conference/meeting rooms, a medical 
office, a training room, a weight room, a cardio-aerobics room, a yoga/dance studio, 
Upper School and Middle School locker rooms, a stage, a laundry room/uniform storage, 
and storage for building support equipment.  The Multipurpose Facility would comprise 
two general levels, with a Middle School gymnasium on the lower level and an Upper 
School gymnasium on the upper level.  The lower level would be located below grade 
and partially open to the sunken North Garden to the west.  The maximum height of the 
Multipurpose Facility would be approximately 28 feet on the north elevation near 
Chaparal Street and would be a maximum of 36 feet on the south elevation near the Court 
of Leaders and the Main Building.  Along the west elevation adjacent to the sunken North 
Garden, the Multipurpose Facility would sit an additional 10 feet below grade.  Each 
gymnasium space is designed to host regulation California Interscholastic Federation 
(CIF) basketball and volleyball games.  The Multipurpose Facility would be set back 
25 feet behind an existing approximately 8-foot wall to maintain a compatible street 
character at Chaparal Street. 

The approximately 85,500-square-foot underground parking structure would be located 
within the northwestern portion of the Project Site where the athletic field is currently 
located.  The parking structure would accommodate all on-campus parking in one 
location and would provide approximately 164 parking spaces (expandable to 251 with 
attendant parking).  The underground parking structure will be mechanically ventilated, 
which eliminates the need for noisy ventilation equipment.   

Located above the new underground parking structure and directly west of the North 
Garden would be regulation-sized soccer and softball fields.  These fields would be used 
for practice and interscholastic athletic competitions hosted by the School.  The soccer 
field is proposed to be located on the northwest corner of the campus with the long axis 
of the field running east to west (parallel to the north property line).  This proposed 
orientation would be consistent with the orientation of the existing soccer field.  On both 
the eastern and western sides of the field, the Project proposes soccer goals that are 
24 feet long, 8 feet high and 10 feet deep, with 30 foot-high protective sports netting 
behind the goals to help ensure that soccer balls do not enter adjacent properties or the 
campus interior.  The soccer field would also be used for field hockey. 

The softball field is proposed to be located in the southeast corner of the athletic field and 
would be maintained in its existing northwest orientation. 
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In addition, the Applicant proposes to widen the existing circular driveway on both the 
east and west ingress and egress points to improve site access and allow two lanes of 
width for entry access and for dedicated right- and left-turn lanes at the exit.  Portions of 
the existing curb and some landscaping would be removed on both the east and west 
sides.  Further, the security functions housed in the guard booth currently located to the 
east of the entrance driveway would be moved to the west of the entrance driveway 
adjacent to the entrance gate as recommended by a review of the School’s security 
procedures. 

The Project would provide a Performing Arts Center and a Visual Arts Center.  The 
Performing Arts Center would be located on the Chaparal Parcel.  The Performing Arts 
Center would include approximately 17,758 square feet and would provide stage, 
auditorium, and rehearsal facilities for the School’s performing arts program.  The 
Performing Arts Center would support uses such as a gallery, auditorium/theater, stage, 
dressing rooms/green room, set design/scene-shop, dance studio, instrumental music 
room, vocal music room, faculty offices, costume storage/laundry, stage storage, and 
general building support equipment.  The Performing Arts Center would include two 
levels over a basement with a maximum building height of 36 feet.  The Performing Arts 
Center would be set back approximately 25 feet from Chaparal Street. In addition, a 20-
foot side yard would be observed from the eastern property boundary abutting the 
adjacent residential property.   

The Visual Arts Center would be located on the Campus Portion of the Barrington Parcel.  
The Visual Arts Center would comprise approximately 7,400 square feet and would 
provide studio and gallery space.  The Visual Arts Center would include a gallery, two 
fine art studios, a digital art studio, a photography lab, a ceramics lab, a kiln room, 
faculty offices, conference rooms, and dark room for photography.  The Visual Arts 
Center would include two levels with a maximum height of 30 feet.  The Visual Arts 
Center would be set back approximately 25 feet behind a new 8-foot high security fence 
along its southern boundary to the adjacent apartments to the south. 

The Project would create a visually unified campus with new buildings designed to 
complement the historic Main Building and respond to the residential scale of the 
surrounding area. The new school buildings would be proportioned to modulate height 
and maintain the residential street character when viewed from Chaparal Street.  The 
Project has been designed to limit views of the new facilities from Sunset Boulevard, 
minimize building footprints, and maximize green space within the campus. Additionally, 
the buildings would be designed to shield neighbors from internal campus activities and 
noise, including having no operable windows that open on the sides of buildings directly 
adjacent to Chaparal Street and Barrington Avenue. Furthermore, the new underground 
parking structure would increase on-campus parking capacity to satisfy the Applicant’s 
parking demand during most School events. 

The Project would preserve the original, historic portion of the Main Building, which is 
determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. The Main 
Building (including the front grounds and courtyard but excluding the 1950s and 1960s 
additions, i.e., the North Wing) is also listed in the California Register of Places and 
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designated as City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument No. 440. As part of the 
Project, all new construction design would be approved by the Office of Historic 
Resources and would comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards to ensure that 
the Main Building retains sufficient character-defining features and integrity to convey its 
historic significance and remain eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

The new buildings and infrastructure are designed to be environmentally sustainable and 
to achieve the standards of the Silver Rating under the U.S. Green Building Council’s 
Leadership in Energy Efficiency and Design (LEED®) green building program or 
equivalent green building standards. Energy use throughout all buildings would be 
reduced by passive design strategies, including natural ventilation, daylighting, and 
envelope design. 

New landscaping and landscaped gardens, courtyards, plazas, and walkways would be 
located throughout the Project Site and would include a North Garden adjacent to the 
Multipurpose Facility that would serve as a point of arrival from the new underground 
parking structure. Through the creation of open space areas, the buildings and the 
landscape within the campus would be integrated to provide for clearly defined pathways 
and seating areas and an improved campus experience for students, staff, and visitors. 
Opportunities for outdoor classroom areas and learning experiences that incorporate 
nature and the landscape would also be provided. The existing landscape fronting Sunset 
Boulevard, including the expansive lawn (upon installation of an underground cistern for 
a water retention system) at the main entry, would be maintained. Overgrown trees would 
be replaced with trees that are more appropriately scaled for the courtyards throughout 
the Project Site, and trees that are in decline would be removed. All trees to be removed 
that are 8 inches in diameter at breast height and above would be replaced on a one-to-
one basis with a minimum of 24-inch box trees. In addition, landscaping improvements 
would occur in compliance with the City of Los Angeles Water Conservation Ordinance. 

The Project proposes additional lighting on the campus to provide clear identification of 
circulation, gathering spaces, and parking facilities; to provide for the security of 
students, faculty, staff, and visitors; and to support athletic and other extracurricular 
activities. Pedestrian path lighting would be of low intensity and integrated within the 
architectural features. Lighting would be designed and installed to reduce glare to 
adjoining and adjacent properties. In addition, outdoor lighting would be designed and 
installed with shielding to limit views of the light source from adjacent properties. 

Primary access to the Project Site would be unchanged and would continue to be from 
Sunset Boulevard. An arrival plaza would be developed in conjunction with the proposed 
underground parking structure to provide sufficient on-site queuing for student pick-up 
and drop-off. Service and delivery vehicles would continue to access the campus 
primarily from Sunset Boulevard. Deliveries would either be received from the front of 
the Main Building or from the proposed underground parking structure. Access along 
Chaparal Street would be maintained and would be used for emergency vehicle access 
and limited service and delivery vehicle access.  
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As part of the Project, on-site pedestrian circulation would be improved by providing an 
all-pedestrian campus at grade level and eliminating the pedestrian-vehicular conflicts 
associated with students crossing the existing surface parking lots to access the athletic 
field. In addition, the Project would allow all student-driven carpools to park on campus, 
increasing safety by not having students cross Barrington Avenue and Sunset Boulevard. 
Sustainability features are important in the management of the campus and are one of the 
Applicant’s goals for the Project. Accordingly, the Project would incorporate features to 
support and promote environmental sustainability. The new buildings and infrastructure 
have been designed to be environmentally sustainable and to achieve the standards of the 
Silver Rating under the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy Efficiency 
and Design (LEED®) green building program or equivalent green building standards. 
The Project would also be designed to comply with all applicable state and local codes, 
including the City’s Green Building Ordinance. 

The Project proposes to address the instructional needs of existing and future programs 
provided by Archer. A new CUP and other concurrent entitlement requests, if approved 
by the decision-makers, would subject the School to a new set of conditions of approval, 
including conditions regarding the compatibility of the School’s operations and its 
facilities with the surrounding neighborhood. Consistent and in accordance with the 
existing CUP, the current enrollment cap of 518 students would remain in place. 

The Project’s construction schedule would occur over approximately three years.  In 
order to ensure timely completion of construction, construction hours would occur 
Monday through Saturday in accordance with the LAMC. 

IV. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

The Project was reviewed by the Los Angeles Department of City Planning (serving as 
Lead Agency) in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA”) (Pub Resources Code §21000 et seq.; 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15000 
et seq.).  An Initial Study was then prepared for the Project and, in compliance with 
CEQA Section 21080.4, a Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) was prepared by the City of 
Los Angeles Department of City Planning (“Department of City Planning”) and was 
distributed to the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, responsible 
agencies, and other interested parties.  The NOP identified specific areas where the 
Project could have adverse environmental effects and determined that an Environmental 
Impact Report (“EIR”) would need to be prepared to document these effects.  The City of 
Los Angeles circulated an NOP for a 30-day review period, beginning January 3, 2012, 
and ending February 2, 2012.  A public scoping meeting was conducted on January 18, 
2012, and public testimony was taken on the environmental impacts of the proposed 
Project.  The Initial Study, NOP, and NOP comment letters are included in Appendix A 
of the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR evaluated in detail the potential effects of the proposed Project.  It also 
analyzed the effects of a reasonable range of five alternatives to the proposed Project, 
including potential effects of two “No Project” alternatives.  The Draft EIR for the 
Project (State Clearinghouse No. 2012011001), incorporated herein by reference in full, 
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was prepared pursuant to CEQA and State, Agency, and City of Los Angeles (City) 
CEQA Guidelines (Pub. Resources Code §21000, et seq.; 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15000, et 
seq.; City of Los Angeles Environmental Quality Act Guidelines).  The Draft EIR was 
initially circulated for a 46-day public comment period beginning on February 27, 2014, 
and ending on April 14, 2014.  In response to a request received from Council Office 11, 
in addition to several other requests received requesting an extension, the comment 
period was extended through April 29, 2014.  Thus, the public review period of the Draft 
EIR lasted a total of 61 days.  The written comments received during the 61-day public 
review period are provided in the Final EIR.  Pursuant to Section 15088 of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles, as lead agency, reviewed all comments received 
during the review period for the Draft EIR and responded to each comment in Section III 
of the Final EIR.  

The Department of City Planning prepared a Final EIR for the Project, which is hereby 
incorporated by reference in full.  The Final EIR is intended to serve as an informational 
document for public agency decision-makers and the general public regarding the 
objectives and components of the proposed project.  The Final EIR addresses the 
environmental effects associated with implementation of the proposed Project, identifies 
feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that may be adopted to reduce or eliminate 
these impacts, and includes written responses to all comments received on the Draft EIR 
during the public review period.  The Final EIR was made available for review on the 
City’s website.  Hard copies of the Final EIR were also made available at the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Planning.  Notices regarding availability of the Final EIR were 
sent to those within a 500-foot radius of the Project Site as well as individuals who 
commented on the Draft EIR and provided comments during the NOP comment period.  
Errata No.1 was also prepared to identify additional refinements, specifically refinements 
related to the removal of a proposed Aquatics Center and the retention of the Residential 
Portion of the Barrington Parcel as a residential lot.   

A duly noticed public hearing on the Project was held by a Hearing Officer for the City 
Planning Commission on December 8, 2014. 

Errata No.2 was prepared to respond to commonly raised topics during the public hearing 
process and provide further clarification on other topics already raised during the public 
comment period for the Draft EIR.  In addition, Errata No.2 provides information 
regarding Project construction. 

The City Planning Commission held a public meeting on the Project on April 23, 2015, 
and issued its determination approving the Project in whole with conditions and 
certifying the EIR on May 13, 2015.  These Findings represent the independent judgment 
of the Planning Commission.   

Following the Planning Commission hearing, Errata No. 3 was prepared to describe 
Project refinements made at the City Planning Commission hearing and provide 
additional clarification of the information presented in the EIR regarding noise generated 
from the Temporary Classroom Village under a three-year construction schedule. An 
Errata No. 4 was also prepared to address specific corrections to the Final EIR. 
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Also following the Planning Commission’s approval of the Project, six appeals were filed 
to the Planning and Land Use Management Committee.  The appeals were heard at a 
public hearing on June 30, 2015, at which time the Planning and Land Use Management 
Committee granted the appeals filed by Thelma and Eric Waxman / Residential 
Neighbors of Archer and the Brentwood Homeowners Association in part for the purpose 
of revising conditions, and denied the remaining appeals filed by the Bel Air Skycrest 
Property Owners’ Association, David and Zofia Wright, Brentwood Residents Coalition, 
and Brentwood Hills Homeowners Association.   

The documents and other materials that constitute the record of proceedings on which the 
City of Los Angeles’ CEQA findings are based are located at the Department of City 
Planning, Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley Constituent Center, 6262 N. Van Nuys 
Boulevard, Room 350, Los Angeles, California, 91401.  This information is provided in 
compliance with CEQA Section 21081.6(a)(2). 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

The Department of City Planning prepared an Initial Study for the Project, which 
determined that the proposed Project would not have the potential to cause significant 
impacts in the following areas: Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Biological 
Resources, Geology and Soils-Septic Tanks, Hazards and Hazardous Materials-Airport 
Hazards, Hydrology and Water Quality-Floods, Hydrology and Water Quality-Seiche, 
Tsunami, or Mudflow, Land Use-Conflicts With Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural 
Community Conservation Plans, Mineral Resources, Noise-Airport Noise, Public 
Services-Schools, Public Services-Parks, Public Services-Other Governmental Services, 
Population/Housing, Recreation, Traffic-Air Traffic, Utilities and Service Systems-Solid 
Waste, and Utilities and Service Systems-Other Utilities and Service Systems. A 
rationale for the conclusion that no significant impacts would occur in each of these issue 
areas is summarized below. 

A. Agricultural and Forestry Resources 

No agricultural resources or forestry resources are located on the Project Site or in the 
vicinity.  The Project Site is located in an urbanized setting, is zoned for urbanized uses, 
and is surrounded by other urbanized uses. The Project Site is not located on designated 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown in 
the General Plan Land Use Map for the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan.  
Zoning designations on the Project Site include: RE11-1 (Residential Estate, Height 
District 1) and R3-1 (Multiple Dwelling Residential, Height District 1).  No agricultural 
zoning is present in the surrounding area, and no nearby lands are enrolled under the 
Williamson Act.  The Project will therefore not convert farmland of any kind to non-
agricultural resources, will not conflict with or rezone agricultural or timberland property 
and will not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest to non-forest use.  

B. Biological Resources 
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The Project Site is located within an urban area and is currently developed with school-
related facilities, two residential properties, surface parking lots, and landscaping.  Given 
the nature of the Project area and the fact that the Project Site has already been disturbed, 
the likelihood of the presence of any endangered and/or threatened species is remote.  
The Project Site is not located within an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan.  Furthermore, no candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) are known to be present or have 
been identified on-site. In addition, no wetland habitats, waters of the U.S, riparian 
habitats or sensitive natural communities are located on-site, nor have they been 
identified in City or regional plans, policies, or regulations of the Army Corps of 
Engineers, CDFG or USFWS as being within the Project Site.  Therefore, no impacts to 
endangered and/or threatened species, or their habitats would occur. 

The City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance (Chapter IV, Article 6 of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code) regulates the relocation or removal of all California native oak 
trees (excluding scrub oak), California black walnut trees, Western sycamore trees, and 
California Bay trees of at least 4 inches in diameter at breast height (DBH).  These native 
tree species are defined as protected by the City of Los Angeles.  Native trees that have 
been planted as part of a tree planting program are exempt from this Ordinance and are 
not considered protected.  The Ordinance prohibits, without a permit, the removal of any 
regulated protected tree, including “acts which inflict damage upon root systems or other 
parts of the tree...” and requires that all regulated protected trees that are removed be 
replaced on at least a two-to-one basis with trees that are of a protected variety.  The City 
also requires that a report be prepared by a tree expert discussing the subject tree(s), their 
preservation, effects of the proposed construction, and mitigation measures pursuant to 
the removal or replacement thereof. The Project Site includes a number of ornamental 
trees, some of which may be removed for implementation of the Project.  In addition, the 
Project Site includes seven Southern California native trees: one Western sycamore tree 
located within the rear yard of the Chaparal Residence; one black walnut tree located at 
the Barrington Parcel; and five Channel Island Oaks located at the Barrington Parcel.  
Historic aerial photographs demonstrate that the Western sycamore tree was planted at 
the same general time that the residence was constructed in 1951.  In addition, the 
historical aerial photographs and site inspections of the trees demonstrate the black 
walnut tree and five Channel Island Oaks were also intentionally planted as part of a tree 
planting program at the Barrington Parcel.  Thus, these seven trees are not protected trees 
as set forth under the City of Los Angeles Protected Tree Ordinance.  The Project Site is 
not subject to any other local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources.  
Thus, the Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. Therefore, no 
impacts to protected trees would occur. 

C. Geology and Soils 

1. Septic Tanks 
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The Project Site is located in a developed area 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 the use of 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would not be required, no impact 
with regard to this issue would occur, and no mitigation measures would be required. 

D. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

1. Airport Hazards 

The Project Site is not located within two miles of an airport or private airstrip or within 
an airport planning area.  Therefore, the Project would not result in a safety hazard for the 
people residing or working in the Project area.   

E. Hydrology and Water Quality 

1. Floods 

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance 
Rate Map, the Project Site is not located within a FEMA-defined flood plain.  In addition, 
the Project does not propose the development of residential uses.  Therefore, the Project 
would not place housing within a 100-year flood plain as mapped by federal flood hazard 
boundaries, FIRM maps, or other flood hazard delineation maps.  Nor would the Project 
place structures within a 100-year flood plain that could impede or redirect flood flows.  
Further, the Project Site is not located within a potential inundation area as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam, as indicated in the Safety Element of the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan.  Thus, no impacts would occur and no mitigation measures would be 
required. 

2. Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow 

Seiches are large waves or oscillations initiated by an earthquake in enclosed bodies of 
water, such as a reservoir, storage tank, harbor, or lake.  A seiche wave has the potential 
to overflow the sides of the containing basin to inundate adjacent or downstream areas.  
As stated above, the Project Site is not located within a potential inundation area. 
Therefore, no impacts would occur and no mitigation measures would be required. 

Tsunamis are great sea waves that affect low-lying areas along a coastline.  The largest 
body of water near the Project Site is the Pacific Ocean, located approximately 4 miles to 
the west.  The Project Site would not be susceptible to tsunamis due to its distance from 
the ocean and its elevation above sea level.  Therefore, no impacts would occur and no 
mitigation measures would be required.  

Mudflows result from the downslope movement of soil and/or rock under the influence of 
gravity.  Mudflows may occur when exposed soils are loosened by heavy rainfall.  If the 
exposure of fill soils coincided with consecutive days of heavy rainfall, saturated exposed 
soils could create a mudflow condition.  The Project Site’s elevation is approximately 
465 feet above sea level at its lowest point. The Project Site would not be susceptible to 
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mudflow due to its topography and distance from hillside soils to the north.  Therefore, 
less than significant impacts would occur. 

F. Land Use 

1. Conflicts With Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community 
Conservation Plans 

No adopted habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans are 
applicable to the Project Site.  Therefore, no impacts associated with conflict with an 
applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan would 
occur, and no mitigation measures would be required. 

G. Mineral Resources 

No mineral extraction operations currently occur on the Project Site.  The Project Site is 
located within an urban area of the City of Los Angeles and has been previously 
disturbed by development.  As such, the potential for mineral resources to occur on-site is 
low.  Furthermore, the Project Site is not located within a City designated Mineral 
Resource Zone where significant mineral deposits are known to be present, or within a 
mineral producing area as classified by the CGS.  The Project Site is not located within a 
City-designated oil field or oil drilling area.  Therefore, the Project would not result in the 
loss of availability of a mineral resource or a mineral resource recovery site. 

H. Noise 

1. Airport Noise 

The Project Site is not located within two miles of an airport, a private airstrip, or within 
an area subject to an airport land use plan.  Therefore, no impact with respect to the 
exposure of persons to excessive airport noise levels would occur, and no mitigation 
measures would be required. 

I. Population / Housing 

The Project does not propose the development of residential units.  Therefore, the Project 
would not directly induce population growth in the area.  However, construction of the 
Project would create temporary construction-related jobs.  Nevertheless the work 
requirements of most construction projects are highly specialized so that construction 
workers remain at a job site only for the time in which their specific skills are needed to 
complete a particular phase of the construction process. Thus, Project-related 
construction workers would not be anticipated to relocate their household’s place of 
residence as a consequence of working on the Project and, therefore, no new permanent 
residents would be generated during construction of the Project.  In addition, the existing 
student population could increase by up to 88 students consistent and in accordance with 
the existing Conditional Use Permit, provides for a maximum enrollment of up to 518 
students.  While a total of approximately 37 new faculty and staff members could be 
employed at full enrollment, this increase in employment would be well within the 
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existing employment projections for the community and region.  In addition, it would be 
anticipated that any housing needs associated with this increase in employment would be 
accommodated by existing vacancies in the housing stock.  Furthermore, infrastructure 
would only be expanded to the extent that it is needed to serve the School.  Thus, any 
necessary expansions of infrastructure would not indirectly induce population growth in 
the area.  Based on the above, potential impacts associated with population growth would 
be less than significant.  In addition, the Project Site includes a residence that is vacant 
and another residence that is occupied by the Head of School for the School.  No other 
housing units exist that would be removed as part of the Project.  The Project would 
retain the Residential Portion of the Barrington Parcel.  Therefore, no impact with respect 
to housing displacement would occur. 

J. Public Services  

1. Schools 

The Project Site is located within the boundaries of the Los Angeles Unified School 
District (LAUSD).  The LAUSD is divided into eight local districts.  The Project Site is 
located in District 3.15 As discussed previously, the Project does not propose the 
development of residential units.  Therefore, a direct impact on the demand for additional 
classroom space within LAUSD or any other surrounding school district would not occur.  
Any potential indirect impact on public school facilities resulting from the potential for 
37 new faculty and staff to relocate to the area and generate a need for additional public 
school facilities would be inconsequential.  LAUSD does not currently have student 
generation rates for private educational uses.  Conservatively using LAUSD’s research 
and development student generation rate, the 82,700 square feet of new building area 
originally proposed for the Project would generate approximately 5 students within 
LAUSD boundaries.  The net new floor area for the Project as refined in the Final EIR 
and Errata No.1 through Errata No.4 is 60,271 square feet.  Furthermore, the Project 
would provide for permanent, upgraded, and expanded school facilities, which would 
allow the School to continue and enhance its educational programs, resulting in a 
beneficial impact on school facilities.  As such, the Project would not result in the need 
for new or altered school facilities and no adverse impacts would occur.  

2. Parks 

Parks and recreational facilities in the Project vicinity are primarily operated and 
maintained by the Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks (LADRP). Nearby 
parks and recreational facilities within an approximate two-mile radius of the Project Site 
include: Barrington Recreation Center, Tennis Courts, and Dog Park (located 0.29 mile 
south of the Project Site); Crestwood Hills Park and Recreation Center (located 1.26 
miles north of the Project Site); Westwood Recreation Center and Pool (located 1.53 
miles south of the Project Site); Westwood Tennis Courts (located 1.67 miles south of the 
Project Site); Mandeville Canyon Park (located 1.77 miles north of the Project Site); and 
Felicia Mahood Multipurpose Center (located 1.84 miles south of the Project Site).  The 
Project does not propose the development of residential uses, which typically generate a 
direct demand for parks.  In addition, the Project would include the development of 
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athletic facilities.  These facilities would increase the recreational facilities available on-
site and would reduce the need for students to practice off-site.  Since implementation of 
the Project would not generate new demand for existing parks or require the development 
of new parks in the adjacent vicinity, no impact on parks within the project vicinity 
would occur.   

3. Other Governmental Services 

Library services within the Project area are provided by the City’s Public Library 
(LAPL). The two closest public libraries to the Project Site are the Westwood Library 
located at 1246 Glendon Avenue and the West Los Angeles Regional Library located at 
11360 Santa Monica Boulevard.  The existing Archer campus currently provides a library 
that is available to students and staff.  The existing library would be anticipated to 
accommodate the demand for library services subsequent to implementation of the 
Project, particularly since the Project would not result in an increase in the student 
enrollment permitted by the Conditional Use Permit.  No other public services would be 
notably impacted by the Project.  The Project Site would continue to be served by the 
existing road network, and would not require additional government services for the 
operation and maintenance of these roads.  Therefore, the Project would result in a less 
than significant impact on other governmental services, including libraries. 

K. Recreation 

As discussed above, several public parks are located within the vicinity of the Project 
Site.  The Project would include the development of athletic facilities, which would 
increase the recreational facilities available on-site and would reduce the need for 
students to practice off-site.  Since implementation of the Project would not generate new 
demand for existing parks, the Project would not result in the physical deterioration of 
parks facilities.  Thus, no impacts would occur and no mitigation measures would be 
required. 

L. Traffic 

1. Air Traffic 

The Project Site is not located within the vicinity of any private or public airport or 
planning boundary of any airport land use plan.  In addition, the Project does not propose 
any uses that would increase or change air traffic patterns or increase levels of risk with 
respect to air traffic.  Therefore, no impact would occur and no mitigation measures 
would be required. 

M. Utilities and Service Systems – Solid Waste and Energy 

1. Solid Waste 

Los Angeles County continually evaluates landfill disposal needs and capacity through 
preparation of the Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan 
(ColWMP) Annual Reports.  Within each annual report, future landfill disposal needs 
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over the next 15-year planning horizon are addressed in part by determining the available 
landfill capacity.  Based on the most recent Los Angeles County Countywide Integrated 
Waste Management Plan 2009 Annual Report, the remaining disposal capacity for the 
County’s Class III landfills is estimated at approximately 142 million tons as of 
December 31, 2009.  Aggressive waste reduction and diversion programs on a 
Countywide level have helped reduce disposal levels at the County’s landfills.  Based on 
the 2009 CoIWMP, the County anticipates that future disposal needs can be adequately 
met through 2024 through scenarios that include a combination of all or some of the 
following: (1) successfully permitting and developing all proposed in-County landfill 
expansions; (2) utilizing available or planned out-of-County disposal capacity; (3) 
developing the necessary infrastructure to facilitate exportation of waste to out-of- 
County landfills; (4) development of conversion and other alternative technologies; and 
(5) continuing to enhance diversion programs and increasing the Countywide diversion 
rate. 

Various public agencies and private companies provide solid waste management services 
in the City of Los Angeles. Private collectors service most multi-family units and 
commercial developments, whereas the City’s Bureau of Sanitation collects the majority 
of residential waste from single-family and some smaller multi-family residences.  The 
remaining disposal capacity for the County’s Class III landfills open to all or portions of 
the City is estimated at approximately 115.902 million tons.  As of December 31, 2009, 
the City disposed of approximately 2.395 million tons of solid waste in the County’s 
Class III landfills and approximately 59,260 tons at transformation facilities.  The amount 
of solid waste disposed of in the County’s Class III landfills accounts for approximately 
2.07 percent of the remaining capacity for the County’s Class III landfills open to the 
City. 

A variety of scraps and wastes would be generated during grading and construction 
activities.  Based on an average generation rate of 4.34 pounds per square foot for 
nonresidential construction, the Project would generate approximately 307 tons of 
construction waste over the course of Project construction.  This waste would be disposed 
of at one of the unclassified landfills available to the City of Los Angeles, which have a 
total remaining capacity of approximately 55.799 million tons.  As a result, Project 
construction would account for only 0.0006 percent of the available capacity of 
unclassified landfills serving the City of Los Angeles.  Therefore, construction waste 
generated by the Project would not exceed the capacity of unclassified landfills available 
to the City of Los Angeles.  Thus, impacts would be less than significant and no 
mitigation measures would be required. 

Based on a generation rate of 10.53 pounds per day per employee, the Project’s 
approximately 37 net new employees would generate a net increase of approximately 390 
pounds (0.2 tons) of solid waste per day during operation.  This would represent an 
increase of approximately 51 tons per year.  The annual amount of solid waste generated 
by the Project Site would represent a negligible amount (approximately 0.002 percent) of 
the annual solid waste disposed of by the City of Los Angeles (2,454,110 tons), thus 
representing a negligible fraction of the total waste generated Citywide.  It is important to 
note that this estimate is conservative, in that the amount of solid waste that would need 
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to be landfilled would likely be less than this forecast based on successful City 
implementation of AB 939 and the City’s objective to achieve a 70 percent diversion goal 
by 2020 and eventually to a zero waste scenario as envisioned in the Los Angeles Solid 
Waste Integrated Resources Plan.  Therefore, a less than significant impact associated 
with operational solid waste would occur. 

The Project would also comply with applicable regulations related to solid waste, 
including those pertaining to waste reduction and recycling.  For example, the Project 
would promote compliance with the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 
1989 (AB 939) through source reduction and recycling programs.  

2. Other Utilities and Service Systems 

Other utility and service systems that would be used by the Project would include 
electricity and natural gas systems.  Electrical transmission to the Project Site is provided 
and maintained by LADWP.  The Project would generate a net increase in the 
consumption of electricity of approximately 862.72 MWh annually. In 2009, the LADWP 
had an annual electricity consumption of 25,399,000 MWh.  By 2020, the electricity 
consumption for the LADWP is projected to increase to approximately 27,943,000 MWh.  
Thus, the projected 2009–2020 increase in LADWP electrical consumption would total 
approximately 2,544,000 MWh.  The Project-related net increase in electricity demand 
would represent approximately 0.003 percent of LADWP’s 2020 electricity consumption 
and approximately 0.03 percent of the forecasted growth in electricity consumption 
between 2009 and 2014.  Therefore, the Project would be within the anticipated electrical 
service capabilities of LADWP. 

Natural gas is provided to the Project Site by the Southern California Gas Company (the 
Gas Company).  The Project would generate an increased demand for approximately 
1904.82 kcf of natural gas per year.  This annual increase in demand associated with the 
Project would represent approximately 0.0002 percent of the projected annual demand of 
777.2 billion cubic feet within the entire Gas Company service area in 2020. Thus, the 
increased demand for natural gas would be within the service capabilities of The Gas 
Company.  The electricity and natural gas demand estimates presented above for the 
Project are based on consumption factors presented in the 1993 SCAQMD CEQA Air 
Quality Handbook, which do not take into account the energy conservation measures that 
would be incorporated into the Project. For instance, the Project would be designed to 
achieve LEED Silver equivalence, designed to comply with the City’s Green Building 
Ordinance, and designed to comply with the Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards.  
Therefore, the actual electricity and natural gas demands of the Project would be less than 
estimated.  Furthermore, utility providers are required to plan for necessary upgrades and 
expansions to their systems to ensure that adequate service will be provided.  Based on 
the above, Project impacts with respect to energy demand would be less than significant.  
No mitigation measures would be required. 
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VI. IMPACTS ANALYZED IN THE EIR AND DETERMINED NOT TO BE 
SIGNIFICANT 

The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning finds after review of the 
Environmental Impact Report that Project impacts will be less than significant in the 
following areas and no mitigation is required: 

A. Aesthetics / Visual Quality, Views, Light / Glare, and Shading 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a set of sample questions that address 
impacts with regard to aesthetics.  These questions are as follows: 

Would the project: 

• Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

• Substantially damage scenic resources including but not limited to trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

• Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

• Create a new source of substantial light and glare which would adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area? 

(1) Aesthetics/Visual Quality 

In the context of the above questions from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that 
the determination of significance regarding aesthetics/visual quality shall 
be made on a case-by case-basis, considering the following factors: 

• The amount or relative proportion of existing features or elements 
that substantially contribute to the valued visual character or image 
of a neighborhood, community, or localized area, which would be 
removed, altered, or demolished; 

• The amount of natural open space to be graded or developed; 

• 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.; 

• The degree of contrast between proposed features and existing 
features that represent the area’s valued aesthetic image; 
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• 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, setbacks, signage, or other 
physical elements; 

• The degree to which the project would contribute to the area’s 
aesthetic value; and 

• Applicable guidelines and regulations. 

Based on these factors, the Project would have potentially significant 
impacts if it were to substantially alter, degrade, or eliminate the existing 
visual character of an area, including valued existing features or resources; 
or if the Project were to introduce elements that substantially detract from 
the visual character of an area. 

(2) Views 

In the context of the above questions from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that 
the determination of significance regarding views shall be made on a case-
by case-basis, considering the following factors: 

• 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); 

• Whether the project affects views from a designated scenic 
highway, corridor, or parkway; 

• The extent of obstruction (e.g., total blockage, partial interruption, 
or minor diminishment); and 

• The extent to which the project affects recognized views available 
from a length of a public roadway, bike path, or trail as opposed to 
a single, fixed vantage point. 

Based on these factors, the Project would have potentially significant 
impacts with respect to views if its development were to obstruct an 
existing view of a valued visual resource. 

(3) Light/Daytime Glare 

In the context of the above question from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that 
the determination of significance shall be made on a case-by case-basis, 
considering the following factors: 
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• The change in ambient nighttime levels as a result of project 
sources; and 

• The extent to which project lighting would spill off the project site 
and affect adjacent light-sensitive areas. 

• Based on these factors and the LAMC requirements identified 
above, the Project would have a significant impact with regard to 
artificial light or glare if: 

• The Project generates light intensity levels of 2.0 foot-candles or 
more at the property line of the nearest off-site residence or other 
light-sensitive use; 

• The Project creates new high contrast conditions visible from a 
field of view from a Receptor Site. 

The Project incorporates substantial amounts of highly reflective building 
materials or signage (i.e., daytime glare) in areas that are highly visible to 
off-site glare-sensitive uses. 

(4) Shading 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that a proposed 
project would have a significant shading impact if: 

• Shadow-sensitive uses would be shaded by proposed project-
related development 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 early March), or more than four hours between the 
hours of 9:00 A.M. and 5:00 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time (between 
early March and early November). 

Finding: 

With implementation of the project design features described in the Draft and Final EIR 
and Errata No.1 through Errata No.4, Project-level and cumulative impacts related to 
aesthetics/visual quality, views, light/glare, and shading would be less than significant.  
No mitigation measures are required. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Aesthetics / Visual Quality 

a. Construction Impacts 

During construction activities for the Project, the visual appearance 
of the Project Site would be altered due to the removal of existing 
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buildings, surface parking areas, and/or landscaping.  Other 
construction activities, such as site preparation and grading, the 
staging of construction equipment and materials, and the 
construction of structures would also alter the visual quality of the 
Project Site.  Some of these construction activities would be visible 
from outside the Project Site.  However, the Project Site is mostly 
surrounded by cinderblock walls and landscaping that would help 
obstruct public views of on-site construction activities.  It is also 
noted that Project construction would not require the removal of 
any trees or landscaping located within the public right-of-way 
along any of the roadways adjacent to the Project Site.  Further, 
pursuant to Project Design Feature A-1, where appropriate (i.e., 
where perimeter walls do not already exist), temporary 
construction fencing would be placed along the periphery of the 
Project Site to screen much of the construction activity from view 
at the street level.  In addition, any pedestrian walkways and 
construction fencing accessible to the public would be monitored 
for graffiti removal throughout the construction period. 

The Temporary Classroom Village may be visible from certain 
vantage points along Chaparal Street and to a lesser extend from 
Barrington Avenue as well as from the upper levels of the existing 
single- and multi-family residential properties abutting and 
adjacent to the Project Site.  However, the perimeter of the area of 
the Project Site proposed for use by the Temporary Classroom 
Village is mostly surrounded by mature landscaping and/or walls 
and fences that would help obstruct views of the Temporary 
classroom Village.  In addition, the temporary structures would be 
lower in height than the nearby residential uses.  Furthermore, 
temporary construction barriers may also be installed along the 
Project Site boundary during construction, which would further 
obstruct public views of the temporary structures.  Thus, as 
discussed in the Draft EIR, visual impacts associated with the 
Temporary Classroom Village would be less than significant and 
temporary in nature.  Once the new North Wing Renovation is 
complete, the Temporary Classroom Village and the enclosed 
access way would be removed and instructional activities would 
return to the North Wing. 

b. Operational Impacts 

The Project would provide new school-related facilities that would 
be consistent with and build on the existing uses on the Project Site 
and in the surrounding community.  Implementation of the Project 
would result in the removal of the existing residence on the 
Chaparal Parcel and the residence on the Barrington Parcel as well 
as the removal of existing paved areas and landscaping.  New 
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facilities would generally be concentrated along the northern and 
eastern portions of the Project Site.  The new structures would 
increase the height, density, and mass of on-site structures along 
these areas compared to existing conditions; however, the Project 
would incorporate architectural design features such as variations 
in building planes to reduce massing, provide an all-pedestrian 
campus, and introduce new and enhanced outdoor courtyards 
networked by pedestrian pathways. 

The Project would create a visually unified campus with new 
buildings designed to respond to the residential scale and character 
of the surrounding area.  In addition, the Project would continue 
the existing building material and color palette to further integrate 
the new buildings within the campus and neighboring uses.  The 
Project would also preserve the historic Main Building and would 
not remove existing valued features or elements that contribute 
positively to the visual character of the surrounding area. 

Project lighting would also influence the visual character of the 
Project Site.  As described above, Project lighting is proposed to 
provide clear identification of circulation, gathering spaces, and 
parking facilities; to provide for the security of students, faculty, 
staff, and visitors; and to support athletic and other extra-curricular 
activities.  Pedestrian path lighting would be of low intensity and 
integrated within the architectural features.  In addition, the Project 
has been refined to eliminate athletic field lighting. 

2. Views 

Due to urban development, public views of the Project Site from vantages 
within the surrounding Project area are also limited.  Specifically, short-
range views of the Project Site are obstructed from most public vantages 
and are generally only available to viewers at adjacent locations (i.e., 
pedestrians and motorists along Sunset Boulevard, Chaparal Street, and 
Barrington Avenue).  In addition, there are generally no intermittent, long-
range views of the Santa Monica Mountains from Sunset Boulevard to the 
north due to the relatively flat topography of the Project area and the 
presence of intervening development or landscaping.  As the Project does 
not propose development within the southern portion of the Project Site, 
along Sunset Boulevard, north-facing views of the Project Site from 
Sunset Boulevard would be preserved to a large extent.  In particular, the 
new North Wing, the Multipurpose Facility, the Performing Arts Center, 
and the Visual Arts Center, would not be visible from Sunset Boulevard as 
they would be obscured by the existing Main Building.  While Project 
development would be visible from off-site locations, view changes would 
typically occur at limited vantage points, as opposed to along extensive 
roadway segments or from entire large geographic areas.  Similarly, the 
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Project would not result in the removal or alteration of existing features 
that contribute to the valued visual character or image of the Project Site.  
In addition, the Project would not affect views from a designated scenic 
highway, corridor, or parkway. 

3. Light / Glare 

a. Light 

(1) Construction Impacts 

While the majority of Project construction would occur 
during daylight hours, there is a potential based on the 
Project’s anticipated construction hours that construction 
could occur in the evening hours and require the use of 
artificial lighting. To the extent evening construction 
includes artificial light sources, such use would be 
temporary and would cease upon completion of Project 
construction. Further, construction-related illumination 
would be used for safety and security purposes only, in 
compliance with LAMC light intensity requirements. 
Additionally, as set forth in Project Design Feature A-7, 
construction lighting would be shielded and/or aimed so 
that no direct beam illumination would fall outside of the 
Project Site boundary. Construction lighting, while 
potentially bright, would be highly focused on the 
particular area undergoing work. As such, uses which are 
not adjacent to the Project Site would not be anticipated to 
be substantially affected by construction light or glare. 
Thus, with adherence to existing LAMC regulations and 
Project Design Feature A-7, light resulting from 
construction activities would not significantly impact light-
sensitive uses, substantially alter the character of off-site 
areas surrounding the Project Site, or interfere with the 
performance of an off-site activity. Therefore, light impacts 
associated with proposed construction would be less than 
significant. 

(2) Operational Impacts 

With regard to lighting during operation of the Project, an 
analysis of the Project’s potential impacts associated with 
illuminance (i.e., light trespass), contrast, context, and 
skyglow was conducted. 

With regard to illuminance, the Project site lighting, which 
would not include athletic field lighting, would result in 
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illuminance values that would be well below the 
significance threshold.  As a result, the Project would result 
in less than significant illuminance (i.e., light trespass) 
impacts.  

With respect to contrast (the Project’s potential to create 
high brightness conditions that would in turn create high 
contrast or nighttime glare), the Project would result in 
low- to mid-level contrast values that would not result in 
glare. In addition, with implementation of Project Design 
Feature A-8, which would include locating, aiming, and 
shielding Project lighting to avoid creating high-contrast 
conditions, the resulting contrast values would be less than 
those of existing conditions. As a result, the overall view of 
the Project Site would change from an existing high 
contrast condition, in which visible light sources against a 
general dark background create glare, to a future mid-
contrast condition, in which light sources would be 
shielded from view and illuminated surfaces would have 
more uniform illumination levels. Therefore, based on the 
overall decrease in contrast conditions that would result 
from the Project, significant visual impacts associated with 
lighting contrast would not occur. Additionally, while the 
context or the portion of the Project that would be visible 
from certain receptor sites would increase at certain 
receptors, other receptor sites would not experience any 
increase in context from their respective field of view. 
Therefore, the minor changes in context would not create 
conditions that would expose the field of view from 
receptor sites to high contrast lighting conditions. Thus, no 
significant visual impacts associated with lighting contrast 
together with context would result. 

With regard to skyglow (an increase in background 
brightness), the Project would implement Project Design 
Feature A-8, which would include best practice design 
principles to limit skyglow. As a result, the Project would 
not result in significant skyglow impacts. 

b. Glare 

(1) Construction Impacts 

Daytime glare could potentially accompany construction 
activities if reflective construction materials were 
positioned in highly visible locations where glare 
conditions (e.g., orientation and presence of glare-sensitive 
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uses) could occur.  However, any glare would be highly 
transitory and short-term, given the movement of 
construction equipment and materials within the 
construction area and the temporary nature of construction 
activities within each area of the Project Site.  In addition, 
large surfaces that are usually required to generate 
substantial glare are typically not an element of 
construction activities.  Furthermore, construction activities 
would be screened by temporary fencing.  As such, the 
Project would not result in a significant impact related to 
construction glare. 

(2) Operational Impacts 

New buildings within the campus are anticipated to be 
steel-framed structures with metal stud walls covered with 
an exterior plaster system.  The plaster is anticipated to be 
troweled smooth to provide a finish compatible with the 
finish of the existing Main Building and painted a matching 
white color.  In addition, as set forth in Project Design 
Feature A-11, the Project would use transparent vision 
glass with limited reflectivity in all exterior windows and 
building surfaces.  Furthermore, landscaping would be 
enhanced within the Project Site, which would limit views 
of the new buildings.  The replacement of existing surface 
parking areas with an underground parking facility would 
also reduce the potential for daytime glare from windows 
of parked vehicles.  Thus, potential daytime glare impacts 
associated with the Project would be less than significant. 

4. Shading 

The Project would not cast shadows on shade-sensitive uses surrounding 
the Project Site during the winter, spring, summer, or fall.  As such 
shading impacts of the Project would be less than significant. 

5. Cumulative Impacts 

Similar to the Project, future developments would be subject to applicable 
LAMC requirements, such as height limits, density, and setback 
requirements, and would be reviewed by the City to ensure consistency 
with adopted guidelines and standards that relate to aesthetics and visual 
quality.  Further, many of the related projects in the area represent infill 
development that is not expected to be out of scale or character with the 
existing visual environment.  Thus, cumulative impacts associated with 
aesthetics would be less than significant. 
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Public vantage points available in the vicinity of the Project Site are 
largely limited to the adjacent public roadways.  In addition, due to the 
relatively flat topography and developed nature of the Project area, public 
views from street level locations along the adjacent roadways are largely 
limited to short-range views of the immediately surrounding urban 
landscape.  Valued visual resources are thus generally only visible to 
adjacent land uses and/or along street corridors. Given the limitations on 
such views under existing conditions, increased building heights and 
density associated with future developments would affect views from 
adjacent vantages and would have a negligible effect on longer-range 
views down roadways. Accordingly, based on the distance of the related 
projects and intervening development, none of the related projects would 
affect views along Sunset Boulevard, a designated scenic highway, in the 
area of the Project Site or block views of the historic Main Building. In 
addition, due to the densely developed environment surrounding the 
Project Site, none of the related projects would affect views along the 
public roadways adjacent to the Project Site. As such, future development 
in the Project area would not be expected to cumulatively obstruct public 
views of valued visual resources within and in the immediate vicinity of 
the Project Site. 

Development of the Project, as well as the other related projects in the 
area, would introduce new or expanded sources of artificial light.  
Consequently, ambient light levels in the Brentwood area may increase 
overall.  However, the additional artificial light sources introduced by 
these projects would not significantly alter the existing low to medium 
lighting environment that currently exists in the immediate Project area.  
In addition, each of the Related Projects would be required to comply with 
the regulatory requirements summarized above, which address light spill 
and brightness.  Furthermore, the Related Projects are sufficiently distant 
from the Project Site so as not to result in cumulative contrast or 
illuminance impacts associated with lighting.  With regard to daytime 
glare, it is anticipated that the related projects within the vicinity of the 
Project Site would be subject to discretionary review to ensure that 
building materials to be used would not create significant glare impacts. In 
addition, since the Project’s potential daytime glare impacts would be less 
than significant, the Project would not contribute to any cumulative 
increase in daytime glare in combination with the related projects. As 
such, cumulative daytime glare impacts are concluded to be less than 
significant. 

Cumulative shading impacts can occur when Related Projects are located 
sufficiently close to the Project so as to create shadows that overlap with 
those of the Project and affect the same shade-sensitive areas.  Based on 
the location of the related projects identified in the area, none of the 
related projects are located sufficiently near the Project Site to have the 
potential to cast shadows that may affect some of the same shade-sensitive 
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uses as the Project.  Therefore, cumulative shading impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Project Design Features 

• Project Design Feature A-1:  Where Project construction is visible from 
pedestrian locations adjacent to the Project Site and perimeter walls or fencing do 
not already exist, temporary construction fencing shall be placed along the 
periphery of the Project Site to screen construction activity from view at the street 
level from off-site. 

• Project Design Feature A-2:  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 that are 
accessible/visible to the public, and that such temporary barriers and walkways 
are maintained in a visually attractive manner throughout the construction period. 

• Project Design Feature A-3:  The following Tree Protection Guidelines shall be 
implemented to establish and maintain a healthy environment for all retained trees 
during the course of construction.  These Tree Protection Guidelines shall apply 
to construction activities occurring within the Tree Protection Zone of a retained 
tree.  The Tree Protection Zone generally encompasses an area within the drip line 
of the tree plus an additional 5 feet depending on the species and size of the tree. 

 Install protective fencing prior to the commencement of construction 
activities at the end of any Tree Protection Zone that may be encroached 
upon during construction, or as near to that as possible.  The fencing may 
be of a flexible configuration and shall be a minimum of 4 feet in height.  
A warning sign shall be posted on the fencing which would state 
“Warning:  Tree Protection Zone” and include the requirements for 
construction activities in the protected zone. 

 Preserve the integrity of the Tree Protection Zone protective fencing and 
keep the site clean and maintained at all times.  To the extent practical, no 
construction staging shall be allowed in the Tree Protection Zone.  No 
disposal of construction materials or byproducts including but not limited 
to paint, plaster, or chemical solutions shall be allowed in the Tree 
Protection Zone. 

 Irrigate, as necessary, the Tree Protection Zone to keep the tree in good 
health and vigor before, during, and after construction. 

 The Tree Protection Zone shall not be subjected to flooding incidental to 
the construction activities. 

 To the extent practicable, all work conducted in the ground within the 
Tree Protection Zone shall be accomplished with hand tools, including 
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power hand tools.  Trenches in the Tree Protection Zone shall be tunneled 
or completed with an air spade to avoid damage to small feeder roots. 

 To the extent practicable, the use of heavy machinery within the Tree 
Protection Zone of the tree shall be avoided. 

 Any required trenching would be routed in such a manner as to minimize 
root damage. 

 To the extent practicable, “natural” or pre-construction grade shall be 
maintained in the Tree Protection Zone. 

 In areas where the grade around the Tree Protection Zone would be 
lowered, some root cutting may be unavoidable.  However, cuts shall be 
clean and made at right angles to the roots.  When practical, roots shall be 
cut back to a branching lateral root. 

 Organic mulch shall be placed in all open areas within the Tree Protection 
Zone.  The mulch shall be 2 to 4 inches thick, extending out to the edges 
of the Tree Protection Zone, while not touching the base of the trunk. 

 All work within the Tree Protection Zone shall be observed by a certified 
arborist experienced with each specific tree’s requirements. 

• Project Design Feature A-4:  Prior to the commencement of construction 
activities, the Applicant shall provide a Certified Arborist to further evaluate the 
Peppermint Willow tree located within the property of 125 North Barrington 
Avenue, approximately 5 to 10 feet from proposed construction activities, for 
health and safety.  If it is determined that for health and safety purposes, this tree 
should be removed, refer to Project Design Feature A-6. 

• Project Design Feature A-5:  All trees to be removed that are 8 inches in 
diameter at breast height and above shall be replaced on a one-to-one basis with 
24-inch box trees or larger. 

• Project Design Feature A-6:  Were construction to result in the death of any 
neighboring trees, the Applicant shall replace all significant trees on neighboring 
properties (i.e., trees that are 8 inches in diameter at breast height and greater) at a 
1:1 ratio with 24-inch box trees or larger. 

• Project Design Feature A-7:  During construction, lighting shall be shielded 
and/or aimed so that no direct beam illumination would fall outside of the Project 
Site boundary. 

• Project Design Feature A-8:  A Lighting Plan shall be implemented as part of 
the Project that would employ Lighting Guidelines adopted from design principles 
and recommendations provided by the IESNA and the IDA (International Dark-
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Sky Association).  Key components of the lighting plan shall include, but not be 
limited, to the following: 

All Project lighting shall be designed to ensure that the Project would generate 
light intensity levels of less than 2.0 foot-candles at the property line of the 
nearest off-site residence or other light-sensitive use, avoid creating new high 
contrast conditions that also exhibits high context and coverage, and minimize 
skyglow.  Methods would include:   

 All pole- and post-mounted luminaires over 15 feet in height shall meet all 
IESNA requirements for Uplight Rating of U0 or U1 (e.g., B-U1-G, B-
U0-G) and shall be aimed downward.   

 All pole and post mount luminaires less than 15 feet and greater than 
6 feet in height shall meet all IESNA requirements for Uplight Rating of 
U0 or U1 (e.g., B-U1-G, B-U0-G).   

 All luminaires of less than 6 feet in height, such as bollards, shall meet all 
IESNA requirements for Uplight Rating of U0, U1, U2 (e.g., B-U2-G, B-
U1-G, B-U0-G). 

 Exterior pole- and post-mounted lighting within direct view of any 
residential property shall be located and/or shielded so that view of the 
fixture source, lens, and reflector is minimized.   

 Exterior bollard luminaires shall be specified to prevent direct view of the 
light source.  Where louvered bollards are specified, they shall use coated 
lamps. 

 All exterior uplighting fixtures shall be aimed and/or shielded to constrain 
the light to the object being illuminated and minimize the amount of 
illumination escaping into the night sky.   

 All exterior uplighting fixtures shall be focused on highlighting or 
emphasizing architectural features and significant landscaping elements. 

 All interior lighting for parking structures that is visible from areas 
exterior of the parking structure shall use shielding that blocks direct view 
of the light source and minimizes the view of reflector or diffuser.  
Building mounted fixtures shall be shielded so that the source is not 
directly visible and the view of the fixture lens and reflector is minimized.   

 At the interior perimeter of the parking structure, all lighting shall provide 
indirect illumination of the interior parking area.   

 Building mounted fixtures that are not full-cutoff would be primarily 
decorative in nature.  The predominance of illumination for such areas 
shall be provided by other luminaires.  Interior light sources of 800 lumens 
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our more shall be shielded from exterior view to direct view of the light 
source and minimize the view of reflector or diffuser.   

 Interior lighting at clearstory windows or skylights shall be mounted 
below the roof elevation and concealed from off-site view. 

 Lighting of the Multipurpose Facility’s interior and facades, visible from 
exterior locations shall create comfortable and soft appearance from 
exterior locations.  Lighting techniques that result in high brightness 
surfaces shall be avoided.   

 Lighting within the Multipurpose Facility shall be designed to minimize 
view of task surfaces (gymnasium floor) from exterior locations.  The 
lighting strategy shall limit high brightness indirect illumination methods 
and direct illumination for athletic areas.  Indirect illumination may 
provide accent to the architectural character of the building.   

 To limit skyglow, fixtures shall minimize light emitted between 
80 degrees and 100 degrees above nadir.   

To ensure that the Project lighting supports Project operations, Project lighting 
shall be designed as follows:   

 For pedestrian walkways and plazas, all exterior lighting configurations 
shall comply with IESNA RP-33-99 14.0 Walkway and Bikeway 
Lighting, best practice recommendations.   

 For parking structures, all lighting configurations shall comply with 
IESNA RP-20-98, 10.0 Illuminance Recommendations—Garages, best 
practice recommendations for typical conditions.   

• Project Design Feature A-11:  The Project shall use transparent vision glass with 
limited reflectivity in all exterior windows and building surfaces. 

• Project Design Feature A-12:  The Applicant shall provide for the preparation of 
a street tree plan to be reviewed and approved by the City’s Bureau of Street 
Services, Urban Forestry.  All plantings in the public right-of-way shall be 
installed in accordance with the approved street tree plan. 

• Project Design Feature A-13:  All landscaped areas shall be maintained in 
accordance with a landscape plan, including an automatic irrigation plan, prepared 
by a licensed landscape architect to the satisfaction of the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Planning. 

• Project Design Feature A-14:  New on-site utilities that may be required to serve 
the Project shall be installed underground, where practical.  The existing on-site 
electrical poles along the southern boundary of the west surface parking lot shall 
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be removed and re-installed underground during implementation of the Project, 
subject to approval of the utility company. 

• Project Design Feature A-15: During filming, trucks and equipment shall use 
the School’s underground parking structure.  Parking on neighborhood streets 
shall be strictly prohibited.  In addition, no outdoor lighting or amplified noise 
shall be allowed on the athletic field, North Garden, Arts Plaza, or in the Court of 
Leaders.  Filming shall only be permitted when the School is not in session (i.e., 
during the summer, non-school days, and after school on weekdays).  Hours shall 
be restricted, with filming beginning no earlier than 9:00 a.m. and concluding no 
later than 6:00 p.m., and no filming on Sunday. 

B. Air Quality 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a set of sample questions that address 
impacts with regard to air quality.  These questions are as follows: 

Would the project: 

• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

• Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? 

• 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 releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?  Expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations? 

• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

(1) Construction Emissions 

In the context of the questions above from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines the following factors are set forth in the City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guide, for consideration on a case-by-case basis for 
evaluation of significance: 

a. Combustion Emissions from Construction Equipment 

• Type, number of pieces and usage for each type of 
construction equipment; 

• Estimated fuel usage and type of fuel (diesel, natural gas) 
for each type of equipment; and 
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• Emission factors for each type of equipment. 

b. Fugitive Dust Grading, Excavation and Hauling: 

• Amount of soil to be disturbed on-site or moved off-site; 

• Emission factors for disturbed soil; 

• Duration of grading, excavation and hauling activities; 

• Type and number of pieces of equipment to be used; and 

• Projected haul route. 

c. Heavy-Duty Equipment Travel on Unpaved Road: 

• Length and type of road; 

• Type, number of pieces, weight and usage of equipment; 
and 

• Type of soil. 

d. Other Mobile Source Emissions 

• Number and average length of construction worker trips to 
Project Site, per day; and 

• Duration of construction activities. 

While these factors are important inputs in determining the 
amounts and nature of air pollution emissions generated by a 
project during construction, the specific thresholds of significance 
for construction air quality emissions are based on the thresholds 
set forth by the SCAQMD.  Specifically, based on criteria set forth 
in the SCAQMD Handbook, the Project would have a significant 
impact with regard to construction emissions if any of the 
following would occur: 

• Regional emissions from both direct and indirect 
sources would exceed any of the following 
SCAQMD prescribed threshold levels:  
(1) 100 pounds per day for NOX; (2) 75 pounds a 
day for VOC; (3) 150 pounds per day for PM10 or 
SOX; (4) 55 pounds per day for PM2.5; and 
(5) 550 pounds per day for CO. 
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• Maximum on-site daily localized emissions exceed 
the Localized Significance Thresholds (LST), 
resulting in predicted ambient concentrations in the 
vicinity of the Project Site greater than the most 
stringent ambient air quality standards for CO 
(20 ppm [23,000 μg/m3] over a 1-hour period or 
9.0 ppm [10,350 μg/m3] averaged over an 8-hour 
period) and NO2 (0.18 ppm [338.4 μg/m3] over a 
1-hour period, 0.1 ppm [188 μg/m3] over a three-
year average of the 98th percentile of the daily 
maximum 1-hour average, or 0.03 ppm 
[56.4 μg/m3] averaged over an annual period). 

• Maximum on-site localized PM10 or PM2.5 
emissions during construction exceed the applicable 
LSTs, resulting in predicted ambient concentrations 
in the vicinity of the site to exceed the incremental 
24-hr threshold of 10.4 μg/m3 or 1.0 μg/m3 PM10 
averaged over an annual period. 

(2) Operational Emissions 

In the context of the questions from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, 
the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that a project 
would normally have a significant impact on air quality from project 
operations if any of the following would occur: 

• Operational emissions exceed 10 tons per year of volatile organic 
gases or any of the following SCAQMD prescribed threshold 
levels:  (1) 55 pounds a day for VOC; (2) 55 pounds per day for 
NOX; (3) 550 pounds per day for CO; (4) 150 pounds per day for 
PM10 or SOX; and (5) 55 pounds per day for PM2.5. 

• Maximum on-site daily localized emissions exceed the Localized 
Significance Thresholds (LST), resulting in predicted ambient 
concentrations in the vicinity of the Project Site greater than the 
most stringent ambient air quality standards for CO (20 parts per 
million (ppm) over a 1-hour period or 9.0 ppm averaged over an 
8-hour period) and NO2 (0.18 ppm over a 1-hour period, 0.1 ppm 
over a 3-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 
1-hour average, or 0.03 ppm averaged over an annual period). 

• Maximum on-site localized operational PM10 and PM2.5 emissions 
exceed the incremental 24-hr threshold of 2.5 μg/m3 or 1.0 μg/m3 
PM10 averaged over an annual period. 
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• The project causes or contributes to an exceedance of the 
California 1-hour or 8-hour CO standards of 20 or 9.0 ppm, 
respectively; or 

• The project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD 
Rule 402 (i.e., objectionable odor at the nearest sensitive receptor). 

(3) Toxic Air Contaminants 

In the context of the questions from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, 
the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide sets forth the following 
factors for consideration on a case-by-case basis in making a 
determination of significance: 

• The regulatory framework for the toxic material(s) and process(es) 
involved; 

• The proximity of the toxic air contaminants to sensitive receptors; 

• The quantity, volume, and toxicity of the contaminants expected to 
be emitted; 

• The likelihood and potential level of exposure; and 

• The degree to which project design will reduce the risk of 
exposure. 

Based on these factors and criteria set forth in the SCAQMD Handbook, 
the Project would have a significant toxic air contaminant impact, if: 

• The Project emits carcinogenic or toxic air contaminants that 
exceed the maximum incremental cancer risk of 10 in one million 
or an acute or chronic hazard index of 1.0. 

• For projects with a maximum incremental cancer risk between 1 in 
one million and 10 in one million, a project would result in a 
significant impact if the cancer burden exceeds 0.5 excess cancer 
cases. 

• Hazardous materials associated with on-site stationary sources 
result in an accidental release of air toxic emissions or acutely 
hazardous materials posing a threat to public health and safety. 

• The Project would be occupied primarily by sensitive individuals 
within 0.25 mile of any existing facility that emits air toxic 
contaminants which could result in a health risk for pollutants 
identified in District Rule 1401. 
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(4) Consistency with Applicable Air Quality Plans 

Section 15125 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires an analysis of 
project consistency with applicable governmental plans and policies.  In 
accordance with the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, the 
following criteria were used to evaluate the Project’s consistency with 
SCAQMD and SCAG regional plans and policies, including the AQMP: 

• Will the Project result in any of the following: 

− An increase in the frequency or severity of existing air 
quality violations; 

− Cause or contribute to new air quality violations; or 

− Delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the 
interim emission reductions specified in the AQMP? 

• Will the Project exceed the assumptions utilized in preparing the 
AQMP? 

− Is the Project consistent with the population and 
employment growth projections upon which AQMP 
forecasted emission levels are based; 

− Does the Project include air quality mitigation measures; or 

− To what extent is Project development consistent with the 
AQMP land use policies? 

The Project’s impacts with respect to these criteria are discussed to assess 
the consistency with the SCAQMD AQMP and SCAG regional plans and 
policies.  In addition, the Project’s consistency with the City of Los 
Angeles General Plan Air Quality Element is discussed. 

Finding: 

Project-level and cumulative impacts related to air quality in the areas for Operational — 
Regional Emissions, Operational — Localized Emissions, Toxic Air Contaminants, and 
Odors  would be less than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Operational — Regional Emissions 

Regional emissions resulting from operation of the Project would not 
exceed the SCAQMD regional significance thresholds.  Therefore, air 
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quality impacts from Project operational emissions would be less than 
significant. 

An analysis of daily operational emissions of existing conditions without 
the Project versus with the Project (2012) was also conducted.  Based on 
this analysis, the operational emissions associated with the Project (2012) 
would increase in comparison to Project buildout (2020) emissions.  This 
increase is exclusively a function of the change in default CalEEMod 
emission factors from 2020 to 2012 (i.e., vehicular fleet mix is cleaner in 
subsequent years as a result of cleaner newer vehicles).  As with the 
Project buildout (2020) analysis year, the Project (2012) regional 
emissions resulting from operation of the Project would not exceed the 
SCAQMD regional significance thresholds.  Therefore, air quality impacts 
from Project (2012) operational emissions would be less than significant. 

2. Operational — Localized Emissions 

Operation of the Project would not introduce any major new sources of air 
pollution within the Project Site.  As such, on-site operational emissions 
would not exceed any of the localized significance thresholds. 

An analysis of daily operational on-site emissions of existing conditions 
without the Project versus with the Project (2012) was also conducted.  
The net overall operational on-site emissions associated with the 
Project (2012) would not increase in comparison to Project buildout 
(2020) emissions.  As with the Project build-out (2020) analysis year, on-
site operational emissions would not exceed any of the localized 
significance thresholds. 

With regards to off-site localized emissions during Project operation, 
Project-generated traffic volumes under peak conditions are forecasted to 
have a negligible effect on the projected 1-hour and 8-hour 
CO concentrations at each of the identified intersection locations analyzed.  
Thus, the Project would not cause any new or exacerbate any existing 
CO hotspots, and, as a result, impacts related to localized mobile-source 
CO emissions would be less than significant. 

Similarly, a significant impact would not occur at the intersections 
recommended for analysis per SCAQMD guidance under Project (2012) 
conditions.  Therefore, no significant impacts would be expected to occur 
at any other analyzed roadway intersection as a result of Project-generated 
traffic volumes.  Thus, the Project would not cause any new or exacerbate 
any existing CO hotspots under Project (2012) conditions, and, as a result, 
impacts related to localized mobile-source CO emissions would be less 
than significant. 

3. Toxic Air Contaminants 
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The primary sources of potential air toxics associated with the Project 
operations include diesel particulate matter from delivery trucks (e.g., 
truck traffic on local streets and on-site truck idling), an existing 
emergency backup generator, and to a lesser extent facility operations 
(e.g., natural gas fired boilers).  Although there would be an increase in 
the total Project Site square footage and presumably a slight increase in 
the number of delivery trucks, compliance with applicable rules and 
regulations would substantially limit potential emissions from deliveries 
and buses.  As such, the Project would not be considered a substantial 
source of diesel particulate matter and potential air toxic contaminant 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Typical sources of acutely and chronically hazardous toxic air 
contaminants include industrial manufacturing processes (e.g., chrome 
plating, electrical manufacturing, petroleum refinery).  The Project would 
not include these types of potential industrial manufacturing process 
sources.  As such, the Project would not release substantial amounts of 
toxic contaminants, and no significant impact on human health would 
occur. 

4. Odors 

The Project does not include any uses identified by the SCAQMD as being 
associated with odors and ongoing facility operations have not received 
any notices of violation or notices to comply associated with odors.  The 
Project does include food service uses which have the potential to emit 
odors through cooking and charbroilers.  However, in accordance with 
regulatory requirements, the Project would minimize the release of odors 
from food service uses with odor reducing equipment as required by 
SCAQMD Rule 1138.  Garbage collection areas for the Project would be 
covered, and good housekeeping practices would be sufficient to prevent 
objectionable odors from garbage collection areas.  Therefore, potential 
odor impacts would be less than significant. 

5. SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook Policy Analysis 

The determination of AQMP consistency is primarily concerned with the 
long-term influence of the Project on air quality in the Air Basin. While 
development of the Project would result in short-term regional and 
localized impacts, Project development would not have a significant long-
term impact on the region’s ability to meet State and federal air quality 
standards. In addition, the Project would comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 
and would implement all feasible mitigation measures for control of 
PM10, PM2.5, and NOX. Also, the Project would be consistent with the 
goals and policies of the AQMP for control of fugitive dust. The Project’s 
long-term influence would also be consistent with the goals and policies of 
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the AQMP and is, therefore, considered consistent with the SCAQMD’s 
AQMP. 

C. Cultural Resources – Archaeological Resources 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a sample question to address impacts with 
regard to archaeological resources.  This question is as follows: 

Would the project: 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource as defined in Section 15064.5? 

(1) Archaeological Resources 

In the context of the above question from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that a 
project would normally have a significant impact upon archaeological 
resources if it could disturb, damage, or degrade an archaeological 
resource or its setting is found to be important under the criteria of CEQA 
because it: 

• Is associated with an event or person of recognized importance in 
California or American prehistory or of recognized scientific 
importance in prehistory; 

• Can provide information which is both of demonstrable public 
interest and useful in addressing scientifically consequential and 
reasonable archaeological research questions; 

• Has a special or particular quality, such as the oldest, best, largest, 
or last surviving example of its kind; 

• Is at least 100-years-old (or National Register) and possesses 
substantial stratigraphic integrity; or 

• Involves important research questions that historical research has 
shown can be answered only with archaeological methods. 

• These factors established by the City of Los Angeles reflect the 
intent of the California Register of Historic Resources criteria and 
address the criteria established for defining unique archaeological 
resources as set forth in CEQA, with one exception.  As such, the 
following is also used to assess the potential significance of a 
unique archaeological resource if it: 
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• Involves important research questions that historical research has 
shown can be answered only with archaeological methods. 

Based on the above, the Project would have a significant impact on 
archaeological resources if: 

Project activities would disturb, damage, or degrade a unique 
archaeological resource of an archaeological historic resource, or setting 
of the resource. 

Finding: 

With implementation of the regulatory requirements set forth in the Draft and Final EIR 
and Errata No.1 through Errata No.4, Project-related impacts to archaeological resources 
would be less than significant.  No mitigation measures are required.   

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Archeological Resources 

The results of the records search indicate there are no archaeological sites 
or isolates located within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project Site or within the 
Project Site.  While this does not preclude the potential for an 
archaeological site to be identified during construction activities 
associated with the Project, it is unlikely as disturbance of the ground 
surface has previously occurred on-site.  In accordance with regulatory 
requirements, any potential impacts related to archaeological resources 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Project Design Features / Regulatory Compliance Measures: 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure D-1:  If an archaeological resource is 
discovered during Project construction activities, work in the area shall cease and 
deposits shall be treated in accordance with applicable federal, State, and local 
guidelines, including those set forth in California Public Resources Code 
Section 21083.2.  In addition, if it is determined that an archaeological site is a 
historical resource, the provisions of Section 21084.1 of the Public Resources 
Code and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 shall be implemented. 

D. Geology and Soils 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a set of sample questions that address 
impacts with regard to geology and soils.  These questions are as follows: 

Would the project: 
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• Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

 Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist–Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

• Strong seismic ground shaking? 

• Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?  Landslides? 

• Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

• Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

• Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building 
Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? 

• Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of waste water? 

In the context of these questions from the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guide states that a project would normally have a significant geology 
and soils impact if the project would: 

• Cause or accelerate geologic hazards, which would result in substantial damage to 
structures or infrastructure, or expose people to substantial risk of injury. 

• Constitute a geologic hazard to other properties by causing or accelerating 
instability from erosion. 

• Accelerate natural processes of wind and water erosion and sedimentation, 
resulting in sediment runoff or deposition which would not be contained or 
controlled on-site. 

• One or more distinct and prominent geologic or topographic features would be 
destroyed, permanently covered, or materially and adversely modified as a result 
of the project.  Such features may include, but are not limited to, hilltops, ridges, 
hillslopes, canyons, ravines, rock outcrops, water bodies, streambeds, and 
wetlands. 

Finding: 
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With implementation of the project design features and regulatory compliance measures 
described in the Draft and Final EIR and Errata No.1 through Errata No.4, the potential 
impacts related to the areas of geology and soils discussed below would be less than 
significant.  In addition, cumulative impacts with regard to geology and soils would be 
less than significant.  

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Geologic Hazards 

a. Seismic Hazards 

(1) Surface Ground Rupture 

No known active or potentially active faults underlie the 
Project Site.  In addition, the Project Site is not located 
within a State-designated Alquist–Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zone or City-designated fault rupture study area.  Based on 
these considerations, the potential for surface ground 
rupture at the Project Site is considered low.  As such, the 
Project would not cause or accelerate geologic hazards 
related to fault rupture, which would result in substantial 
damage to structures or infrastructure, or expose people to 
substantial risk of injury.  Impacts associated with fault 
rupture would be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

(2) Liquefaction 

The Project Site is not located within a State-designated 
seismic hazard zone for liquefaction potential or within a 
City-designated liquefiable area or potentially liquefiable 
area.  Furthermore, based on the site-specific liquefaction 
analysis performed as part of the Geotechnical Engineering 
Investigation, the soils underlying the Project Site would 
not be capable of liquefaction during the design earthquake 
with a moment magnitude of 6.6.  Accordingly, the 
potential for liquefaction to occur at the Project Site is 
considered remote.  Therefore, the Project would not cause 
or accelerate geologic hazards related to liquefaction, 
which would result in substantial damage to structures or 
infrastructure, or expose people to substantial risk of injury.  
As such, impacts associated with liquefaction would be less 
than significant and no mitigation measures are required. 

(3) Landslides 
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The Project Site ranges in elevation from 495 feet on the 
northern boundary adjacent to Chaparal Street to 465 feet 
on the southern boundary adjacent to Sunset Boulevard.  
The steepest slope gradient found in the Project Site is 
approximately 5:1 horizontal to vertical, in a slope that is 
approximately 4 feet high.  Therefore, while the Project 
Site is within a City-designated “cluster of small shallow 
surfacal landslides” area, the Geotechnical Engineering 
Investigation concluded that the probability of seismically 
induced landslides occurring on the Project Site would be 
low due to the general gentle slope gradient across the 
Project Site.  In addition, the Project Site is not located 
within a State-designated seismic hazard zone for landslide 
potential.  Therefore, the Project would not cause or 
accelerate geologic hazards related to landslides, which 
would result in substantial damage to structures or 
infrastructure, or expose people to substantial risk of injury.  
Impacts related to landslides would be less than significant 
and no mitigation measures are required. 

(4) Settlement 

Due to the uniform nature of the underlying older alluvial 
soils, differential settlement would be considered 
negligible.  Therefore, the Project would not cause or 
accelerate geologic hazards related to seismically induced 
settlement, which would result in substantial damage to 
structures or infrastructure, or expose people to substantial 
risk of injury.  Impacts related to seismically induced 
settlement would be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

(5) Tsunamis and Seiches 

Due to the Project Site’s elevation and distance from the 
ocean (approximately 4 miles), the Project Site would not 
be exposed to hazards from a tsunami.  In addition, the 
Project Site is not located within an area that is designated 
by the City as having the potential to be impacted by a 
tsunami.  Furthermore, no major water-retaining structures 
or water bodies are located in the vicinity of the Project 
Site.  Additionally, a review of the County of Los Angeles 
Flood and Inundation Hazards Map indicates that the 
Project Site does not lie within mapped inundation 
boundaries.  Therefore, the Project would not cause or 
accelerate geologic hazards related to seismically induced 
tsunamis or seiches, which would result in substantial 
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damage to structures or infrastructure, or expose people to 
substantial risk of injury.  Impacts related to tsunamis or 
seiches would be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

b. Groundwater 

Groundwater was not encountered during exploration conducted to 
a maximum depth of 60 feet below the existing grade.  In addition, 
California Geologic Survey data indicates the historically highest 
groundwater level within the Project Site is 40 feet below grade.  
Based on the maximum depth of excavation of approximately 
38 feet below ground surface, no groundwater would be expected 
to be encountered during Project development.  Therefore, impacts 
associated with groundwater would be less than significant and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

2. Landform Alteration 

There are no distinct and prominent geologic or topographic features (i.e., 
hilltops, ridges, hillslopes, canyons, ravines, rock outcrops, water bodies, 
streambeds, or wetlands) on the Project Site or vicinity.  Therefore, the 
Project would not destroy, permanently cover, or materially and adversely 
modify any distinct and prominent geologic or topographic features.  
Impacts associated with landform alteration would not occur and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

3. Cumulative Impacts 

Due to the site-specific nature of geological conditions (i.e., soils, 
geological features, seismic features, etc.), geology impacts are typically 
assessed on a project-by-project basis, rather than on a cumulative basis.  
As with the Project, related projects and other future development projects 
would be subject to established guidelines and regulations pertaining to 
building design and seismic safety, including those set forth in the 
California Building Code and the Los Angeles Building Code.  Therefore, 
with adherence to such regulations, cumulative impacts with regard to 
geology and soils would be less than significant. 

E. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a set of sample questions that address 
impacts with regard to greenhouse gases (GHGs).  These questions are as follows. 

• Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the environment? 
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• Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an 
agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs? 

Section 15064.4 of the CEQA Guidelines was adopted to assist lead agencies in 
determining the significance of the impacts of GHGs.  Consistent with developing 
practice, this section urges lead agencies to quantify GHG emissions of projects where 
possible and includes language necessary to avoid an implication that a “life-cycle” 
analysis is required.  In addition to quantification, this section recommends consideration 
of several other qualitative factors that may be used in the determination of significance 
(i.e., extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions compared to the 
existing environment; whether the project exceeds an applicable significance threshold; 
and extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to 
implement a reduction or mitigation of GHGs).  The amendments do not establish a 
threshold of significance.  Lead agencies are called on to establish significance thresholds 
for their respective jurisdictions in which a lead agency may appropriately look to 
thresholds developed by other public agencies, or suggested by other experts, such as 
CAPCOA, so long as any threshold chosen is supported by substantial evidence (see 
Section 15064.7(c)).  The CEQA Guidelines amendments also clarify that the effects of 
GHG emissions are cumulative, and should be analyzed in the context of CEQA’s 
requirements for cumulative impact analysis (see Section 15130(f)). 

Although GHG emissions can be quantified, CARB, SCAQMD, and the City of Los 
Angeles have yet to adopt project-level significance thresholds for GHG emissions that 
would be applicable to the Project. 

Assessing the significance of a project’s contribution to cumulative global climate change 
involves:  (1) developing pertinent inventories of GHG emissions; and (2) considering 
project consistency with applicable emission reduction strategies and goals, such as those 
set forth by AB 32.  Based on the foregoing, a project that generates GHG emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, would have a significant impact if the project: 

• Emissions reduction does not constitute an equivalent or larger break from 
“business-as-usual” than has been determined by CARB to be necessary to meet 
the state AB 32 goals; or 

• Conflicts with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for 
the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. 

Finding: 

Project-level and cumulative impacts related to Greenhouse Gas Emissions would be less 
than significant.  No mitigation measures are required. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Construction Impacts 
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Construction emissions are associated with the operation of construction 
equipment, water usage for fugitive dust control, and the disposal of 
construction waste.  Construction of the Project is estimated to generate a 
total of 4,239.6 metric tons of CO2e.  As recommended by the SCAQMD, 
the total GHG construction emissions were amortized over the 30-year 
lifetime of the Project (i.e., total construction GHG emissions were 
divided by 30 to determine an annual construction emissions estimate that 
can be added to the Project’s operational emissions) in order to determine 
the Project’s annual GHG emissions inventory.  Accordingly, construction 
activities would not have a significant impact on the environment due to 
GHG emissions. 

2. Greenhouse Gas Emissions - Operational Impacts 

The Project contains numerous project design features that would reduce 
the Project’s GHG emissions profile and would represent improvements 
vis-à-vis BAU.  The Project’s GHG emissions reduction of 34 percent 
compared to the BAU scenarios constitutes an equivalent or larger break 
from BAU than has been determined by CARB to be necessary to meet 
AB 32’s goals (i.e., 16-percent reduction).  Therefore, the Project would 
not have a significant impact on the environment due to its GHG 
emissions.  In addition, the Project would be consistent with CARB’s 
Climate Change Scoping Plan for the implementation of AB 32 and 
comply with the City of Los Angeles Green Building Ordinance.  
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy 
or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of GHGs. 

3. Greenhouse Gas Emissions – Cumulative Impacts 

Although the Project is expected to emit GHGs, the emission of GHGs by 
a single project into the atmosphere is not itself necessarily an adverse 
environmental effect. Rather, it is the increased accumulation of GHG 
from more than one project and many sources in the atmosphere that may 
result in global climate change. A project’s GHG emissions typically 
would be very small in comparison to state or global GHG emissions and, 
consequently, they would, in isolation, have no significant direct impact 
on climate change. Overall, the Project would incorporate several 
sustainability design features to reduce vehicle miles traveled and to 
reduce the Project’s potential impact with respect to GHG emissions.  
Implementation of the project design features and State mandates would 
result in a net decrease in GHG emissions that represents a substantial 
reduction from BAU.  As such, the Project would support State goals for 
GHG emissions reduction and be consistent with AB 32.  The Project 
would also comply with the City of Los Angeles Green Building 
Ordinance.  This Ordinance emphasizes improving energy conservation, 
energy efficiency, increasing renewable energy generation, and changing 
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transportation and land use patterns to reduce auto dependence.  The 
related projects would also be anticipated to comply with many of the 
same emissions reduction goals and objectives as the Project.  In the 
absence of adopted standards and established significance thresholds, and 
given the Project’s consistency with State, regional, and local GHG 
emission reduction goals and objectives, the Project’s impacts are 
concluded to be less than significant and not cumulatively considerable. 

Project Design Features: 

In addition to the proposed sustainability features described in Section II of the Final EIR 
Project Description, the Project would implement the following specific project design 
feature with regards to greenhouse gas emissions: 

• Project Design Feature C-1:  The new buildings and infrastructure shall be 
designed to be environmentally sustainable and to achieve the standards of the 
Silver Rating under the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy 
Efficiency and Design (LEED®) green building program or equivalent green 
building standards. 

The Project would also be designed to comply with all applicable state and local codes, 
including the City’s Green Building Ordinance.  In addition, the Project would include 
specific water conservation and transportation demand management features as set forth 
in Section IV.L.1, Utilities—Water Supply and Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and 
Parking, respectively, of the Final EIR. 

F. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a set of sample questions that address 
impacts with regard to hazards and hazardous materials.  These questions are as follows: 

Would the project: 

• Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

• Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

• Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

• Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would 
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 
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• 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 airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

• For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a 
safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

• Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

• Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

In the context of the above questions from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the City 
of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that the determination of significance 
with regard to impacts associated with risk of upset/emergency preparedness and human 
health hazards shall be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors: 

(1) Risk of Upset/Emergency Preparedness 

• Compliance with the regulatory framework; 

• The probable frequency and severity of consequences to people or 
property as a result of a potential accidental release or explosion of 
a hazardous substance; 

• The degree to which the project may require a new, or interfere 
with an existing emergency response or evacuation plan, and the 
severity of the consequences; and 

• The degree to which project design will reduce the frequency or 
severity of a potential accidental release or explosion of a 
hazardous substance. 

(2) Human Health Hazards 

• Compliance with the regulatory framework for the health hazard; 

• The probable frequency and severity of consequences to people 
from exposure to the health hazard; and 

• The degree to which project design would reduce the frequency of 
exposure or severity of consequences of exposure to the health 
hazard. 
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• Based on these factors, the Project would be considered to have a 
significant risk of upset/emergency preparedness or human health 
hazard impact if: 

• The project does not comply with applicable regulations regarding 
the handling and storage of hazardous materials; 

• The project would expose persons to substantial risk resulting from 
the release of hazardous materials or from exposure to a health 
hazard in excess of regulatory standards; or 

• The project would consistently increase interference with existing 
emergency response capacity to the project area over existing 
conditions. 

With regard to the above questions from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, as evaluated in the Initial Study included as Appendix A of the 
Draft EIR, the Project Site is not located within 2 miles of an airport, 
private airstrip, or within an airport planning area.  Therefore, no impact 
with respect to this issue would occur. 

Finding: 

With implementation of the project design features and regulatory compliance measures 
described in the Draft and Final EIR and Errata No.1 through Errata No.4, the Project’s 
impacts related to the areas of Hazards and Hazardous Materials discussed below would 
be less than significant.  

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Construction Impacts 

a. Hazardous Materials Use and Storage 

Compliance with all applicable federal, State, and local 
requirements concerning the use, storage, and management of 
hazardous materials would effectively reduce the potential for 
Project construction activities to expose people to a substantial risk 
resulting from the release or explosion of a hazardous material, or 
from exposure to a health hazard, in excess of regulatory standards.  
Therefore, impacts related to the use, storage, and management of 
hazardous materials during construction would be less than 
significant. 

b. Hazardous Waste Generation, Handling, and Disposal 

Project construction would occur in compliance with all applicable 
federal, State, and local requirements concerning the handling and 
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disposal of hazardous waste.  With compliance with relevant 
regulations and requirements, Project construction activities would 
not expose people to a substantial risk resulting from the release or 
explosion of a hazardous material, or from exposure to a health 
hazard, in excess of regulatory standards.  Therefore, impacts 
associated with hazardous waste management during construction 
would be less than significant. 

c. Emergency Response 

Construction activities could increase response times for 
emergency vehicles traveling to the Project Site and nearby uses 
along surrounding streets.  However, during construction of the 
Project, a Worksite Traffic Control Plan, Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, Construction-Period Pedestrian Routing Plan, 
and a Construction Worker Parking Plan would be implemented to 
ensure that adequate and safe access remains available within the 
Project Site during construction activities.  With implementation of 
these plans, construction of the Project would not be anticipated to 
significantly impair implementation of, or physically interfere 
with, any adopted or on-site emergency response or evacuation 
plans, and impacts would be less than significant. 

d. Fire Hazards 

The Project Site is located within a Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone, as established by the City of Los Angeles.  
However, the Project Site is located within an urban environment 
and is not adjacent to any dense wildland areas.  Notwithstanding, 
due to the Project Site’s location in a Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone, the Project Site is subject to certain requirements, 
including the use and placement of construction materials, which 
reduce the potential for wildland fires.  In addition, the Project 
would comply with all applicable federal, State, and local 
requirements concerning the use, storage, management, handling, 
and disposal of hazardous materials, which would reduce the 
potential for Project construction activities to result in the release 
or explosion of a hazardous material that may ignite a fire in the 
area.  Furthermore, standard fire protection devices, including fire 
hydrants and sprinklers, would be maintained during construction, 
and appropriate emergency evacuation procedures would be 
established to ensure the safety of students, faculty, staff, visitors, 
and construction workers.  Therefore, based on the Project Site’s 
location and with compliance with the requirements of the Los 
Angeles Fire Code and implementation of any additional measures 
identified by LAFD, Project construction would not expose people 
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or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires, and impacts would be less than significant. 

2. Operational Impacts 

a. Hazardous Materials Use and Storage 

Proposed operations would be similar to those operations occurring 
presently on-site and would not involve the use of large quantities 
of substantially different types of materials than those which 
currently exist.  In addition, as is the School’s current practice and 
in accordance with regulatory requirements, all hazardous 
materials on the Project Site would continue to be acquired, 
handled, used, stored, and disposed of in accordance with all 
applicable federal, State and local requirements.  Therefore, with 
continued implementation of hazardous materials management at 
the Project Site and continued compliance with all applicable local, 
State, and federal laws and regulations relating to environmental 
protection and the management of hazardous materials, impacts 
associated with the use, storage, and management of hazardous 
materials during operation of the Project would be less than 
significant. 

b. Hazardous Waste Generation, Handling, and Disposal 

As proposed operations would be similar to those operations 
occurring presently on-site, no substantial increases in the amount 
or type of operational hazardous wastes would be expected to 
occur.  In addition, activities involving the handling and disposal 
of hazardous wastes would occur in compliance with all applicable 
federal, State, and local requirements concerning the handling and 
disposal of hazardous waste.  Further, as is the School’s current 
practice and in accordance with regulatory requirements, 
hazardous wastes would continue to be properly stored and 
conveyed to licensed waste treatment, disposal, or recycling 
facilities.  Thus, impacts associated with hazardous waste 
generation, handling, and disposal during operation of the Project 
would be less than significant. 

c. Asbestos-Containing Materials and Lead-Based Paint 

Development of the Project would include the use of commercially 
sold construction materials that would not include asbestos, 
asbestos-containing materials, or lead-based paint.  Project 
development is therefore not anticipated to increase the occurrence 
of friable asbestos, asbestos-containing materials, or lead-based 
paint at the Project Site.  Thus, no significant impact associated 
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with asbestos, asbestos-containing materials, and lead-based paint 
is anticipated from operation of the Project. 

d. Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

The new electrical systems to be installed as part of the Project 
would not contain PCBs.  Therefore, during operation of the 
Project, maintenance of such electrical systems would not expose 
people to PCBs.  In addition, the School would comply with 
applicable laws regulating PCBs.  Therefore, no significant impact 
regarding PCBs is anticipated from operation of the Project. 

e. Emergency Response 

Existing emergency response and evacuation plans would be 
updated and/or new plans created, as appropriate, to include 
operation of the Project.  Therefore, it is not anticipated that 
Project operations would significantly impair the implementation 
of or physically interfere with, any adopted or on-site emergency 
response or evacuation plans or a local, State, or federal agency’s 
emergency evacuation plan.  As such, no adverse impacts to 
emergency response or emergency evacuation plans are 
anticipated. 

f. Fire Hazards 

As discussed above, due to the Project Site’s location within a 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, the Project Site is subject to 
certain requirements such as brush clearing regulations, greenbelt 
requirements, and the use of fire resistant materials that reduce the 
potential for wildland fires to spread.  Additionally, standard fire 
protection devices, including fire hydrants and sprinklers, would be 
incorporated as part of the Project, and appropriate emergency 
evacuation procedures would be adopted to ensure the safety of 
students, faculty, staff, and visitors of the school.  Therefore, 
operation of the Project would not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires 
and no impacts would occur. 

g. Cumulative Impacts 

Development of the Project in combination with the related 
projects has the potential to increase the risk for an accidental 
release of hazardous materials.  Each of the related projects would 
require evaluation for potential threats to public safety, including 
those associated with the use, storage, and/or disposal of hazardous 
materials, asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, 
polychlorinated biphenyls, and oil and gas and would be required 
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to comply with all applicable local, State, and Federal laws, rules 
and regulations.  Because environmental safety issues are largely 
site-specific, this evaluation would occur on a case-by-case basis 
for each individual project affected, in conjunction with 
development proposals on these properties.  Therefore, with full 
compliance with all applicable local, State, and Federal laws, rules 
and regulations, cumulative impacts would be less than significant. 

Regulatory Compliance Measures: 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure F-1:  All hazardous materials and wastes on 
the Project Site shall be acquired, handled, used, stored, and disposed of in 
accordance with all applicable federal, State, and local requirements. 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure F-2:  Existing design and construction 
requirements and management practices shall continue at the Project Site in 
accordance with applicable federal, State, and local regulations related to 
asbestos/asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint. 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure F-3:  Prior to the issuance of any demolition 
permit, an asbestos-containing materials survey shall be conducted in compliance 
with applicable federal and State regulations.  Should asbestos-containing 
materials be identified, the Applicant shall provide a letter to the Department of 
Building and Safety indicating that the demolition/renovation contract provides 
for a qualified asbestos abatement contractor/specialist to remove or otherwise 
abate or manage asbestos during demolition or renovation activities in accordance 
with the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s Rule 1403.  If necessary, 
an Operations and Maintenance Plan shall also be prepared. 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure F-4:  In accordance with applicable federal, 
State, and local regulations, the design, construction and maintenance of new 
development associated with the Project shall not include features that would use 
or expose persons to polychlorinated biphenyls. 

G. Hydrology, Surface Water Quality and Groundwater 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a set of sample questions that address 
impacts with regard to surface water hydrology and water quality and groundwater.  
These questions are as follows: 

Would the project: 

• Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

• Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
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lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
preexisting nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing 
land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)? 

• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on  
or off-site? 

• Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

• Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

• Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on federal Flood 
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Maps or other flood hazard delineation 
maps? 

• Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or 
redirect flood flows? 

• Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

• Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

(1) Surface Water Hydrology 

In the context of these questions from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that a 
project would normally have a significant impact on surface water 
hydrology if it would: 

• Cause flooding during the projected 50-year developed storm event 
which would have the potential to harm people or damage property 
or sensitive biological resources; 

• Substantially reduce or increase the amount of surface water in a 
water body; or 
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• Result in a permanent, adverse change to the movement of surface 
water sufficient to produce a substantial change in the current or 
direction of water flow. 

(2) Surface Water Quality 

In the context of the above questions from Appendix G, the City of Los 
Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that a project would normally 
have a significant impact on surface water quality if it would: 

• Result in discharges that would create pollution, contamination or 
nuisance as defined in Section 13050 of the California Water Code 
or that cause regulatory standards to be violated, as defined in the 
applicable NPDES stormwater permit or Water Quality Control 
Plan for the receiving water body.  As defined in the California 
Water Code,  “Pollution” means an alteration of the quality of the 
waters of the State to a degree which unreasonably affects either of 
the following:  (1) the waters for beneficial uses; or (2) facilities 
which serve these beneficial uses.  Pollution may include 
contamination.  “Contamination” means an impairment of the 
quality of the waters of the State by waste to a degree which 
creates a hazard to the public health through poisoning or through 
the spread of diseases.  Contamination includes any equivalent 
effect resulting from the disposal of waste whether or not waters of 
the State are affected.  “Nuisance” means anything which meets all 
of the following requirements:  (1) is injurious to health, or is 
indecent or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use 
of property so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of 
life or property; (2) affects at the same time an entire community 
or neighborhood, or any considerable number of persons although 
the extent of the annoyance or damage inflicted upon individuals 
may be unequal; and (3) occurs during or as a result of the 
treatment or disposal of wastes. 

(3) Groundwater 

In the context of the question from Appendix G, the City of Los Angeles 
CEQA Thresholds Guide states that a project would normally have a 
significant impact on groundwater if it would:  Change potable water 
levels sufficiently to: 

• Reduce the ability of a water utility to use the groundwater basin 
for public water supplies, conjunctive use purposes, storage of 
imported water, summer/winter peaking, or to respond to 
emergencies and drought; 
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• Reduce yields of adjacent wells or well fields (public or private); 
or 

• Adversely change the rate or direction of flow of groundwater; 

• Result in demonstrable and sustained reduction of groundwater 
recharge capacity 

• Affect the rate or change direction of movement of existing 
contaminants; 

• Expand the area affected by contaminants; 

• Result in an increased level of groundwater contamination 
(including that from direct percolation, injection or salt water 
intrusion); or 

• Cause regulatory water quality standards at an existing production 
well to be violated, as defined in the California Code of 
Regulations (CCR), Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 15 and in the 
Safe Drinking Water Act. 

Finding: 

Impacts to surface water and groundwater hydrology and quality during construction and 
operation of the Project would be less than significant.  No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Construction Impacts 

a. Surface Water Hydrology and Water Quality 

Construction activities for the Project would have the potential to 
temporarily alter existing drainage patterns and flows within the 
Project Site by exposing the underlying soils and making the 
Project Site temporarily more permeable. Exposed and stockpiled 
soils could be subject to erosion and conveyance into nearby storm 
drains during storm events. In addition, construction activities such 
as earth moving, maintenance/operation of construction equipment, 
and handling/storage/disposal of materials could contribute to 
pollutant loading in stormwater runoff. On-site watering activities 
to reduce airborne dust could also contribute to pollutant loading in 
runoff. The main pollutant of concern during construction would 
be sediment or soil particles that would become detached by water 
and wind. However, as the construction site would be greater than 
1 acre, Project construction activities would be regulated per the 
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NPDES Construction General Permit. In accordance with the 
requirements of the Construction General Permit, the Project 
would implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that 
would specify best management practices and erosion control 
measures to be used during construction to manage runoff flows 
and prevent pollution. In addition, the Applicant would be required 
to comply with all applicable City grading permit regulations that 
require necessary measures, plans, and inspections to reduce 
sedimentation and erosion. Furthermore, the existing drainage flow 
paths and discharge points would be maintained and would prevent 
cross-lot drainage to neighboring properties during construction. 
Additionally, stormwater from the roof areas of the Temporary 
Classroom Village would be collected and dispersed onto the 
existing athletic field. Therefore, as the existing pervious athletic 
field would be maintained around the Temporary Classroom 
Village biofiltration of stormwater from the roof areas would 
naturally occur.  

In addition, stormwater around the Temporary Classroom Village 
would be managed as part of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan to be implemented in accordance with the requirements of the 
Construction General Permit. With compliance with all NPDES 
Construction General Permit requirements, including the 
preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan, implementation of best management practices, 
and compliance with applicable City grading regulations, 
construction of the Project would not substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the Project Site and surrounding area, 
would not substantially reduce or increase the amount of surface 
water in a water body, and would not substantially increase the rate 
or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in 
flooding or in a permanent, adverse change to the movement of 
surface water.  

The Project also would not result in discharges that would cause: 
(1) pollution that would alter the quality of the waters of the State 
to a degree which unreasonably affects beneficial uses of the 
waters; (2) contamination of the quality of the waters of the State 
by waste to a degree which creates a hazard to the public health 
through poisoning or through the spread of diseases; or (3) 
nuisance that would be injurious to health, affect an entire 
community or neighborhood or any considerable number of 
persons, and occurs during or as a result of the treatment or 
disposal of wastes. Further, construction of the Project would not 
result in discharges that would cause regulatory standards to be 
violated in the Santa Monica Bay. As such, impacts to surface 
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water hydrology and water quality during construction would be 
less than significant. 

b. Groundwater Hydrology 

No water supply wells are located at the Project Site or within 1 
mile of the Project Site that could be impacted by construction, nor 
would the Project include the construction of water supply wells. 
In addition, based on depth of groundwater level and the depth of 
excavation proposed by the Project, it is not expected that 
groundwater would be encountered during construction that would 
require temporary or permanent dewatering operations. Therefore, 
as Project development would not adversely impact the rate or 
direction of flow of groundwater and no water supply wells would 
be affected, the Project would not result in a significant impact on 
groundwater hydrology during construction. 

c. Groundwater Quality 

Although not anticipated at the Project Site, any contaminated soils 
found would be captured within that volume of excavated material, 
removed from the Project Site, and remediated at an approved 
disposal facility in accordance with regulatory requirements. In 
addition, compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local 
requirements concerning the handling, storage and disposal of 
hazardous waste, would reduce the potential for the construction of 
the Project to release contaminants into groundwater that could 
affect existing contaminants, expand the area or increase the level 
of groundwater contamination, or cause a violation of regulatory 
water quality standards at an existing production well. Therefore, 
the Project would not result in any substantial increase in 
groundwater contamination through hazardous materials releases 
and impacts on groundwater quality would be less than significant. 

2. Operational Impacts 

a. Surface Water Hydrology 

A comparison of the future peak runoff flows at the discharge 
points from the campus to the public right-of-way with the existing 
peak runoff flows demonstrates that based on the limited capacity 
of the Project Site soils to absorb stormwater during an intense rain 
event, an increase in impervious surface within the Project Site 
would not result in an increase in the peak flow rate within the 
Project Site. In addition, as the boundaries of the drainage areas 
would remain as under existing conditions, the flow patterns and 
discharge points under existing conditions would be maintained 
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with the Project. Further, implementation of best management 
practices provided as part of the Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan for the Project would serve to prevent flooding and 
nuisance water within the Project Site. Additionally, with 
implementation of the proposed infiltration system, the volume of 
water leaving the Project Site would be further reduced compared 
to existing conditions. In addition, the Project Site is not located 
within a FEMA- or City of Los Angeles-designated 100- or 500-
year flood plain nor within a potential inundation area as 
designated by the City of Los Angeles General Plan Safety 
Element. Therefore, the Project would not result in an incremental 
impact on either on-site or off-site flooding during a 50-year storm 
event, would not substantially reduce or increase the amount of 
surface water in a water body, or result in a permanent adverse 
change to the movement of surface water that would result in an 
incremental effect on the capacity of the existing storm drain 
system. As such, operation of the Project would result in a less-
than-significant impact on surface water hydrology. 

b. Surface Water Quality 

As is typical of most urban developments, stormwater runoff from 
the Project Site has the potential to introduce pollutants into the 
stormwater system. As described above, the Applicant would 
prepare a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan which 
would outline the stormwater treatment measures or post-
construction best management practices required to control 
pollutants of concern. In addition, consistent with the City’s Low 
Impact Development requirements to reduce the quantity and 
improve the quality of rainfall runoff that leaves the Project Site, 
the Project would include the installation of an infiltration system. 
Infiltration/retention has a high performance rating for targeting 
the anticipated and potential pollutants of concern within the 
Project Site. As the Project Site currently does not have structural 
best management practices for the treatment of stormwater runoff 
from the existing impervious surfaces, implementation of the 
infiltration system proposed as part of the Project would therefore 
result in a substantial improvement in surface water quality runoff 
from the campus. In addition, the implementation of best 
management practices, which would use the natural adsorption and 
filtration characteristics of vegetated swales and pervious surfaces, 
would allow for more opportunities to direct stormwater to flow 
through the planting media where pollutants are filtered, absorbed, 
and biodegraded by the soil and plants, prior to infiltrating to the 
ground below.  
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Therefore, operation of the Project would not result in discharges 
that would cause: (1) an incremental increase in pollution which 
would alter the quality of the waters of the State (i.e., Santa 
Monica Bay) to a degree which unreasonably affects beneficial 
uses of the waters; (2) an incremental increase of contamination of 
the quality of the waters of the State by waste to a degree which 
creates a hazard to the public health through poisoning or through 
the spread of diseases; or (3) an incremental increase in the 
nuisance that would be injurious to health; affect an entire 
community or neighborhood, or any considerable number of 
persons; and occurs during or as a result of the treatment or 
disposal of wastes. Furthermore, operation of the Project would not 
result in discharges that would cause regulatory standards to be 
violated in Santa Monica Bay. Thus, operational impacts on 
surface water quality would be less than significant. 

c. Groundwater Hydrology 

As previously noted, implementation of the Project would increase 
impervious surfaces within the Project Site. However, the Project 
would include the installation of an infiltration system, which 
would infiltrate the first flush or first 0.75 inch of rainfall for any 
storm event and offset the potential reduction in percolation 
resulting from Project development. In addition, as infiltration 
systems are designed to only infiltrate small storm events or the 
first 0.75-inch of rainfall for any storm event, large storm events 
would bypass the infiltration system and would not result in 
infiltration of a large amount of rainfall which would affect 
groundwater hydrology, including the direction of groundwater 
flow. Further, the Project would not require permanent dewatering 
operations. Additionally, there are no existing wells or spreading 
grounds within 1 mile of the Project Site and the Project would not 
include new injection or supply wells. Therefore, operation of the 
Project would result in a less-than-significant impact on 
groundwater hydrology, including groundwater levels. 

d. Groundwater Quality 

Operational activities which could affect groundwater quality 
include spills of hazardous materials and leaking underground 
storage tanks. Surface spills from the handling of hazardous 
materials most often involve small quantities and are cleaned up in 
a timely manner, thereby resulting in little threat to groundwater. 
Other types of risks such as leaking underground storage tanks 
have a greater potential to affect groundwater. However, no 
underground storage tanks are currently operated or will be 
operated by the Applicant. In addition, compliance with all 
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applicable existing regulations at the Project Site would prevent 
the Project from affecting or expanding any potential areas of 
contamination, increasing the level of contamination, or causing 
regulatory water quality standards at an existing production well to 
be violated, as defined in the California Code of Regulations, Title 
22, Division 4, Chapter 15 and the Safe Drinking Water Act. 
Furthermore, operation of the Project would not require extraction 
from the groundwater supply based on the depth of excavation for 
the proposed uses and the depth of groundwater below the Project 
Site. Additionally, the Project would include the installation of an 
infiltration system as a means of treatment and disposal of the first 
flush or first 0.75 inch of rainfall for any storm event, which would 
allow for treatment of the on-site stormwater prior to infiltrating to 
the groundwater below. As such, operation of the Project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact on groundwater quality. 

3. Cumulative Impacts 

a. Surface Water Hydrology 

The Project in conjunction with the cumulative growth in the Santa 
Monica Bay Watershed (inclusive of the related projects) would 
cumulatively increase stormwater runoff flows potentially resulting 
in cumulative impacts to surface water hydrology. However, in 
accordance with City requirements, related projects and other 
future development projects would be required to implement best 
management practices such that post-development peak 
stormwater runoff discharge rates would not exceed the estimated 
pre-development rates. Furthermore, the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works would review each future 
development project on a case-by-case basis to ensure sufficient 
local and regional drainage capacity is available to accommodate 
stormwater runoff. Similarly, other cities located within the 
boundaries of the Santa Monica Bay Watershed would require 
projects to implement best management practices to reduce runoff 
flows and ensure drainage capacity is available to accommodate 
stormwater runoff from respective sites. Therefore, cumulative 
impacts on surface water hydrology would be less than significant. 

b. Surface Water Quality 

As with the Project, cumulative growth in the Santa Monica Bay 
Watershed (inclusive of the related projects) would be subject to 
NPDES requirements regarding water quality for both construction 
and operation. In addition, it is anticipated that the related projects 
and other future development projects would also be subject to 
Stormwater Mitigation Plans, Standard Urban Stormwater 
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Mitigation Plans, and Low Impact Development requirements and 
implementation of measures to comply with total maximum daily 
loads. Furthermore, increases in regional controls associated with 
other elements of the Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
Permit would improve regional water quality over time. 
Additionally, with implementation of the Project, new best 
management practices for the treatment of stormwater runoff 
would be installed, thus improving the surface water quality runoff 
from the campus compared to existing conditions. Therefore, with 
compliance with all applicable laws, rules and regulations, 
cumulative impacts to surface water quality would be less than 
significant. 

c. Groundwater Hydrology 

Cumulative groundwater hydrology impacts could result from the 
overall use of groundwater basins located in proximity to the 
Project Site and the related projects. In addition, interruptions to 
existing injection or supply wells or designated spreading grounds 
would have the potential to affect groundwater levels. However, no 
water supply wells, spreading grounds, or injection wells are 
located within 1 mile of the Project Site. In addition, Project 
development would not involve the temporary or permanent 
extraction of groundwater from the Project Site or otherwise use 
the groundwater. Furthermore, while implementation of the Project 
would result in an increase in impervious surface area, the Project 
would include the installation of an infiltration system, which 
would infiltrate the first flush or first 0.75 inch of rainfall for any 
storm event and offset the potential reduction in percolation 
resulting from Project development. However, development of the 
related projects could result in changes in impervious surface area 
within their respective project sites which would decrease the 
potential for groundwater recharge. As the related projects are 
located in a highly urbanized area, any reduction in groundwater 
recharge due to the overall net change in impervious area within 
the related project sites would be minimal in the context of the 
regional groundwater basin. Additionally, as infiltration systems 
are designed to infiltrate only small storm events or the first 0.75 
inch of rainfall for any storm event, the infiltration of stormwater 
as a means of stormwater treatment and management within the 
Project Site and related project sites would not result in a 
cumulative effect to groundwater hydrology. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts to groundwater hydrology would be less than 
significant. 

d. Groundwater Quality 
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Compliance with all applicable existing regulations at the Project 
Site would prevent the Project from affecting or expanding any 
potential areas affected by contamination, increasing the level of 
contamination, or causing regulatory water quality standards at an 
existing production well to be violated, as defined in the California 
Code of Regulations, Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 15 and the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. As with the Project, the related projects 
would be unlikely to cause or increase groundwater contamination 
because compliance with existing statutes and regulations would 
similarly prevent the related projects from affecting or expanding 
any potential areas affected by contamination, or increasing the 
level of contamination, or causing regulatory water quality 
standards at an existing production well to be violated. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts to groundwater quality would be less than 
significant. 

Regulatory Compliance Measures: 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure G-1:  Earthwork activities, including grading, 
shall be performed in accordance with Chapter IX, Article 1 in the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code. 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure G-2:  In accordance with NPDES and City 
requirements, prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the Applicant shall 
provide evidence to the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, as 
appropriate, that a Notice of Intent has been filed with the State Water Resources 
Control Board for coverage under the Construction General Permit and a 
certification that a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan has been prepared.  
Such evidence would consist of a copy of the Notice of Intent stamped by the 
State Water Resources Control Board or Regional Board, or a letter from either 
agency stating that the Notice of Intent has been filed.  The Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan would include a menu of Best Management Practices to be 
selected and implemented based on the phase of construction and the weather 
conditions to effectively control erosion.  BMPs to be implemented as part of the 
Project could include, but not be limited to, the following: 

o Erosion Control BMPs to protect the soil surface and prevent soil particles 
from detaching.  Selection of the appropriate erosion control BMPs would 
be based on minimizing areas of disturbance, stabilizing disturbed areas, 
and protecting slopes/channels; 

o Sediment Control BMPs, which are treatment controls that trap soil 
particles that have been detached by water or wind.  Selection of the 
appropriate sediment control BMPs would be based on keeping sediments 
on-site and controlling the site boundaries; 
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o Wind Erosion Control BMPs, which consist of applying water to prevent 
or minimize dust nuisance; 

o Tracking Control BMPs, which consist of preventing or reducing the 
tracking of sediment off-site by vehicles leaving the construction area.  
These BMPs include street sweeping and vacuuming.  The construction 
site would have a stabilized construction entrance to prevent off-site 
tracking of sediment and debris; 

o Non-Stormwater Management BMPs, which are also referred to as “good 
housekeeping practices” involve keeping a clean, orderly construction site; 
and 

o Waste Management and Materials Pollution Control BMPs consist of 
implementing procedural and structural BMPs for handling, storing, and 
disposing of wastes generated by a construction project to prevent the 
release of waste materials into stormwater runoff or discharges through the 
proper management of construction waste. 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure G-3:  In accordance with NPDES and City 
requirements, prior to issuance of a building permit, the Applicant shall prepare 
and submit for review and approval a Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan 
that would include Best Management Practices and demonstrate compliance with 
Low Impact Development Ordinance requirements to the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works or Department of Building and Safety, as applicable.  
Specific BMPs to be implemented as part of the SUSMP for the Project to 
manage post-construction stormwater runoff would include, but not be limited to, 
the following: 

o Installation of catch basins, planter drains, and building roof drain 
downspouts throughout the Project Site to collect roof and site runoff and 
direct stormwater away from structures and to the proposed infiltration 
system. 

o Installation of filter inserts to catch basins to improve the quality of 
stormwater runoff from the Project Site. 

o Installation of an infiltration system.  The infiltration system proposed for 
the Project would consist of storage pipes and/or tanks equipped with deep 
auger shafts that penetrate into the underlying soils. 

o Additionally, the implementation of the following LID BMPs would be 
included as part of the SUSMP: 

o Promote evapotranspiration and infiltration, and the use of native and/or 
drought tolerant plants; 
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o Provide storm drain system stenciling and signage to discourage illegal 
dumping; 

o Design material storage areas and loading docks within structures or 
enclosures to prevent leaks or spills of pollutants from entering the storm 
drain system; 

o Provide evidence of ongoing BMP maintenance as part of a legal 
agreement with the City of Los Angeles.  Recorded covenant and 
agreements for BMP maintenance are part of standard building permit 
approval processing; and 

o Design post-construction structural or treatment control BMPs to infiltrate 
stormwater runoff.  Stormwater treatment facilities and systems would be 
designed to meet the requirements of the SUSMP and LID Manual. 

H. Land Use 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a set of sample questions that address 
impacts with regard to land use.  These questions are as follows: 

Would the project: 

• Physically divide an established community? 

• Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

• Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community 
conservation plan? 

(1) Land Use Consistency 

In the context of these questions from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that 
determination of impacts associated with land use consistency shall be 
made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors: 

• Whether the proposal is inconsistent with the adopted land 
use/density designation in the Community Plan, redevelopment 
plan or specific plan for the site; and 
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• Whether the proposal is inconsistent with the General Plan or 
adopted environmental goals or policies contained in other 
applicable plans. 

Based on these factors, the Project would have a significant land use 
consistency impact if it were found to be in substantial conflict with the 
adopted Community Plan or with relevant environmental policies in other 
applicable plans.  It is important to note that inconsistency with a few 
policies within a plan does not necessarily constitute a significant impact. 

(2) Land Use Compatibility 

In the context of the above questions from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that 
the determination of impacts associated with land use compatibility shall 
be made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors: 

• The extent of the area that would be impacted, the nature and 
degree of impacts, and the type of land uses within that area; 

• The extent to which neighborhoods, communities, or land uses 
would be disrupted, divided or isolated, and the duration of the 
disruptions; and 

• The number, degree, and type of secondary impacts to surrounding 
land uses that could result from implementation of the proposed 
project. 

Based on these factors, the Project would have a significant impact if the 
Project would substantially and adversely change the existing land use 
relationships between the Project Site and existing off-site uses, or would 
disrupt, divide, or isolate existing neighborhoods or communities. 

Finding: 

With approval of the proposed discretionary permits and requests, the Project would be 
generally consistent with applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations.  In addition, 
the Project would not disrupt or divide an established community.  Impacts related to 
land use would be less than significant, and, therefore, no mitigation measures would be 
required. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Consistency with Local Plans and Applicable Policies 

The Project would provide permanent and upgraded facilities to 
accommodate the educational needs of up to 518 middle school and high 
school students from throughout Brentwood, Pacific Palisades, West Los 
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Angeles, and neighboring communities.  In addition, the Project would 
continue the siting of the School in a location that serves the needs of 
existing and future populations and would be designed to be compatible 
with the adjacent land uses and community character.  The Project would 
create a visually unified campus with new buildings designed to 
complement the historic Main Building and respond to and respect the 
residential scale and character of the surrounding area.  The new School 
buildings would be proportioned to modulate height and maintain the 
residential street scale and character when viewed from Chaparal Street 
and Barrington Avenue.  In addition, the Project has been designed to limit 
views of the new facilities from Sunset Boulevard and to shield neighbors 
from internal campus activities and noise.  Therefore, the Project would 
strive to enhance the Project Site while maintaining the scale and character 
of the surrounding residential areas.  Accordingly, the Project would be 
consistent with the relevant goals, objectives, and policies of the General 
Plan Framework and the Brentwood–Pacific Palisades Community Plan. 

With regard to zoning, pursuant to the applicable LAMC Sections, the 
total allowable development on the Project Site is 308,435 square feet.  
The Project would result in the addition of approximately 60,271 square feet 
of net new floor area to the existing 88,724 square feet of buildings, for a 
total of 148,995 square feet of development within the Project site.  In 
accordance with the LAMC, educational uses are permitted in the RE and 
R3 zones with a CUP.  The School currently operates under CUP 
No. 98-0158, which established specific conditions for the School.  
Consistent and in accordance with the existing CUP, the proposed new 
CUP would maintain the current enrollment cap of 518 students.  In 
addition, the development of additional educational facilities would allow 
the School to better serve its existing student population and to relieve 
public schools.  The new athletic and visual and performing arts spaces 
would also reduce the demand for public open space and other off-site 
venues currently used for the School’s athletic practices, games, and arts 
performances.  The Project has also been intentionally designed to 
minimize building footprints and maximize green space within the campus 
while achieving the Project’s objectives.  Additionally, the heights of the 
new buildings would be consistent with the scale and character of the 
surrounding residential neighborhood.  With the approval of a new CUP 
and other concurrent entitlement requests, the School would continue to be 
subject to numerous conditions of approval, which would ensure that the 
School’s operations and its facilities would remain compatible with the 
residences in the vicinity of the campus.  As such, with implementation of 
the requested approvals, land use impacts related to Los Angeles 
Municipal Code consistency would be less than significant. 

Additionally, based on the Project elements proposed, the Project would 
generally support the applicable Walkability Checklist objectives and 
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implement relevant strategies.  As such, the Project would be consistent 
with relevant aspects of the Walkability Checklist. 

2. Consistency with Regional Plans 

As analyzed in Section IV.H, Land Use, of the Draft EIR, the Project 
would be generally consistent with the Southern California Association of 
Governments’ 2012–2035 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable 
Communities Strategy, Growth Vision Report, and Regional 
Comprehensive Plan.  Additionally, as discussed in Section IV.B, Air 
Quality, of the Draft EIR, while development of the Project would result 
in short-term regional impacts to air quality, Project development would 
not have a significant long-term impact on the region’s ability to meet 
State and federal air quality standards.  The Project would therefore be 
consistent with the goals and policies of the SCAQMD’s Air Quality 
Management Plan.  Further, as discussed in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, 
and Parking, of the Draft EIR, the Project would not conflict with the 
Congestion Management Program as it would not result in significant 
impacts to the nearby Congestion Management Program intersections or 
freeway monitoring locations. 

3. Conclusion Regarding Impacts Relative to Land Use Consistency 

The Project would not be in substantial conflict with the adopted 
Community Plan or with relevant environmental policies in other 
applicable plans.  As such, the Project’s impacts related to land use 
consistency would be less than significant. 

4. Land Use Compatibility 

The Project represents a continuation of an existing private school use and 
would not introduce new uses that would conflict with or have an adverse 
impact on surrounding land uses.  The Project would develop additional 
school-related facilities within the existing School campus and within two 
adjacent residential properties currently owned by the School.  The Project 
would also retain the Residential Portion of the Barrington Lot for 
residential use.  Development of the Project within this property would not 
physically disrupt or divide existing land uses in the area or hinder the 
existing uses throughout the community.  The additional educational space 
would allow the School to better serve its existing student population and 
provide increased educational opportunities.  In addition, the new athletic 
and visual and performing arts spaces would reduce the demand for public 
open space and other off-site venues currently used for the School’s 
athletic practices, games, and arts performances.  Further, the Project 
would not physically divide an established community by creating new 
streets or by blocking or changing the existing street grid pattern.  The 
Project has been designed to contain vehicle queuing for student drop-
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off/pick-up within the campus and to provide on-campus parking that is 
adequate to accommodate the parking demand of the School.  Lastly, a 
new CUP and other concurrent entitlement requests, if approved by the 
decision-makers, would subject the School to a new set of conditions of 
approval, including conditions regarding the compatibility of School 
operations and its facilities with the surrounding neighborhood.  
Therefore, the Project would not disrupt, divide, or isolate any existing 
neighborhoods or communities, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

5. Cumulative Impacts 

Future growth through 2020 (the Project’s buildout year) as a result of 
related projects and general ambient growth would have the potential to 
alter the existing land use environment due to infill development at 
increased densities, conversions of vacant land to new development, 
and/or conversions of land uses.  However, future development projects 
would be subject to existing zoning and land use designations as well as 
environmental review by the City.  Therefore, such future projects are not 
expected to fundamentally alter the existing land use relationships in the 
community. 

There is one related project in close enough proximity to the Project Site 
so as to contribute to cumulative land use impacts:  Related Project 
No. 11.  The balance of the related projects would not cause cumulative 
land use impacts due to either distance and/or existing intervening 
development.  Related Project No. 11, located at 100 South Barrington 
Place, involves potential improvements to the existing Brentwood School 
Upper Campus.  However, given its distance from the Project Site and 
intervening land uses, Related Project No. 11 would not combine with the 
Project to create any incompatibility with surrounding land uses.  
Additionally, given that the Project would be compatible with existing 
surrounding land uses and would be generally consistent with applicable 
land use plans and policies, the Project would not contribute to significant 
cumulative land use compatibility or consistency impacts.  Cumulative 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Proposed Discretionary Permits and Requests: 

Approvals required for development of the Project may include, but are not limited to, the 
following: 

• Vesting Conditional Use Permit pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24.T for Private 
Schools; 

• Modification of height regulations pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24.F to permit 
the North Wing Renovation at a height of 41 feet 4 inches with a roof slope of 
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25 percent in lieu of the RE11-1 height limit, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.1, 
which provides that no building shall exceed 36 feet except that when the roof has 
a slope of less than 25 percent, the maximum height shall be 30 feet; 

• Modification of height regulations pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24.F to permit 
the Multipurpose Facility at a height of 36 feet plus 10 feet (a total of 46 feet) to 
account for the sunken North Garden with a roof slope of less than 25 percent in 
lieu of the RE11-1 height limit, pursuant to LAMC Section 12.21.1, which 
provides that no building shall exceed 36 feet except that when the roof has a 
slope of less than 25 percent, the maximum height shall be 30 feet; 

• Modification of area regulations pursuant to LAMC Section 12.24.F to permit 
reduced yards requirements and encroachments into yards on the Project Site in 
lieu of the area requirements pursuant to LAMC Sections 12.10.C and 
12.21.C.3.b; 

• Zoning Administrator’s Adjustment pursuant to LAMC Section 12.28 to permit 
fences/gates/walls up to 8 feet in height within the required front yards along 
Chaparal Street in lieu of the 3.5 feet otherwise permitted in the front yard; 

• Zoning Administrator’s Adjustment pursuant to LAMC Section 12.28 to permit 
fences/gates/walls up to 8 feet in height, or higher if the neighboring property 
owners so request, along the Chaparal Street side and rear yard, the Sunset 
Boulevard side yard, and the Barrington Avenue side and rear yards in lieu of the 
6 feet otherwise permitted in the side and rear yards; 

• Site Plan Review pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05.C; 

• Haul Route Permit; 

• Board of Police Commissioners permit for extended construction hours; 

• Grading, excavation, demolition, and building permits; and 

• Any additional actions as may be deemed necessary or desirable, including a Lot 
Line Adjustment to align the eastern lot line of the Chaparal Parcel and the 
Campus Portion of the Barrington Parcel.   

I. Noise 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a set of sample questions that address 
impacts with regard to noise.  These questions are as follows: 

Would the project result in: 
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• 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; 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or 
ground-borne noise levels; 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project; 

• A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project; 

• 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 airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

• For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

With regards to these questions from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project 
Site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public or 
private airport or within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  Therefore, the Project would 
not expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels 
associated with a public or private airport or from a private airstrip.  As such, no further 
analysis of airport operation-related noise is necessary. 

(1) Construction Noise 

In the context of the above questions from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide includes 
specific thresholds for determining whether noise impacts associated with 
construction of a project would be significant.  These thresholds are as 
follows: 

• Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed 
existing ambient exterior sound  levels by 10 dBA or more at a 
noise-sensitive use; 

• Construction activities lasting more than 10 days in a three-month 
period would exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 
dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use; or 

• Construction activities of any duration would exceed the ambient 
noise level by 5 dBA at a noise-sensitive use between the hours of 
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9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday through Friday, before 8:00 A.M. 
or after 6 P.M. on Saturday, or at any time on Sunday. 

To account for people’s increased tolerance of short-duration noise events, 
the Noise Regulation provides a 5-dBA allowance for noise sources 
occurring more than 5 minutes but less than 15 minutes in any 1-hour 
period (for a total of 10 dBA above the ambient) between the hours of 
7:00 A.M. and 10:00 P.M. (daytime hours).  Therefore, the Project would 
have a significant impact on noise levels from the Temporary Classroom 
Village if: 

• The noise levels from students and staff during passing periods 
between classes in the Temporary Classroom Village would 
exceed the lowest hourly Leq ambient noise levels at the property 
line of affected noise sensitive uses by 10 dBA. 

(2) Construction Vibration 

The City of Los Angeles currently does not have a significance threshold 
to assess vibration impacts during construction.  Thus, Federal Transit 
Administration guidelines set forth in Federal Transit Administration’s 
Transit Noise and Vibration Assessment, dated May 2006, are used to 
evaluate potential impacts related to construction vibration.  Based on this 
Federal Transit Administration guidance, impacts relative to ground-borne 
vibration associated with potential building damage would be considered 
significant if any of the following future events were to occur: 

• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels 
to exceed 0.5 PPV at the nearest off-site reinforced-concrete, steel 
or timber building. 

• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels 
to exceed 0.3 PPV at the nearest off-site engineered concrete and 
masonry building. 

• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels 
to exceed 0.2 PPV at the nearest off-site non-engineered timber 
and masonry building. 

• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels 
to exceed 0.12 PPV at buildings extremely susceptible to vibration 
damage, such as historic buildings. 

Given the nature of the surrounding uses and anticipated duration of 
construction, construction vibration impacts with respect to human 
annoyance would be significant if the following were to occur: 
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• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels 
to exceed 65 VdB at vibration-sensitive research and 
manufacturing facilities, hospitals with vibration-sensitive 
equipment and university research operations.  

• Project construction activities cause ground-borne vibration levels 
to exceed 72 VdB at off-site residential uses. 

(3) Operational Noise 

a. General School Operations 

In the context of the above questions from Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines, the following thresholds of significance will be 
applied to the Project as set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Thresholds Guide and the City’s Noise Ordinance, with the more 
restrictive provisions of the two applied in order to satisfy both.  
Therefore, the Project would have a significant impact on noise 
levels from Project operations if: 

• The Project causes the ambient noise levels measured at the 
property line of affected noise-sensitive uses to increase by 
3 dBA in CNEL to or within the “normally unacceptable” 
or “clearly unacceptable” category or causes the ambient 
noise levels measured at the property line of affected noise-
sensitive uses to increase by 5 dBA in CNEL or greater; or 

• Project-related operational (i.e., non-roadway) noise 
sources, such as outdoor building mechanical/electrical 
equipment, increase the ambient noise level (Leq) at noise 
sensitive uses by 5 dBA; or 

• The maximum noise (Lmax) generated from the operation of 
the parking structure (e.g., a car alarm) exceeds the average 
ambient noise level (Leq) by 10 dBA. 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide uses CNEL to 
evaluate potential impacts associated with operation of a project.  
However, since CNEL characterizes a 24-hour average noise level, 
a relatively short duration operational noise event such as use of a 
public address system would have a negligible effect on CNEL, 
especially since these activities would occur during daytime hours 
when the evening and nighttime sensitivity weighing penalties are 
not applicable.  Therefore, the analysis for short-term events used 
maximum (Lmax) noise levels to evaluate the impact of discrete 
noise events, as well as the hourly Leq City Noise Ordinance 
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impact criteria.  Therefore, the Project would have a significant 
impact on noise levels from short-term events if: 

• The operational changes or extension of operations for 
public address system use produces Lmax noise levels that 
exceed the lowest hourly Leq ambient noise levels at the 
property line of affected noise sensitive uses by 10 dBA. 

b. Athletic Activities 

Relatively short duration operational noise events, including 
athletic field activity, would have a negligible effect on CNEL.  
Therefore, the analysis of outdoor athletic activities used both the 
hourly Leq City Noise Ordinance impact criteria and maximum 
(Lmax) noise levels.  In the absence of a City of Los Angeles 
significance threshold specific to outdoor athletic activity noise 
impacts, Project-related noise impacts relative to outdoor athletic 
activities would be considered significant based on the following: 

• A comparison of existing and proposed athletic field noise 
levels combined with monitored ambient noise levels cause 
the 1-hour Leq noise level to increase by 5 dBA or more at 
the property line of any receptor, analogous to an 
operational noise source causing a violation of the City 
Noise Ordinance; or 

• Potential Lmax noise levels for athletic field activities 
occurring Monday through Friday up to 6:00 P.M. under the 
proposed site configuration exceed Lmax noise levels that 
occur under the existing site operating conditions by 5 dBA 
or more at the property line of any receptor. 

• Potential Lmax noise levels for new activities and events 
exceeding the lowest existing hourly ambient Leq noise 
levels by 10 dBA or more at the property line of any 
receptor.  This includes proposed athletic field activities 
that occur Monday through Friday after 6:00 P.M., and 
Saturday athletic field activities. 

Finding: 

With the implementation of the project design features described in the Draft and Final 
EIR and Errata No.1 through Errata No.4, the Project’s impacts to the areas of noise 
described below would be less than significant.  No mitigation is required for these 
impacts.   

Facts Supporting Finding: 
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1. Construction Noise 

a. Temporary Classroom Village 

Noise levels from use of the Temporary Classroom Village would 
not exceed 10 dBA above the ambient noise levels at any of the 
noise-sensitive uses represented by the 18 off-site noise-sensitive 
receptors.  As such, noise impacts from the Temporary Classroom 
Village would be less than significant. 

2. Construction Vibration 

a. On-Site Construction Vibration – Building Damage 

The Project would generate ground-borne on-site construction 
vibration during site demolition, excavation, and grading activities 
where heavy construction equipment, such as bulldozers and hoe 
rams would be used.  Pile drivers and vibratory rollers, which 
produce excessive vibration, would not be used. 

With implementation of Project Design Feature I-1, the estimated 
vibration velocity levels for construction activities would be below 
the significance threshold of 0.20 PPV for non-engineered timber 
and masonry buildings.  As such, with implementation of Project 
Design Feature I-1, vibration impacts associated with potential 
building damage during on-site construction activities would be 
less than significant. 

b. Off-Site Construction Vibration – Building Damage 

Construction vehicles would also generate ground-borne vibration 
as they travel along Haul Route Option A (the preferred route) or 
along Haul Route Option B, Option C, and Option D.  The 
estimated vibration levels generated by haul trucks would be below 
the significance threshold of 0.20 PPV for building damage. 
Therefore, vibration impacts associated with potential building 
damage during off-site construction activities would be less than 
significant. 

3. Operational Noise 

a. On-Site Stationary Noise Sources 

(1) Underground Parking Structure 

Pursuant to Project Design Feature I-2 the parking surface 
of the parking structure would be textured to reduce tire 
squeal and associated noise.  In addition, the parking 
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structure would include landscaping between the vehicles 
and the nearest receptor LR10 and would include barrier 
walls and sound-absorbing acoustic liners along the 
northern ventilation openings.  The parking structure would 
reduce the existing parking-related noise at receptors LR02, 
LR03, and LR10. The parking structure would also reduce 
the existing parking-related noise at all off-site sensitive 
receptors, as the parking related noise would be lower due 
to distance attenuation and noise reduction provided by 
existing and future buildings.  As the athletic field above 
the parking structure will be composed of artificial turf, 
noise from lawnmowing on the athletic field will no longer 
occur. As such, operational noise impacts associated with 
the operation of the parking structure would be less than 
significant. 

(2) Building Mechanical Equipment and Trash Compactor 

Pursuant to Project Design Feature I-3, mechanical 
equipment would be designed to meet the noise limitation 
requirements of Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter XI, 
Section 112.02. With implementation of this project design 
feature, the noise from building mechanical equipment 
would not exceed 5 dBA above the ambient noise levels at 
the off-site noise sensitive receptors. As such, noise 
impacts from building mechanical equipment would be less 
than significant. 

Additionally, the trash compactor would generate a noise 
level of 45 dBA at a distance of 25 feet, which would be 
lower than the lowest hourly measured ambient noise level 
between 8:00 A.M. and 7:00 P.M. As such, the noise from 
the trash compactor would not exceed 5 dBA above the 
ambient noise levels at the off-site noise sensitive receptors 
and impacts would be less than significant. 

(3) Multipurpose Facility and Performing Arts Center 

Noise levels from weekday or weekend events within the 
Multipurpose Facility and the Performing Arts Center 
would not exceed the 5-dBA Leq significance threshold at 
any of the off-site sensitive receptors. Additionally, the 
Multipurpose Facility would move activities such as 
basketball or volleyball practice indoors that currently take 
place on campus outdoors. Therefore, noise impacts from 
Multipurpose Facility and Performing Arts Center events 
would be less than significant. 
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(4) Outdoor School Activities 

The Applicant proposes the North Garden, which would 
serve as the transition between the parking level and the 
campus level through the provision of a safe student pick-
up and drop-off that would also provide an outdoor space 
for small group daytime instruction. As provided in Project 
Design Feature I-7, outdoor Special Events in the Court of 
Leaders would be limited to 650 guests on weekdays 
between 3:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M. and on Saturdays 
between 8:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M. and outdoor Special 
Events in the Arts Plaza would be limited to weekdays 
between 3:00 P.M. to 7:00 P.M. with up to 400 guests, 
weekdays between 7:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M. with up to 75 
guests, and Saturdays between 8:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M. 
with up to 150 guests. Noise levels associated with use of 
the North Garden during the school day, use of the Court of 
Leaders or Arts Plaza for outdoor Special Events and from 
people conversing along pedestrian pathways and access 
routes would not exceed the 5-dBA Leq significance 
threshold at any of the off-site sensitive receptors.  

In addition, Project Design Feature I-8 would require use of 
the proposed underground pedestrian pathway after 6:00 
P.M. Monday through Friday to further reduce the 
incidence of noise in the community.  Use of the 
underground pedestrian pathway from the underground 
parking structure to the Multipurpose Facility and the 
Performing Arts Center shall be required on Saturday and 
Sunday, except for guests arriving for performances in the 
Performing Arts Center. 

(5) Public Address System 

As discussed on pages IV.I-85 and IV.I-86 of Section IV.I, 
Noise, of the Draft EIR, the Project proposed use of non-
permanent audio systems for public address and amplified 
music in conjunction with Instruction, Interscholastic 
Athletic Competitions, and Special Events. Although 
impacts would be less than significant, in response to 
comments on the Draft EIR use of a new non-permanent 
audio system for these uses has been removed from the 
Project. Rather, use of a non-permanent audio system 
solely for use during Graduation as permitted under the 
existing CUP would continue. Therefore, significant 
impacts related to this noise source would not occur. 
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b. Off-Site Traffic (Mobile Sources) 

Roadway noise levels during a non-event day and during an event 
day would be less than the 5 dBA (CNEL) threshold. Therefore, 
off-site traffic noise impacts associated with the Project would be 
less than significant. Similarly, the roadway noise levels on an 
hourly basis would be below the 5-dBA Leq significance 
threshold. Therefore, off-site traffic noise impacts on an hourly 
Leq basis would also be less than significant. 

c. Composite Noise Levels Impacts from Project Operations 

The overall sound in the Project vicinity comprises contributions 
from each individual noise source associated with the typical daily 
operation of the Project. These primary noise sources would 
include additional on-site mechanical/electrical equipment; 
underground parking structure, events at the Multipurpose Facility 
and the Performing Arts Center, outdoor school activities, use of 
the public address system, and outdoor athletic activities. The 
Project is estimated to increase the ambient sound level at the off-
site noise-sensitive receptors by a maximum of up to 2.3 dBA 
(receptor LR10), relative to the existing ambient noise 
environment. As such, the composite noise level impacts due to 
operation of the Project would be less than significant. 

4. Cumulative Impacts 

a. On-Site Construction Vibration 

Ground-borne vibration decreases rapidly with distance from the 
source. Thus, cumulative vibration impacts associated with 
potential concurrent on-site construction activities from 
development of the Project and the related projects would be less 
than significant. 

b. Operational Noise 

The Project Site and surrounding area have been developed with 
uses that have previously generated, and will continue to generate, 
noise from a number of noise sources, including vehicle travel, 
mechanical equipment (e.g., HVAC systems), and lawn 
maintenance activities. Each of the related projects that have been 
identified within the general Project vicinity would also generate 
stationary-source and mobile-source noise due to ongoing day-to-
day operations. Due to provisions set forth in the LAMC that limit 
stationary source noise from items such as roof-top mechanical 
equipment, noise levels would be less than significant at the 
property line for each related project. In addition, based on the 
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distance of the related projects from the Project Site and the noise 
levels associated with the Project after implementation of project 
design features and mitigation measures, cumulative stationary 
source noise impacts associated with operation of the Project and 
related projects would be less than significant. 

With regard to cumulative traffic noise impacts, the Project and 
other related development in the area would produce traffic 
volumes (off-site mobile sources) that would generate roadway 
noise. Weekday and weekend cumulative traffic volumes would 
result in cumulative traffic volumes that would be below the 
significance thresholds. As such, cumulative noise impacts due to 
off-site mobile noise sources would be less than significant. 

Project Design Features – Operational Noise: 

• Project Design Feature I-2: The parking surface of the parking structure shall be 
textured to reduce tire squeal and associated noise impacts. 

• Project Design Feature I-3: New mechanical equipment, including heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning units, shall be designed to meet the noise 
limitation requirements of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter XI, Section 
112.02. 

• Project Design Feature I-4: The composite noise attenuation of the building 
envelope for the Multipurpose Facility and the Performing Arts Center shall equal 
or exceed a composite noise attenuation of 40 dBA. 

• Project Design Feature I-6: Non-operable windows shall be installed on the 
sides of buildings directly adjacent to Chaparal Street and Barrington Avenue. On 
the Barrington Parcel, non-operable windows shall be installed along the 
residential property boundary with 125 North Barrington Avenue and the 
Residential Portion of the Barrington Parcel. On the Chaparal Parcel, non-
operable windows shall be installed along the residential property boundary with 
11718 Chaparal Street. 

• Project Design Feature I-7: Outdoor Special Events in the Court of Leaders and 
Arts Plaza shall be limited as follows:  Court of Leaders:  Monday through Friday 
3:00 P.M. to 10:00 P.M. with up to 650 attendees, Saturday 8:00 A.M. to 10:00 
P.M. with up to 650 attendees; Arts Plaza:  Monday through Friday 3:00 P.M. to 
7:00 P.M. with up to 400 attendees, Monday through Friday 7:00 P.M. to 10:00 
P.M. with up to 75 attendees, Saturday 8:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M. with up to 150 
attendees. 

• Project Design Feature I-8: Use of the proposed underground pedestrian 
pathway, which would extend from the underground parking structure to the 
Multipurpose Facility and the Performing Arts Center shall be required after 6:00 
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P.M. Monday through Friday, except for guests arriving for Special Events.  Use 
of the underground pedestrian pathway from the underground parking structure to 
the Multipurpose Facility and the Performing Arts Center shall be required on 
Saturday and Sunday, except for guests arriving for performances in the 
Performing Arts Center. Guests arriving for and leaving Special Events and 
Interscholastic Athletic Competitions shall be directed by staff to the required use 
of the underground pedestrian pathway.  Additional notification measures shall 
include: signage, temporary rope lines, stanchions, or other additional notification 
strategies. 

J. Public Services – Police Protection 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a sample question that addresses impacts 
with regard to police protection service.  This question is as follows: 

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered government facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for any of the public services. 

• Police Protection? 

In the context of this question, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that the determination of significance with regard to impacts on police services shall be 
made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors: 

• The population increase resulting from the Project, based on the net increase of 
residential units or square footage of non-residential floor area. 

• 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 Los Angeles Police Department services (facilities, 
equipment, and officers) and the Project’s proportional contribution to the 
demand. 

• Whether the Project includes security and/or design features that would reduce the 
demand for police services. 

Based on the above factors, the Project would have a significant impact on police 
services if: 

• The Project would generate demand for additional police protection services that 
substantially exceeds the capability of the Los Angeles Police Department to 
serve the Project Site. 
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Finding: 

With the implementation of the project design features described in the Draft and Final 
EIR and Errata No.1 through Errata No.4, the Project’s impacts to the areas of public 
services-police protection discussed below would be less than significant.  No mitigation 
is required for these impacts.   

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Construction Impacts 

Construction-related traffic on adjacent streets could temporarily interfere 
with local and on-site emergency response.  However, during construction 
of the Project, a Worksite Traffic Control Plan, Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, Construction-Period Pedestrian Routing Plan, and a 
Construction Worker Parking Plan would be implemented to ensure that 
adequate and safe access remains available within the Project Site during 
construction activities.  In addition, the School would coordinate with City 
and emergency service providers to ensure that adequate emergency 
access is maintained to the Project Site and neighboring businesses and 
residences at all times and streets remain clear and unobstructed during 
construction of the Project.  Further, the potential for theft would be 
minimized through implementation of the project design features provided 
below that include security fencing, lighting, locked entry, and regular 
security patrols of the Project Site.  Therefore, emergency access impacts 
and potential impacts associated with theft during construction activities 
would be less than significant. 

2. Cumulative Impacts 

The identified related projects fall within the service areas of the West Los 
Angeles Community Police Station, which serves the Project Site and 
surrounding area.  The cumulative increase in the police service 
population from the identified related projects would result in a 
cumulative increase in the demand for police protection services from the 
West Los Angeles Community Police Station.  Given that the Project Site 
is located within an urban area, each of the related projects identified in 
the area would likewise be developed within urbanized locations that fall 
within an acceptable distance from one or more existing police stations.  
In addition, similar to the Project, each related project would also be 
subject to the City of Los Angeles’ routine construction permitting 
process, which includes a review by the Los Angeles Police Department to 
ensure that sufficient security measures are implemented to reduce 
potential impacts to police protection services.  Furthermore, over time, 
the Los Angeles Police Department would continue to monitor population 
growth and land development throughout the City and identify additional 
resource needs including staffing, equipment, vehicles, and possibly 
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station expansions or new station construction that may become necessary 
to achieve the desired level of service.  Through the City’s regular 
budgeting efforts, the Los Angeles Police Department’s resource needs 
would be identified and monies allocated according to the priorities at 
the time.  Therefore, the Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts to 
police protection services would not be cumulatively considerable and, as 
such, cumulative impacts on police protection services would be less than 
significant. 

Project Design Features - Construction: 

• Project Design Feature J.2-1:  The Applicant shall implement private security 
measures including security fencing, lighting, locked entry, and regular security 
patrols on the Project Site. 

K. Public Services – Fire Protection 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a sample question that addresses impacts 
with regard to fire protection service.  This question is as follows: 

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered government facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which would cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or 
other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

• Fire Protection? 

In the context of this question, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states 
that a project would normally have a significant impact on fire protection services if it 
requires the addition of a new fire station or the expansion, consolidation, or relocation of 
an existing facility in order to maintain service. 

Finding: 

With implementation of the project design features and compliance with regulatory 
requirements described in the Final EIR, potential impacts related to fire protection 
during construction and operation of the Project would be less than significant. No 
mitigation measures are required. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Construction Impacts 

Construction-related traffic on adjacent streets could temporarily interfere 
with local and on-site emergency response.  However, during construction 
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of the Project, a Worksite Traffic Control Plan, Construction Traffic 
Management Plan, Construction-Period Pedestrian Routing Plan, and a 
Construction Worker Parking Plan would be implemented to ensure that 
adequate and safe access remains available within the Project Site during 
construction activities.  Further, the Applicant would coordinate with City 
and emergency service providers to ensure that adequate emergency 
access is maintained to the Project Site and neighboring businesses and 
residences at all times and remains clear and unobstructed during 
construction of the Project. Additionally, implementation of the project 
design features, as well as compliance with all applicable federal, state, 
and local requirements concerning the use, handling, and storage of 
hazardous materials (including flammable materials), would effectively 
reduce the potential for Project construction activities to expose people to 
the risk of fire or explosion related to hazardous materials. Therefore, with 
implementation of project design features and compliance with applicable 
regulations, construction-related impacts to fire protection services would 
be less than significant. 

2. Operational Impacts 

a. Facilities and Equipment 

The Project would not include the development of new residential 
units, which would generate a new residential population in the 
service area of Fire Station No. 19.  While the daytime population 
projected to be generated by the Project would contribute to an 
increase in the demand for fire protection services and emergency 
medical services as provided by the Los Angeles Fire Department, 
the Project would be located within close proximity (0.6 mile) of 
Fire Station No. 19.  In addition, Fire Station No. 37 would 
continue to be available to serve the Project Site in the event of an 
emergency.  Implementation of Project Design Feature J.1-1, 
together with Code requirements would ensure that adequate fire 
prevention features would be provided.  Therefore, the Project 
would not result in a demand for additional services that would 
exceed the capability of the Los Angeles Fire Department to serve 
the Project Site and would not result in a significant impact. 

b. Response Distance, Access, and Times 

Section 57.09.07 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code sets forth a 
response distance for commercial uses of 1.0 mile to a fire station 
with an engine company.  Fire Station No. 19 is located 
approximately 0.6 mile away and is equipped with one engine and 
one rescue ambulance.  Further, the additional traffic generated by 
the Project would not significantly impact emergency vehicle 
response times to the Project Site and surrounding uses, including 
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along City-designated disaster routes (the closest of which are San 
Vicente Boulevard and the I-405 Freeway), since the drivers of 
emergency vehicles normally have a variety of options for 
avoiding traffic, such as using sirens to clear a path of travel or 
driving in the lanes of opposing traffic.  Also there will be no 
significant operational impacts to traffic. Therefore, Project 
impacts with regard to fire response distances, access, and times 
would be less than significant. 

c. Fire Flow 

LAFD has determined that in addition to the existing public 
hydrants located at the corner of Barrington Avenue and Chaparal 
Street and at the corner of Sunset Boulevard and Barrington 
Avenue, the Project would require one new private fire hydrant 
located at the northeast corner of the Main Building.  With the 
installation of this additional private fire hydrant, LAFD 
determined that there would be a sufficient number of fire hydrants 
adequately spaced surrounding the Project Site to provide the 
additional fire suppression needs of the Project.  As required by 
LAFD, the new hydrant would need to provide a fire flow of 1,400 
gallons per minute at 20 pound per square inch residual pressure.  
Additional fire service flows to serve the proposed sprinkler 
systems in each of the buildings would also be required.  The 
ultimate size and location of the fire service connections would be 
approved by the Los Angeles Fire Department.  With 
implementation of these proposed water infrastructure 
improvements, the Project would result in a less-than-significant 
impact related to fire flows. 

3. Cumulative Impacts 

Similar to the Project, related projects would be reviewed by the Los 
Angeles Fire Department to ensure that sufficient fire safety and hazards 
measures are implemented to reduce potential impacts to fire services.  In 
addition, each related project would be required to comply with regulatory 
requirements related to fire protection and emergency medical services.  
Furthermore, Project-related impacts on fire protection services would be 
less than significant with implementation of regulatory requirements and 
project design features. Additionally, each related project would also be 
subject to the City of Los Angeles’s routine construction permitting 
process, which includes a review by the Los Angeles Fire Department for 
compliance with building and site design standards related to fire life 
safety, as well as coordinating with the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power to ensure that local fire flow infrastructure meets current 
code standards for the type and intensity of land uses involved. Through 
the City’s regular budgeting efforts, the Los Angeles Fire Department’s 
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resource needs would be identified and monies allocated according to the 
priorities at the time. Therefore, the Project’s contribution to cumulative 
impacts to fire protection services would not be cumulatively considerable 
and, as such, cumulative impacts on fire protection services would be less 
than significant. 

Project Design Features: 

• Project Design J.1-1:  Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a plot plan shall 
be submitted to LAFD for approval.  The plot plan would, at minimum, include 
the following design features: 

o The campus fire alarm system shall be able to indicate the specific 
location for LAFD to enter the Project Site when a fire alarm is triggered. 

o The fire lane connection from the gated entry on Chaparal Street and along 
the Court of Leaders shall provide a 28-foot minimum clear width. 

o The designated fire lane along the Court of Leaders between the existing 
Main Building and the proposed Multipurpose Facility over the 
underground parking garage access shall be H-20  construction. 

o One new private fire hydrant located near the northeast corner of the North 
Wing.  The Applicant shall also provide for flexibility in the design of the 
Project to allow for the installation of an additional public fire hydrant 
located on Chaparal Street near the existing gated opening along Chaparal 
Street.  As determined by LAFD, the new private fire hydrant shall 
provide a fire flow of 1,400 gallons per minute at 20-pound-per-square-
inch residual pressure. 

o The installation of sprinkler systems in each of the proposed buildings. 

o A new 8-inch fire service connection to connect the Multipurpose Facility, 
Visual Arts Center, Performing Arts Center, and proposed private fire 
hydrant to the existing 6-inch water main on Chaparal Street.  The 
ultimate design and size of infrastructure improvements will be 
coordinated and approved by LAFD. 

o Separate meters and approved backflow prevention devices for the fire and 
domestic water services on Sunset Boulevard and Chaparal Street. 

L. Traffic, Access, and Parking: 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a set of sample questions that address 
impacts with regard to transportation/traffic.  These questions are as follows: 
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Would the project: 

• Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit? 

• Conflict with an applicable congestion management program including, but not 
limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

• 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? 

• Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

• Result in inadequate emergency access? 

• Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety 
of such facilities? 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines does not include a sample threshold of significance 
for parking impacts. 

(1) City of Los Angeles Thresholds 

In the context of the above questions from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide includes 
specific factors to be considered with regard to impacts associated with 
transportation.  Specifically, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds 
Guide requires the transportation analysis to address the following areas of 
study:  (1) intersection capacity; (2) street segment capacity; (3) freeway 
capacity; (4) transit system capacity; (5) in-street construction impacts; 
(6) neighborhood intrusion impacts; and (7) project access.  LADOT also 
provides established threshold criteria for several of the impact categories.  
These thresholds from the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 
and LADOT are discussed below. 

a. Intersection Capacity 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (page L.1-3) and 
LADOT criteria state that a project would normally have a 
significant impact on signalized intersection capacity if the 
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project’s traffic causes an increase in the V/C ratio at the 
intersection based on the following sliding scale: 

Intersection Conditions With Project Traffic Project-Related Increase in 
Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) Ratio Level of Service Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) Ratio 

C 0.701–0.800 ≥ 0.04 
D 0.801–0.900 ≥ 0.02 
E, F > 0.900 ≥ 0.01 
 

b. Neighborhood Intrusion 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (page L.4-2) 
identifies significance thresholds with regard to neighborhood 
intrusion impacts based on the increase in project trips on a local 
residential street.  Based on the recommended thresholds set forth 
in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide and in 
consultation with LADOT, a project would normally have a 
significant neighborhood intrusion impact if project traffic 
increases the average daily traffic (ADT) or peak-hour traffic 
volumes on a local residential street as follows: 

Final ADT (ADT with Project)2 Project-Related Increase in Traffic 
0 to 999 120 or more 
1,000 to 1,999 12 percent or more of final ADT 
2,000 to 2,999 10 percent or more of final ADT 
3,000 or more 8 percent or more of final ADT 
 

c. Access and Circulation 

According to City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide, a 
project would have a significant impact on project access if the 
intersection(s) nearest the primary site access is/are projected to 
operate at LOS E or F during the A.M. or P.M. peak hours under 
future with project conditions. 

d. Parking 

Although parking is no longer included in Appendix G of the 
CEQA Guidelines, the threshold of significance with respect to 
parking that remains set forth in the City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Thresholds Guide states that a project would normally have a 
significant impact on parking if the project provides less parking 
than that required by City code, including the LAMC, 

                                                 
2 Final Average Daily Traffic is defined as total projected future daily volume including 

project, ambient, and related project growth. 
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Transportation Specific Plan, or Interim Control Ordinance 
requirements. 

e. Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular Safety 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that 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: 

• 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. 

• 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. 

Based on these factors, the Project would have a significant impact 
if Project development would substantially increase hazards to 
bicyclists, pedestrians, or vehicles. 

f. Construction 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (page L.8-2) 
states that the determination of significance shall be made on a 
case-by-case basis, considering the following factors: 

(1) 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; 

• Whether the affected street directly leads to a 
freeway on- or off-ramp or other state highway; 
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• 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. 

(2) 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 0.25 mile of the lost 
access; and 

• The type of land uses affected, and related safety, 
convenience, and/or economic issues. 

(3) 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 a 
0.25-mile radius) 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 0.25-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). 

(4) 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 a 
0.25-mile radius of the project site; and 
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• The length of time that existing parking spaces 
would be unavailable. 

(2) Congestion Management Program 

a. Arterial Monitoring Stations 

For Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program arterial 
monitoring intersections, a significant project-related impact would 
occur if the project increases traffic demand on a Los Angeles 
County Congestion Management Program facility by 2 percent of 
capacity (V/C ≥ 0.02), causing LOS F (V/C > 1.00).  If the facility 
is already at LOS F, a significant impact would occur if the project 
increases traffic demand on a Los Angeles County Congestion 
Management Program facility by 2 percent of capacity 
(V/C ≥ 0.02). 

b. Transit System Capacity 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide (page L.6-2) 
states that 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 the proposed 
project and available transit capacity. 

(3) Consistency with Regulatory Framework 

The City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide does not specify a 
threshold of significance for a project’s consistency with relevant 
transportation regulations, plans, and policies.  Therefore, consistent with 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, significant impacts related to 
consistency with relevant transportation regulations, plans, and policies 
would result if the Project would substantially conflict with such 
regulations, plans, and policies. 

Finding: 

With the implementation of the project design features described in the Draft and Final 
EIR and Errata No.1 through Errata No.4, no significant impacts to CMP arterial 
monitoring stations; freeway segments; transit; neighborhood intrusion; Project access; 
operational bicycle and pedestrian safety; or parking would occur.  No mitigation is 
required for these impacts.    

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Congestion Management Plan 

a. CMP Arterial Monitoring Stations 
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Based on the Project trip generation and trip distribution patterns, 
the Project is expected to add approximately 7 trips in the A.M. 
peak hour and 13 trips in the P.M. peak hour along the CMP arterial 
monitoring station closest to the Project Site (Wilshire Boulevard 
and Sepulveda Boulevard).  Therefore, the Project would not add 
more than 50 vehicle trips during the A.M. and P.M. peak hours at 
the CMP arterial monitoring station nearest to the Project Site.  
Thus, no further analysis is required under the CMP criteria, and 
no CMP impact would occur. 

b. CMP Freeway Segments 

Based on the Project distribution patterns, approximately 
16 percent of the Project trips would be distributed to I-405, 
including 4 percent to/from the south along I-405 and 12 percent 
to/from the north along I-405.  The Project is projected to result in 
an increase of 12 trips on I-405 north of Sunset Boulevard and 
4 trips on I-405 south of Sunset Boulevard in the morning peak 
hour and up to 26 trips on I-405 north of Sunset Boulevard and up 
to 9 trips on I-405 south of Sunset Boulevard with event arrivals in 
the evening peak hour.  As the nearest freeway segment serving the 
greatest number of Project traffic is on I-405 at Sunset Boulevard, 
the number of Project trips at Venice Boulevard would be expected 
to be equal to or less than those identified on I-405 at Sunset 
Boulevard.  Therefore, since the Project would add fewer than 
150 trips in either direction during either peak hour, no CMP 
impact would occur. 

c. Transit Service 

(1) Construction 

Project construction would not necessitate the relocation or 
removal of transit stops located near the Project Site.  As 
such, Project development would not result in significant 
impacts on transit access. 

(2) Operation 

The 2010 CMP recommends observing the fixed-route 
local bus services within 0.25 mile of the Project Site and 
express bus routes and rail service within 2 miles of the 
Project Site.  Within 0.25 mile of the Project Site, Metro 
operates one express line and one local line.  There are no 
additional Metro bus lines operating within 0.5 mile of the 
Project Site.  Other municipal bus agencies provide local 
bus service within 0.5 mile of the Project Site.  The Project 
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would have an estimated increase in vehicle trip generation 
of approximately 104 net vehicle trips during the A.M. peak 
hour and 188 during the P.M. peak hour.  Per the 
methodology presented in the 2010 CMP, applying the 
average vehicle ridership factor of 1.4 to the estimated 
vehicle trips results in an estimated increase of 
approximately 146 and 264 person trips during the A.M. and 
P.M. peak hours, respectively.  The Project would generate 
an estimated increase in transit riders of six transit trips 
during the A.M. peak hour and 10 transit trips during the 
P.M. peak hour.  Therefore, no significant impacts to the 
transit system would be anticipated. 

2. Neighborhood Intrusion 

The Project is not projected to have a significant impact on the 
10 analyzed neighborhood street segments under Baseline with Project 
Conditions and Future (Horizon Year 2020) with Project Conditions.  To 
be conservative, and to reflect potential conditions at the time the Project 
will operate, the Draft EIR also includes a modified analysis of street 
segments.  The modified analysis reduces the daily traffic volume on each 
street segment by 50 percent to reflect a conservative approximation of 
traffic conditions once construction of the I-405 Sepulveda Pass 
Improvement Project is complete.  Based on these estimates, under the 
extremely conservative modified analysis, the Project is not projected to 
have a significant impact on any of the 10 analyzed neighborhood street 
segments under Modified Analysis Baseline with Project Conditions and 
Modified Analysis Future (Horizon Year 2020) with Project Conditions.  
Notwithstanding, the School recognizes that cut-through traffic is an issue 
along Chaparal Street. Accordingly, as part of Project Design Feature K-5, 
the Applicant would coordinate with the City of Los Angeles and 
neighborhood residents to provide up to $15,000 for the development and 
implementation of a traffic calming plan on Chaparal Street between 
Saltair Avenue and Barrington Avenue to minimize cut-through traffic 
along this street. 

3. Access and Circulation 

a. Project Access 

Based on the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 
procedures, the Traffic Study evaluated the operating conditions of 
the intersections nearest the primary site access, which is from 
Sunset Boulevard.  These intersections include Intersection No. 4, 
Saltair Avenue and Sunset Boulevard, and Intersection No. 5, 
Barrington Avenue and Sunset Boulevard. 
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While both of the intersections nearest the primary site access 
would operate at LOS E and/or F under Future with Project 
Conditions, the intersections of Saltair Avenue and Sunset 
Boulevard and Barrington Avenue and Sunset Boulevard are 
currently operating at LOS F during the afternoon, P.M., and 
evening peak hours.  Therefore, the LOS E and/or F conditions at 
the two intersections nearest the primary site access exist prior to 
Project implementation and thus would not be attributable to the 
Project.  As detailed in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft 
EIR, the Project would include vehicular circulation and queuing 
improvements.  In particular, the Applicant proposes to widen the 
existing circular driveway on both the east and west sides to 
improve site access and allow for dedicated right- and left-turn 
lanes at the exit.  On the east side, a portion of the driveway to the 
south of the Main Building would be widened by approximately 
11 feet 9 inches to allow for easier maneuvering at the entrance to 
the parking ramp.  On the west side, the width of the driveway to 
the south of the Main Building would be increased by 
approximately 5 feet 4 inches to allow for a right and left-turn lane 
at the exit to Sunset Boulevard.  As such, Project operational 
access and circulation impacts would be less than significant. 

b. Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular Safety 

(1) Operation 

The Project access locations would be required to conform 
to City standards and would be designed to provide 
adequate sight distance, sidewalks, crosswalks, and 
pedestrian movement controls that would meet the City’s 
requirements to protect pedestrian safety.  As part of the 
Project, on-site pedestrian circulation would be improved 
by accommodating all on-campus parking within a new 
underground parking structure thereby providing an all-
pedestrian campus at grade level and eliminating the 
pedestrian-vehicular conflicts associated with students 
crossing the existing driveway and/or surface parking lots 
to access the athletic field.  In addition, the Project would 
allow all student-driven carpools to park on campus, 
increasing safety by not having students cross Barrington 
Avenue and Sunset Boulevard to access the campus.  
Further, there are no bicycle facilities crossing the access 
locations to the Project Site.  Therefore, as a result of the 
design considerations and considering existing pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities, no significant access impacts related 
to safety are expected to result due to the design or 
placement of Project access points. 
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4. Parking 

a. Construction 

An adequate number of parking spaces for students, employees, 
and guests of the Project Site, and construction workers would be 
available at all times during construction either on the Project Site 
or in nearby off-site locations with shuttles provided to and from 
the Project Site.  Therefore, Project construction would not result 
in a significant impact with regard to the availability of parking 
spaces. 

b. Operation 

(1) Los Angeles Municipal Code Parking Requirement 

Based on the City parking requirements provided in 
Sections 12.21A.4(e) and (f) of the LAMC and the Los 
Angeles Department of Building and Safety Bulletin P/ZC 
2002-011 revised March 6, 2013 (hereafter referred to as 
the Bulletin), Grades 6-8 require 1 parking space per 
classroom and Grades 9-12 require the greater of either the 
parking required for the auditorium or assembly areas (1 
per five fixed seats) or 1 per 500 square feet of total 
building area. The Project’s largest assembly spaces used 
by the Upper School would be located in the Multipurpose 
Facility’s Upper School gym with seating for 650, which 
would require 130 parking spaces. However, as the 
building area associated with the Upper School would 
generate a greater demand for parking, this building area 
was used to calculate parking requirements for the Upper 
School portion of the Project. 

The Project proposes 71 classrooms that would be shared 
between the Upper School and Middle School. While there 
is no clear separation between the Upper School and 
Middle School, upon completion of the Project, 
approximately 60 percent of students are expected to be 
Upper School students while the remaining 40 percent of 
the students are expected to be Middle School students. 
Thus, using these same percentages, of the 71 classrooms 
associated with the Project, approximately 28 of the 
classrooms (40 percent of 71) would be Middle School 
classrooms that would require 28 parking spaces (1 per 
classroom). In addition, assuming that 60 percent of the 
total building area would be devoted to Upper School uses 
and using the calculation of 1 parking space per 500 square 
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feet of total building area, the Los Angeles Department of 
Building and Safety determined that the Upper School 
would result in a requirement for 180 parking spaces. Thus, 
based on the Bulletin, the Los Angeles Department of 
Building and Safety determined that the total number of 
parking spaces required upon completion of the Project 
would be 208 parking spaces. With the Project refinements 
made by the Planning and Land Use Management 
Committee to further reduce the size of the Performing Arts 
Center by 1,267 square feet, the total number of parking 
spaces required for the Upper School based on the total 
building area would be reduced by 1 parking space. 
However, the Project would continue to provide 208 
parking spaces with the use of an attendant. The proposed 
parking structure provides 164 parking spaces, which, with 
attendant assisted parking, would be expandable to 251 
parking spaces. Thus, the City’s parking requirements 
would be satisfied. 

(2) Parking Demand 

Parking demand for the Project was also estimated using 
assumptions regarding student and employee travel modes 
of transportation and arrival and departure patterns.  These 
assumptions were used to develop a parking accumulation 
model during the course of a non-event day and during 
event days in the afternoon and evening.  Based on this 
model, it was determined that a total peak parking demand 
of 143 parking spaces would be required for the Project 
during the course of a non-event day.  On weekdays with 
an Interscholastic Athletic Competition or Special Events, 
the estimated peak parking demand at 4:00 P.M. is 135 
parking spaces, and the estimated peak parking demand for 
an evening Special Event is 148 parking spaces.  A peak 
parking demand of up to 434 spaces was estimated for the 
events with up to 650 attendees, which are proposed to 
occur after 7:00 P.M. Monday through Friday or on 
Saturday. Accordingly, the Project would provide 
approximately 164 parking spaces. The on-site parking may 
be expanded to accommodate a total of 251 parking spaces 
when necessary with use of attendant assisted parking. For 
the few events when on-site parking is not sufficient, 
parking may be provided off-site. In addition, as part of 
Project Design Feature K-7, the School would develop an 
Event Parking and Transportation Management Plan that 
shall be employed for Interscholastic Athletic Competitions 
and/or Special Events.  The Event Parking and 
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Transportation Management Plan shall include appropriate 
tools to manage and control traffic and parking for large 
events.  These events are infrequent in nature and occur 
occasionally during the year.  Therefore, the Project would 
provide sufficient number of parking spaces to serve the 
estimated parking demand during a non-event day and 
during the analyzed event day scenarios and Project 
impacts with regard to parking would be less than 
significant. 

Project Design Features: 

• Project Design Feature K-1:  The Applicant shall continue to implement a 
comprehensive Traffic Management Program that would include, but not be 
limited to, maintenance of an average vehicle ridership of three persons per 
vehicle; a maximum of 15-student driven carpools consisting of three students in 
each vehicle with additional carpools permitted consisting of four or more 
students in each vehicle; restricting students from driving to School alone; and 
requiring that students who do not ride the bus be dropped off either in a parent-
driven carpool or student-driven carpool.  To ensure implementation of the Traffic 
Management Program, the School shall continue to inform parents, students, 
faculty, and staff in writing on an annual basis of all rules regulating School 
traffic and parking and would continue to require registration of mode of 
transportation for students and employees.  The School shall continue to 
coordinate with other schools in the area to schedule classes to avoid peak drop-
off and pick-up activity.  The School shall further maintain a progressive 
disciplinary system of enforcement to ensure compliance with the Traffic 
Management Program. 

• Project Design Feature K-2:  The Project Applicant shall coordinate with 
LADOT to obtain approval for, and fund LADOT installation of a “no right-turn-
on-red turn” restriction on the northbound approach of Barrington Avenue at 
Sunset Boulevard to facilitate eastbound through traffic along Sunset Boulevard 
and southbound traffic making a left turn to head eastbound on Sunset Boulevard. 

• Project Design Feature K-3:  The Project Applicant shall coordinate with 
LADOT to obtain approval for, and fund LADOT installation of additional “Do 
Not Block Intersection” signage, potentially on the overhead mast arm, at Sunset 
Boulevard and Barrington Avenue. 

• Project Design Feature K-4:  The Project Applicant shall provide up to $10,000 
for the conduct and implementation of a pedestrian safety study in the immediate 
vicinity of the Project Site, which would identify improvements to sidewalks, 
crosswalks, traffic signal equipment, etc., to enhance the safety of pedestrians 
around the Project Site. 
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• Project Design Feature K-5:  The Project Applicant shall coordinate with 
LADOT and neighborhood residents to provide up to $15,000 for the 
development and implementation of a traffic calming plan on Chaparal Street 
between Saltair Avenue and Barrington Avenue to minimize cut-through traffic 
on this street. 

• Project Design Feature K-6:  To minimize its effect on adjacent street traffic 
during the morning peak hour (i.e., 7:00 A.M. to 8:00 A.M.), the Project Applicant 
shall require at least 20 percent of employees to arrive outside of the morning 
peak hour when the student population reaches 470.  The Project Applicant shall 
increase this requirement proportionally as the student population approaches 
518 students, at which time, the Project Applicant would require at least 
40 percent of employees to arrive outside of the morning peak hour. 

• Project Design Feature K-7:  The Applicant shall develop an Event Parking and 
Transportation Management Plan that shall be employed for all Interscholastic 
Athletic Competitions and/or Special Events.  The Event Parking and 
Transportation Management Plan shall include appropriate tools to manage and 
control traffic and parking for the events so that impacts to the surrounding areas 
are minimized and so that the limits in Mitigation Measure K-2 are enforced.  
Potential measures could include a parking reservation system to manage 
attendance, attendant-assisted parking, off-site parking, temporary increases in 
traffic management and parking personnel as needed, and other measures.  This 
Plan shall be submitted to the Department of Transportation for review and 
approval 60 days prior to the first Interscholastic Athletic Competition or Special 
Event that occurs on the proposed athletic field, Court of Leaders, Arts Plaza, 
Multipurpose Facility, Performing Arts Center, or Visual Arts Center.  The Plan 
may be modified to incorporate new technologies or techniques in parking and 
transportation management.  Any such modifications would be submitted to the 
Department of Transportation for review and approval. 

The Plan shall include a parking reservation system designed to implement the 
arrival vehicle limits in Mitigation Measure K-2 on certain Interscholastic 
Athletic Competitions and Special Events.  The parking reservation system is 
expected to be a mobile application with an automated parking reservation and 
ticketing system for those Interscholastic Athletic Competitions and Special 
Events that are subject to the limits in Mitigation Measure K-2.  Guests seeking to 
attend an Interscholastic Athletic Competition or Special Event without a parking 
reservation would be denied access to the campus.  The mobile application shall 
include a reporting capability so that system logs can be generated regarding the 
issued parking reservations. 

A report on the effectiveness of the Event Parking and Transportation 
Management Plan shall be included in the annual reporting by the Applicant as 
part of the Traffic Management Program described in Project Design Feature K-1. 
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• Project Design Feature K-8:  Use of Haul Route Option B shall be limited to a 
maximum of 20 total truck trips (10 round truck trips) per hour during excavation 
and grading for the underground parking garage and Multipurpose Facility. 

M. Utilities and Service Systems – Water Supply 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a set of sample questions that address 
impacts with regard to water supply.  These questions are as follows: 

Would the project: 

• Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause 
significant environmental effects? 

• Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

• In the context of these questions from the CEQA guidelines, the City of Los 
Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that the determination of significance 
with regard to impacts on water shall be made on a case-by-case basis, 
considering the following: 

• The total estimated water demand for the project; 

• Whether sufficient capacity exists in the water infrastructure that would serve the 
project, taking into consideration the anticipated conditions at project buildout; 

• The amount by which the project would cause the projected growth in population, 
housing or employment for the Community Plan area to be exceeded in the year 
of project completion; and 

• The degree to which scheduled water infrastructure or project design features 
would reduce or offset service impacts. 

Based on these factors, the Project would have a significant impact if the City’s water 
supplies would not adequately serve the Project or water distribution capacity would be 
inadequate to serve the proposed use after appropriate infrastructure improvements have 
been installed. 

Finding: 

With the implementation of the project design features identified in the Draft and Final 
EIR and Errata No.1 through Errata No.4, Project-level and cumulative impacts on water 
supply and water infrastructure would be less than significant. No mitigation measures 
are required. 
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Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Construction Impacts 

The water demand generated by construction activities for the Project 
would be substantially less than the existing water consumption of the 
School and the estimated water consumption of the School upon buildout 
of the Project.  In addition, water use during construction would be limited 
and would be temporary in nature.  Therefore, construction-related 
impacts to water supply and infrastructure would be less than significant.  

2. Operational Impacts 

a. Water Supply 

The Project Site’s water demand is estimated to be approximately 
23,671 gallons per day.  When accounting for the existing total 
Project Site water consumption of 11,510 gallons per day, the 
Project would result in a net increase in average daily water 
demand of approximately 12,161 gallons per day or approximately 
13.6 acre-feet per year (assuming constant water use throughout 
the year).  Based on LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management, 
projected water demand for the City would be met by the available 
supplies during an average year, single-dry year, and multiple-dry 
year through the year 2035, as well as the intervening years (i.e., 
2020).  The Project’s estimated net increase in water demand of 
approximately 13.6 acre-feet per year would comprise 
approximately 0.0021 percent, 0.002 percent, and 0.002 percent, 
respectively, of the water demand for the City in 2020 during an 
average year, single-dry year, and multiple-dry year period.  
Therefore, the Project would be well within the available and 
projected water supplies for normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry 
years through the year 2035 and, as such, LADWP will be able to 
meet the water demand for the Project as well as existing and 
planned water demands of its future service area.  Therefore, the 
Project’s operation-related impacts on water supply would be less 
than significant. 

b. Water Infrastructure 

(1) Domestic Water Infrastructure 

Based on the estimated domestic service flow requirements 
of the proposed buildings, new on-site water service lines 
would be needed to distribute water within the Project Site 
to serve these new buildings.  Specifically, the Project 
would include a new 4-inch domestic service connection to 
the existing 6-inch water main in Chaparal Street. 
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(2) Fire Protection 

The Los Angeles Fire Department has determined that in 
addition to the existing public hydrants located at the 
corner of Barrington Avenue and Chaparal Street and at the 
corner of Sunset Boulevard and Barrington Avenue, the 
Project would require one new private fire hydrant located 
at the northeast corner of the North Wing.  With the 
installation of this additional hydrant, the Los Angeles Fire 
Department determined that there would be sufficient 
number of fire hydrants adequately spaced surrounding the 
Project Site to provide the additional fire suppression needs 
of the Project. 

3. Cumulative Impacts 

a. Water Supply 

Based on LADWP’s 2010 Urban Water Management Plan water 
demand projections through 2035, and the service area reliability 
assessment conducted by the LADWP in its 2010 Urban Water 
Management Plan, LADWP determined that it will be able to 
reliably provide water to its customers through the year 2035, as 
well as the intervening years. Therefore, it is anticipated that 
LADWP would be able to supply the demands of the Project, the 
related projects, and future growth through 2035. Additionally, 
under the provisions of Senate Bill 610, LADWP is required to 
prepare a comprehensive water supply assessment for every new 
development “project” (as defined by Section 10912 of the Water 
Code) within its service area that reaches certain thresholds. The 
water supply assessment for such projects would evaluate the 
quality and reliability of existing and projected water supplies, as 
well as alternative sources of water supply and measures to secure 
alternative sources if needed. Furthermore, through LADWP’s 
Urban Water Management Plan process and the City’s Securing 
L.A.’s Water Supply, the City will meet all new demand for water 
due to projected population growth through a combination of water 
conservation and water recycling. Therefore, cumulative impacts 
on water supply would be less than significant. 

b. Water Infrastructure 

Similar to the Project, new development projects would be subject 
to LADWP review to assure that the existing public utility 
facilities would be adequate to meet the domestic and fire water 
demands of each project, and individual projects would be subject 
to LADWP and City requirements regarding infrastructure 
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improvements needed to meet  respective water demands, flow and 
pressure requirements, etc. Furthermore, LADWP, Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works, and the Los Angeles Fire 
Department would conduct ongoing evaluations to ensure facilities 
are adequate. Therefore, cumulative impacts on the water 
infrastructure system would be less than significant. 

Project Design Features 

• Project Design Feature L.1-1: The Project shall install new on-site water 
connections, where necessary, to distribute water within the Project Site. 

• Project Design Feature L.1-2: Improvements to the existing fire water system 
shall be designed and constructed to meet a minimum fire flow of 1,400 gallons 
per minute with a residual pressure of 20 pound per square inch. 

• Project Design Feature L.1-3: The Project shall implement the following water 
conservation features: 

o Use of high-efficiency irrigation systems, including centralized and 
weather-responsive irrigation controls, drip irrigation, and high-efficiency 
spray heads for turf areas. 

o Maximized use of native/adapted/drought tolerant plants. 

o Use of artificial turf on the proposed athletic field. 

o High-efficiency plumbing fixtures, including: low-flow lavatory faucets 
with a flow rate of 0.2 gallons per cycle; kitchen faucets with a flow rate 
of 1.8 gallons per minute; and high-efficiency toilets (1.28 gallons per 
flush) and urinals (0.5 gallon per flush). 

N. Utilities and Service Systems – Wastewater 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a set of sample questions that address 
impacts with regard to wastewater.  These questions are as follows: 

Would the project: 

• Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water 
Quality Control Board? 

• Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which would cause 
significant environmental effects? 
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• Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or 
may serve the project, that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

• In the context of these questions from Appendix G of the CEQA guidelines, the 
City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that a project would normally 
have a significant wastewater impact if: 

• The project would cause a measureable increase in wastewater flows at a point 
where, and a time when, a sewer’s capacity is already constrained or that would 
cause a sewer’s capacity to become constrained; or 

• The project’s additional wastewater flows would substantially or incrementally 
exceed the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by generating 
flows greater than those anticipated in the Wastewater Facilities Plan or General 
Plan and its elements. 

Finding: 

With implementation of the project design features described above, Project-level and 
cumulative impacts on wastewater facilities would be less than significant. No mitigation 
measures are required.  

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Construction Impacts 

Wastewater generation would occur incrementally throughout construction 
of the Project (i.e., up to 2020).  However, such use would be temporary 
and nominal when compared with the wastewater generated by the 
Project.  As such, wastewater generation from Project construction 
activities is not anticipated to cause a measurable increase in wastewater 
flows at a point where, and at a time when, a sewer’s capacity is already 
constrained or that would cause a sewer’s capacity to become constrained.  
For these same reasons, construction of the Project is not anticipated to 
generate wastewater flows that would substantially or incrementally 
exceed the future scheduled capacity of any one treatment plant by 
generating flows greater than those anticipated in the Integrated Resources 
Plan.  Construction activities would result in a negligible and temporary 
wastewater generation and are not anticipated to have any adverse impact 
on wastewater infrastructure.  In addition, most construction impacts 
associated with the installation of on-site wastewater facilities and off-site 
connections are expected to be confined to trenching and would be 
temporary in nature.  Therefore, Project construction impacts to the 
wastewater system would be less than significant. 

2. Operational Impacts 
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a. Wastewater Generation 

The Project is estimated to generate an average daily wastewater 
flow of approximately 23,543 gallons per day.  When accounting 
for the existing total Project Site wastewater generation, the Project 
would result in a net increase in average daily wastewater flows of 
approximately 18,033 gallons per day. 

b. Wastewater Treatment 

Wastewater generated by the Project would be conveyed via the 
existing wastewater conveyance systems for treatment at the 
Hyperion Treatment Plan.  The Hyperion Treatment Plant has a 
capacity of 450 million gallons per day and current wastewater 
flow levels are at 362 million gallons per day.  Accordingly, the 
capacity at the Hyperion Treatment Plant is 88 million gallons per 
day.  The Project would generate an additional 18,033 gallons per 
day or approximately 0.018 million gallons per day.  The Project’s 
net increase in average daily wastewater flow of 0.018 million 
gallons per day would represent approximately 0.02 percent of the 
current 88 million gallons per day available capacity of the 
Hyperion Treatment Plan.  Therefore, the Project-generated 
wastewater would be accommodated by the existing capacity of 
the Hyperion Treatment Plant and a less-than-significant impact 
would occur. 

In addition, the Project’s net increase in average daily wastewater 
generation of 0.018 million gallons per day plus the future 
Hyperion Service Area flows of approximately 511.5 million 
gallons per day would represent approximately 93 percent of the 
Hyperion Service Area’s 2020 capacity of 550 million gallons per 
day.  Thus, the Project’s additional wastewater flows would not 
substantially or incrementally exceed the future scheduled capacity 
of any treatment plant by generating flows greater than those 
anticipated in the Integrated Resources Plan.  Impacts with respect 
to wastewater treatment capacity would be less than significant. 

c. Wastewater Infrastructure 

Based on the current approximate flow levels and design capacities 
in the sewer system, the City determined that the existing sanitary 
sewer lines would have an adequate capacity to accommodate the 
additional infrastructure demand created by the Project.  Therefore, 
the Project would not cause a measurable increase in wastewater 
flows at a point where, and at a time when, a sewer’s capacity is 
already constrained or that would cause a sewer’s capacity to 
become constrained.  Thus, impacts with regards to wastewater 
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generation and infrastructure capacity would be less than 
significant. 

3. Cumulative Impacts 

a. Wastewater Generation 

Forecasted growth from known related projects in areas that are 
tributary to the City sewers serving the Project Site would generate 
an average daily wastewater flow of approximately 
164,017 gallons per day or approximately 0.164 million gallons 
per day.  Combined with the Project’s net average daily 
wastewater flow of approximately 18,033 gallons per day or 
0.018 million gallons per day, this equates to a cumulative increase 
in average daily wastewater flow of approximately 0.182 million 
gallons per day. 

b. Wastewater Treatment 

The Project combined with the specific related projects and the 
forecasted 2020 wastewater flow of 511.5 million gallons per day 
for the Hyperion Service Area would result in a total cumulative 
wastewater flow of approximately 511.682 million gallons per day.  
Based on the capacity of the Hyperion Service Area of 
approximately 550 million gallons per day in 2020, the Hyperion 
Service Area is expected to have adequate capacity to 
accommodate the cumulative 2020 wastewater flows of 
approximately 511.682 million gallons per day.  Therefore, 
cumulative impacts on the wastewater treatment systems would be 
less than significant. 

c. Wastewater Infrastructure 

As with the Project, new development projects occurring in the 
Project vicinity would be required to coordinate with the City of 
Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation via a sewer capacity availability 
request to determine adequate sewer capacity.  In addition, new 
development projects would also be subject to Los Angeles 
Municipal Code Sections 64.11 and 64.12, which require approval 
of a sewer permit prior to connection to the sewer system.  
Additionally, in order to connect to the sewer system, related 
projects in the City of Los Angeles would be subject to payment of 
the City’s Sewerage Facilities Charge.  Payment of such fees 
would help to offset the costs associated with infrastructure 
improvements that would be needed to accommodate wastewater 
generated by overall future growth.  Furthermore, similar to the 
Project, each related project would be required to comply with 
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water conservation programs of the local jurisdictions and the 
state.  Therefore, cumulative impacts on the City’s wastewater 
infrastructure would be less than significant. 

Project Design Features: 

• Project Design Feature L.2-1:  Prior to the development of a new building, the 
capacity of the on-site sanitary sewers serving the building shall be evaluated 
based on applicable Bureau of Sanitation and California Plumbing Code standards 
and new sanitary sewer lines and connections shall be installed on-site as 
necessary to accommodate proposed flows. 

• Project Design Feature L.2-2: Necessary Project sanitary sewer lines and 
connections shall be designed and constructed to conform to the applicable 
Bureau of Sanitation and California Plumbing Code standards. 

In addition, as discussed in Section IV.L-1, Utilities and Service Systems—Water 
Supply, of the Draft EIR, the Project would implement a variety of water conservation 
features including, but not limited to, the use of high efficiency irrigation systems, water 
efficient landscaping, and high efficiency plumbing fixtures.  By reducing the amount of 
water consumed, these conservation measures would also serve to reduce the amount of 
wastewater generated by the Project. 

VII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT PRIOR TO 
MITIGATION, WHERE MITIGATION WAS NONETHELESS PROVIDED TO 
FURTHER REDUCE IMPACTS 

A. Cultural Resources – Historic Resources  

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a sample question that address impacts 
with regard to historic resources.  The questions is as follows: 

Would the project: 

• Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource as 
defined in Section 15064.5? 

(1) Historic Resources: 

In the context of the above questions from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that a 
project would normally have a significant impact on historical resources if 
it would result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
historical resource.  Accordingly, the Project would have a significant 
impact on historical resources if a substantial adverse change in historic 
significance occurs due to any of the following: 
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• Demolition of a significant resource; 

• Relocation that does not maintain the integrity and significance of 
a significant resource; 

• Conversion, rehabilitation, or alteration of a significant resource 
which does not conform to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 
Buildings; or 

• Construction that reduces the integrity or significance of important 
resources on the site or in the vicinity. 

The above significance thresholds established by the City of Los Angeles 
include, and go beyond, all of the provisions set forth in the CEQA 
Guidelines and, as such, the significance thresholds set forth in the City of 
Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide are used in the EIR analysis. 

Finding: 

Project-level and cumulative impacts with regard to historic resources would be less than 
significant.  Nonetheless, mitigation measures have been proposed to ensure that no 
significant Project-level and cumulative impacts with regard to historic resources would 
result from implementation of the Project. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Historic Resources 

As part of the Project, the single-family residences on the Chaparal and 
Barrington Parcels would be removed.  However, these residences are not 
considered historical resources under CEQA.  In addition, with the 
removal of the existing North Wing and kitchen, the Main Building would 
retain sufficient character-defining features and integrity to convey its 
historic significance and would remain eligible for designation.  
Therefore, impacts to historical resources during demolition of existing 
structures would be less than significant.  Notwithstanding, Mitigation 
Measures D-1 through D-7 would ensure appropriate measures are 
implemented for the protection of the original portion of the Main 
Building during removal of the North Wing and kitchen. 

Following implementation of the Project, the Main Building would remain 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, and would 
maintain its current California Register and local Historic-Cultural 
Monument designations.  The Main Building also would retain significant 
character-defining features and integrity to convey its historic 
significance, including integrity of setting which would not be materially 
impacted by the Project.  Therefore, impacts to historical resources 
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associated with new construction would be less than significant.  
Notwithstanding, Mitigation Measures D-1 through D-7 would be 
implemented to ensure the protection of the original portion of the Main 
Building. 

2. Cumulative Impacts 

Project-related impacts to the historic Main Building would be less than 
significant.  Thus, as the former Eastern Star Home has been determined 
to be eligible for listing due to its architectural design that is unique to the 
building and due to its association with the architect that designed the 
building, it is not expected that the related projects would impact other 
historic resources of the same character as that which is present within the 
Project Site.  In addition, due to the distance of the related projects to the 
Project Site, related projects are not anticipated to impact the historic Main 
Building or other contributing features within the Project Site.  Therefore, 
cumulative impacts on historic resources would be less than significant. 

With regard to potential cumulative impacts related to archaeological and 
paleontological resources, the Project vicinity is located within an 
urbanized area that has been disturbed and developed over time.  In the 
event that archaeological and paleontological resources are uncovered, 
each related project would be required to comply with applicable 
regulatory requirements.  In addition, as part of the environmental review 
processes for the related projects, it is expected that mitigation measures 
would be established as necessary to address the potential for uncovering 
archaeological and paleontological resources.  Thus, impacts associated 
with archaeological and paleontological resources would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

Mitigation Measures: 

While the Project would not result in significant adverse impacts to historical and 
archaeological resources, the following mitigation measures are included to ensure that 
potential impacts to historical resources would be further reduced: 

• Mitigation Measure D-1:  The Applicant shall include an engineer with historic 
preservation expertise to ensure that appropriate shoring and other protective 
measures are in place for the original portion of the Main Building during 
demolition and construction of the North Wing.  The demolition and shoring plan 
shall be approved by the City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources. 

• Mitigation Measure D-2:  The design of the proposed new North Wing shall be 
approved by the City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources and shall meet 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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• Mitigation Measure D-3:  Any proposed maintenance or rehabilitation of the 
original portion of the Main Building shall comply with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  A Maintenance Plan based on the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation shall be developed to 
address the ongoing treatment and maintenance of the Main Building. 

• Mitigation Measure D-4:  The Applicant shall nominate the Main Building and 
its associated site features for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. 

• Mitigation Measure D-5:  The Applicant shall produce measured drawings of 
the Main Building prior to implementation of the Project.  The drawings shall 
become part of the historic record for the building with one set of drawings 
maintained on-site and a second set provided to the City of Los Angeles Office of 
Historic Resources. 

• Mitigation Measure D-6:  The Applicant shall develop and implement an 
interpretive program on the Project Site.  Components of the interpretive program 
may include on-site signage or other display(s); information about the historic 
significance of the Main Building and historic photographs on the Applicant’s 
website; a brochure or other printed material documenting the history of the site; 
or other programs or materials developed by the Applicant.  The Applicant shall 
provide the City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources a plan for the 
interpretive program prior to implementation. 

• Mitigation Measure D-7:  In addition to City of Los Angeles Office of Historic 
Resources review, a qualified preservation professional who meets the Secretary 
of the Interior’s professional standards shall act as peer review for mitigation 
monitoring related to rehabilitation, new construction, interpretive programming, 
and the nomination of the Main Building for listing in the National Register. 

B. Geology and Soils – Geologic Hazards 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Refer to Section VI.C, above.   

Finding: 

Impacts associated with geologic hazards and sedimentation and erosion would be less 
than significant.  Nonetheless, mitigation measures have been proposed to ensure that no 
significant impacts associated with geologic hazards and sedimentation and erosion 
would occur from implementation of the Project.  

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Geologic Hazards 

a. Seismic Hazards 
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(1) Strong Seismic Ground Shaking 

The Project Site would not be exposed to a greater than 
normal seismic risk compared to other areas of Southern 
California.  In addition, as with any new development in 
the State of California, building design and construction for 
the Project would be required to conform to the current 
seismic design provisions of the California Building Code.  
Therefore, the Project would not cause or accelerate 
geologic hazards related to strong seismic ground shaking, 
which would result in substantial damage to structures or 
infrastructure, or expose people to substantial risk of injury, 
and impacts associated with strong seismic ground shaking 
would be less than significant.  Notwithstanding, 
Mitigation Measure E-1 would require the preparation of 
site-specific geotechnical reports prior to the issuance of 
building or grading permits that would include detailed 
geotechnical recommendations to address the site-specific 
conditions and construction and design requirements for the 
proposed buildings, including applicable seismic design 
parameters.  With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure E-1, impacts associated with strong seismic 
ground shaking would be further reduced. 

b. Soil Stability 

The soils underlying the Project Site consist of fill and older 
alluvial deposits.  Based on the Geotechnical Engineering 
Investigation for the Project, the existing fill is considered to be 
unsuitable for support of foundations, concrete slabs, or additional 
fill.  With implementation of Mitigation Measure E-2, the Project 
would not cause or accelerate geologic hazards related to unstable 
soils, which would result in substantial damage to structures or 
infrastructure, or expose people to substantial risk of injury, and 
impacts associated with unstable soils would be reduced to less 
than significant. 

c. Expansive Soils 

The earth materials underlying the Project Site have yielded test 
results from the low to the high expansion potential ranges.  
Expansive soils are typically addressed through drainage control 
and increased reinforcing for foundations and concrete slabs-on-
grade.  The LAMC and CBC set forth specific minimum drainage 
and soil stability requirements for all projects.  Compliance with 
regulatory requirements set forth by Mitigation Measure E-1 would 
minimize risk of damage to structures due to expansive soils.  
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Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure E-1, 
potential impacts related to expansive soils would be reduced to a 
level that is less than significant. 

2. Sedimentation and Erosion 

Sedimentation and erosion could potentially occur from exposed soils 
during Project construction.  However, construction activities would occur 
in accordance with erosion control requirements, including grading and 
dust control measures, imposed by the City pursuant to grading permit 
regulations.  In addition, the Project would be required to have an erosion 
control plan approved by the City of Los Angeles Department of Building 
and Safety, as well as a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan pursuant to 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit requirements.  
As part of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, Best Management 
Practices would be implemented during construction to reduce 
sedimentation and erosion levels to the maximum extent possible.  
Furthermore, the Project would be required to have a Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan in place during the operational life of the 
Project.  The Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan would include 
Best Management Practices that would reduce on-site erosion from 
vegetated areas on the Project Site.  As such, with implementation of these 
requirements and Mitigation Measures E-3 and E-4, Project construction 
would not constitute a geologic hazard to other properties by causing or 
accelerating instability from erosion, or accelerate natural processes of 
wind and water erosion and sedimentation, resulting in sediment runoff or 
deposition which would not be contained or controlled on-site, and 
impacts related to sedimentation and erosion would be less than 
significant. 

Project Design Features / Regulatory Compliance Measures: 

• Project Design Feature E-1:  Development of the Project Site shall comply with 
the construction and design recommendations provided in the site-specific 
geotechnical report. 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure E-1:  Earthwork activities associated with the 
grading and export of soil shall occur in accordance with City requirements, as 
specified in the Los Angeles Building Code and CBC and through the grading 
plan review and approval process, including a haul route approval as specified in 
the LAMC. 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure E-2:  Appropriate erosion control and 
drainage devices shall be provided to the satisfaction of the City of Los Angeles 
Department of Building and Safety through the grading plan review and approval 
process.  These measures would include, but not be limited to, interceptor 
terraces, berms, vee-channels, and inlet and outlet structures, as specified by 
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Section 91.7013 of the Los Angeles Building Code, including planting fast-
growing annual and perennial grasses in areas where construction is not 
immediately planned. 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure E-3:  Project building design and construction 
shall conform to the current building and safety design provisions of the LAMC, 
which incorporates the CBC, including all provisions related to seismic activity. 

Mitigation Measures: 

In addition to the project design features and regulatory compliance measures set forth 
above, the following mitigation measures are included to ensure that potential impacts 
related to geology and soils would be less than significant: 

• Mitigation Measure E-1:  Prior to the issuance of building or grading permits, 
the Applicant shall submit a final design-level geotechnical, geologic, and seismic 
hazard investigation report that complies with all applicable state and local code 
requirements prepared by a qualified geotechnical engineer and certified 
engineering geologist.  The report shall be submitted the Los Angeles Department 
of Building and Safety, consistent with City of Los Angeles requirements.  The 
site-specific geotechnical report shall include recommendations for the specific 
building location and design including those pertaining to site preparation, fills 
and compaction, foundations, etc.  The site-specific geotechnical reports shall be 
prepared to the written satisfaction of the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Building and Safety. 

• Mitigation Measure E-2:  During construction, non-engineered fills shall be 
excavated and replaced, as compacted fill properly bunched into suitable 
materials in accordance with City of Los Angeles requirements, or removed.  The 
suitability of the excavated material for reuse in the compacted fills shall be 
confirmed during the final design-level, site specific geotechnical investigation. 

• Mitigation Measure E-3:  Excavation and grading activities shall be scheduled 
during dry weather periods.  If grading occurs during the rainy season (October 15 
through April 1), diversion dikes shall be constructed to channel runoff around the 
site.  Channels shall be lined with grass or roughened pavement to reduce runoff 
velocity. 

• Mitigation Measure E-4:  Stockpiled and excavated soil shall be covered with 
secured tarps or plastic sheeting. 

C. Public Services – Police Protection 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Refer to Section VI.I, above.  

Finding: 
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During operation, impacts on police protection services would be less than significant.  
No mitigation measures are required; however mitigation measures are described in the 
Final EIR which would ensure that the Project is designed in a manner that would further 
reduce potential impacts on police protection services, even though mitigation for a 
specific significant impact is not needed.  

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Operational Impacts 

The Project would not include the development of new residential units 
that would generate a new residential population in the service area of the 
West Los Angeles Community Police Station.  While the Project could 
increase the daytime population within the West Los Angeles Community 
Police Station service area by 125 persons, based on a preliminary review 
of the proposed improvements, the Los Angeles Police Department 
indicated that the Project, due to its size, would have a limited impact on 
police services provided by the West Los Angeles Community Police 
Station.  It is noted that the Applicant maintains a closed campus requiring 
all visitors, guests, and vendors to have appointments prior to being 
granted access.  In addition, the Applicant maintains full-time security 
guards during all campus hours.  As part of the project design features for 
the Project, these existing security and safety features would be continued 
to reduce the demand for Los Angeles Police Department services.  
Therefore, the Project would not result in a demand for additional services 
that would exceed the capability of the Los Angeles Police Department to 
serve the Project Site and impacts in this regard would be less than 
significant.  Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures J.2-1 through J.2-3 are 
included to ensure that specific design features would be implemented that 
would further reduce potential impacts to police protection services. 

Additionally, due to the proximity of the West Los Angeles Community 
Police Station (1.9 miles) to the Project Site, emergency response times to 
the Project Site are not expected to increase significantly.  Further, the 
additional traffic generated by the Project would not significantly impact 
emergency vehicle response times to the Project Site and surrounding 
uses, including along City-designated disaster routes (the closest of which 
are San Vicente Boulevard and the I-405 Freeway), since the drivers of 
emergency vehicles normally have a variety of options for avoiding 
traffic, such as using sirens to clear a path of travel or driving in the lanes 
of opposing traffic.  Therefore, Project-related traffic is not anticipated to 
impair the Los Angeles Police Department from responding to 
emergencies at the Project Site or the surrounding area. 

Based on the above, Project impacts related to the ability of the Los 
Angeles Police Department to provide adequate police protection services 
would be less than significant. 
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Project Design Features - Operation: 

• Project Design Feature J.2-2:  The Project shall increase safety by creating an 
all-pedestrian campus thereby eliminating the existing pedestrian-vehicular 
conflicts associated with students crossing the existing surface parking lots to 
access the athletic field. 

• Project Design Feature J.2-3:  The Project shall allow all permitted student-
driven carpools to park on campus, increasing safety by not having students cross 
Barrington Avenue and Sunset Boulevard. 

• Project Design Feature J.2-4:  The Project shall include the installation of new 
security fences and an emergency alert system. 

• Project Design Feature J.2-5:  The Project shall maintain the gated opening 
along Chaparal Street, which would be used for emergency vehicle access and for 
service and delivery access to the Multipurpose Facility, Performing Arts Center, 
and Visual Arts Center. 

• Project Design Feature J.2-7:  The Applicant shall maintain a closed campus 
requiring all visitors, guests, and vendors to have appointments prior to being 
granted access.  Full-time security guards shall also be provided during all 
campus hours. 

Mitigation Measures: 

Although operation of the Project would not result in significant impacts on police 
services provided by the Los Angeles Police Department, in accordance with City 
policies, Mitigation Measures J.2-1, J.2-2, and J.2-3 are included to ensure that specific 
design features would be implemented that would further reduce potential impacts related 
to police protection services. 

• Mitigation Measure J.2-1:  The Applicant shall consult with the Los Angeles 
Police Department Crime Prevention Unit regarding crime prevention features 
appropriate for the design of the Project and subsequently, shall submit plot plans 
for the Project for review and comment. 

• Mitigation Measure J.2-2:  Upon completion of each building, the Applicant 
shall provide the Los Angeles Police Department-West Bureau Commanding 
Officer with a diagram of each portion of the property, including access routes, 
and any additional information that might facilitate police response. 

• Mitigation Measure J.2-3:  The design of new development facing public 
sidewalks shall consider the Los Angeles Police Department’s Design Out Crime 
Guidelines. 
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VIII. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT BUT CAN BE 
MITIGATED TO BELOW A LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE 

The following areas have been found to have potentially significant impacts that can be 
mitigated to below a level of significance.  The City of Los Angeles finds that changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect in the following areas: 

A. Air Quality - Construction 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Refer to Section VI.B, above.  

Finding: 

The Project could result in an exceedance of the SCAQMD regional significance 
threshold for NOX during the most intense Project construction period, and therefore 
cause a potentially significant impact to air quality.  Changes or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant environmental effect.  With incorporation of the mitigation measures, Project-
level and cumulative regional air quality impacts during construction would be reduced to 
a less than significant level. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Construction – Regional Emissions 

Implementation of the mitigation measures described in the Final EIR 
would reduce construction emissions for all pollutants.  However, the 
Project has the potential to result in an exceedance of the SCAQMD 
regional significance threshold for NOX during the most intense 
construction period.  However, as described in Section II, Corrections and 
Additions to the Draft EIR, of the Final EIR, the Project has incorporated 
refined mitigation that will reduce Project-level and cumulative regional 
air quality impacts during construction to less than significant.  

2. Construction – Localized Emissions 

Maximum localized construction emissions for off-site sensitive receptors 
would not exceed the localized screening thresholds for CO, NOX, PM10, 
and PM2.5 during most construction activities.  However, localized 
emissions could potentially exceed the applicable screening-level LST for 
PM10, and PM2.5 during excavation and grading.  Therefore, localized 
construction emissions resulting from the Project could result in a 
significant short-term impact without mitigation.  However, with 
implementation of the mitigation measures described in the Final EIR, 
localized NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions would be reduced between 55 
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and 60 percent.  With incorporation of mitigation measures, maximum 
localized construction emissions for off-site sensitive receptors would not 
exceed the localized screening thresholds for CO, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5.  
Therefore, Project-level and cumulative localized construction emissions 
would result in a less than significant impact with incorporation of 
mitigation measures. 

Project Design Features / Regulatory Compliance Measures – Construction: 

• Project Design Feature B-1: The owner or contractor shall limit on-site 
construction vehicle speeds to no more than 15 miles per hour to reduce dust. 

• Project Design Feature B-2:  Prior to the start of construction involving the use 
of heavy duty construction equipment, the Project Applicant shall prepare an 
updated Health Risk Assessment, including any available guidance provided by 
SCAQMD, to utilize the then-most current version as applicable of the Guidance 
Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments, Air Toxics Hot Spots 
Program, issued by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.  The 
updated Health Risk Assessment shall assess the potential for the Project to 
generate certain emissions that could cause an exceedance of the standards 
identified in Section IV.B.3.a(3) of the Draft EIR.  If and to the extent necessary 
based on the updated Health Risk Assessment, the Project shall incorporate 
additional measures to reduce such emissions and keep the Project below the 
standards, including, but not limited to, any of the following measures: 

 Require the use of 2010 and newer diesel haul trucks (e.g., material 
delivery trucks and soil import/export, as applicable). 

 Require the use of off-road diesel-powered equipment that meets EPA 
Tier 4 diesel emissions control standards. 

 Require the use of diesel particulate filters for off-road diesel-powered 
equipment. 

 Require the use of alternatively-fueled off-road powered equipment.  

 Verification of Project compliance with this measure shall be provided by 
submittal of the updated Health Risk Assessment, identifying the additional measures (if 
any) to ensure that the Project would not cause an exceedance of then-applicable 
standards, to the Department of City Planning. 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure B-1:  In accordance with SCAQMD Rule 403, 
the Project shall incorporate fugitive dust control measures at least as effectively 
as the measures included in Table 1 of SCAQMD Rule 403: 

o Use watering to control dust generation during the demolition of 
structures; 
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o Use of watering and/or street sweeping for on-site paved roads used for 
construction activities; 

o Clean-up mud and dirt carried onto paved streets from the site; 

o Install wheel washers for all exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks 
of all trucks and equipment leaving the site; 

o All haul trucks would be covered or would maintain at least 6 inches of 
freeboard; 

o Suspend earthmoving operations or additional watering would be 
implemented to meet Rule 403 criteria if wind gusts exceed 25 mph; and 

o An information sign shall be posted at the entrance to the 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.  A 
construction relations officer shall be appointed to act as a community 
liaison concerning on-site activity, including investigation and resolution 
of issues related to fugitive dust generation. 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure B-2:  The Project shall comply with 
SCAQMD Rule 1113 limiting the VOC content of architectural coatings. 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure B-3:  The Project shall install odor-reducing 
equipment in accordance with SCAQMD Rule 1138. 

Mitigation Measures: 

The following mitigation measures: (1) are intended to implement requirements of 
SCAQMD Rule 403 (Fugitive Dust); and (2) set forth a program of air pollution control 
strategies designed to reduce the Project’s air quality impacts to the extent feasible during 
construction. 

• Mitigation Measure B-1:  The owner or contractor shall keep the construction 
area sufficiently dampened to control dust caused by construction and hauling, 
and at all times provide reasonable control of dust caused by wind.  All unpaved 
demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least three times daily during 
excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be used to reduce 
dust emissions and meet SCAQMD District Rule 403. 

• Mitigation Measure B-2:  All materials transported off-site shall be either 
sufficiently watered or securely covered to prevent excessive amounts of spillage 
or dust. 
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• Mitigation Measure B-3:  All clearing, earth-moving, or excavation activities 
shall be discontinued during periods of high winds (i.e., greater than 25 mph), so 
as to prevent excessive amounts of dust. 

• Mitigation Measure B-4:  The Project representative shall make available to the 
lead agency and SCAQMD a comprehensive inventory of all off-road 
construction equipment, equal to or greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used 
an aggregate of 40 or more hours during construction of the project.  The 
inventory shall include the horsepower rating, engine production year, and 
certification of the specified Tier standard.  A copy of each such unit’s certified 
tier specification, BACT documentation, and CARB or AQMD operating permit 
shall be provided onsite at the time of mobilization of each applicable unit of 
equipment.  Off-road diesel-powered equipment that will be used an aggregate of 
40 or more hours during construction of the Project shall meet the Tier 3 
standards and front-end loaders used during construction activities associated with 
excavation and grading for the underground parking garage and Multipurpose 
Facility shall meet the Tier 4 interim standards.  Construction contractors 
supplying heavy duty diesel equipment greater than 50 horsepower shall be 
encouraged to apply for AQMD SOON funds.  Information including the AQMD 
website shall be provided to each contractor which uses heavy duty diesel for 
on-site construction activities. 

• Mitigation Measure B-5:  All construction equipment shall be properly tuned 
and maintained in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications. 

• Mitigation Measure B-6:  During excavation and grading for the underground 
parking garage and Multipurpose Facility, the Project shall use contractors for soil 
import/export with a minimum of 80 percent of haul trucks meeting EPA Model 
Year 2007 NOX emissions levels. 

• Mitigation Measure B-7:  Contractors shall maintain and operate construction 
equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions.  During construction, trucks and 
vehicles in loading and unloading queues will have their engines turned off after 
5 minutes when not in use, to reduce vehicle emissions. 

• Mitigation Measure B-8:  Construction activities shall be discontinued during 
second-stage smog alerts. 

• Mitigation Measure B-9:  To the extent possible, petroleum-powered 
construction activity shall use electricity from power poles rather than temporary 
diesel power generators and/or gasoline power generators. 

B. Cultural Resources – Paleontological Resources 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 
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Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides a set of sample questions that address 
impacts with regard to paleontological resources.  These questions are as follows: 

Would the project: 

• Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

• Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? 

(1) Paleontological Resources 

In the context of the above questions from Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide states that 
the determination of the significance of paleontological impacts shall be 
made on a case-by-case basis, considering the following factors: 

• Whether, or the degree to which, the project might result in the 
permanent loss of, or loss of access to, a paleontological resource; 
and 

• Whether the paleontological resource is of regional or statewide 
significance. 

Based on these factors, the Project would have a significant impact on 
paleontological resources, if: 

The Project would result in the permanent loss of or loss of access to, a 
paleontological resource of regional of statewide significance. 

Finding: 

The potential exists for paleontological resources to be uncovered during construction 
activities and therefore impacts associated with paleontological resources could be 
potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated 
into, the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect.  
With incorporation of the mitigation measures, any potential impacts related to 
paleontological resources would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Paleontological Resources 

As described in the paleontological records search included in Appendix I 
of the Draft EIR, surficial deposits in the area of the Project Site consist of 
older Quaternary Alluvium, derived primarily as fan deposits from the 
Santa Monica Mountains to the north.  Generally, these unconsolidated 
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Quaternary deposits do not contain vertebrate fossils in the uppermost 
layers; however, these deposits are known to contain fossils at varying 
depths.  Specifically, surface grading or very shallow excavations in older 
Quaternary Alluvium in most of the Project Site area are unlikely to 
encounter vertebrate fossils.  However, excavations as shallow as 6 feet 
may uncover important fossil vertebrate remains.  As indicated above, the 
anticipated maximum depth of excavation for Project development is 
approximately 38 feet below ground surface (plus an additional 5 feet of 
local excavation for footings).  Therefore, the potential exists for 
paleontological resources to be uncovered during construction activities 
and impacts associated with paleontological resources could be potentially 
significant.  However, in the event that paleontological resources are 
encountered during excavation and grading activities, Mitigation 
Measure D-8 would be implemented to ensure all work would cease in 
that area.  The recommendations of a paleontologist would then be 
followed with regard to the preservation, conservation, or relocation of the 
resource, as appropriate.  With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure D-8, any potential impacts related to paleontological resources 
would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

Project Design Features / Regulatory Compliance Measures: 

• Regulatory Compliance Measure D-2:  If human remains are encountered 
during construction, work in the affected area and the immediate vicinity shall be 
halted immediately.  The construction manager at the Project Site shall be 
notified, and shall notify the archaeologist and Native American monitor, if they 
are not on-site at the time, as well as the responsible lead agency of the discovery, 
who in turn shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission and the 
County Coroner pursuant to procedures and requirements set forth in California 
Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5.  Disposition of the human remains and 
any associated grave goods shall also be in accordance with this regulation and 
Public Resources Code 5097.91 and 5097.98, as amended.  The archaeologist and 
the Native American monitor, with the concurrence of the City, shall determine 
the area of potential impact and the timing when construction activities can 
resume. 

Mitigation Measures: 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce potentially 
significant impacts associated with the uncovering of a paleontological resource 
to a less than significant level: 

• Mitigation Measure D-8:  If any paleontological materials are encountered 
during ground-disturbing activities for construction of the project, all further 
ground-disturbing activities in the area shall be temporarily diverted and the 
services of a qualified paleontologist shall then be secured.  The paleontologist 
shall assess the discovered material(s) and prepare a survey, study or report 
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evaluating the impact.  The paleontologist’s survey, study or report shall contain a 
recommendation(s), if necessary, for the preservation, conservation, or relocation 
of the resource, as appropriate.  The Applicant shall comply with the 
recommendations of the evaluating paleontologist, as contained in the survey, 
study or report, and a copy of the paleontological survey, study or report shall be 
submitted to the Los Angeles County Natural History Museum.  Ground-
disturbing activities may resume once the paleontologist’s recommendations have 
been implemented to the satisfaction of the paleontologist. 

C. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Refer to Section VI.E, above.  

Finding: 

Impacts associated with asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint and PCBs 
could be potentially significant.  Changes or alterations have been required in, or 
incorporated into, the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect.  With incorporation of the mitigation measures, any potential 
impacts related to asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint and PCBs would be 
reduced to a less than significant level. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Construction Impacts 

a. Asbestos-Containing Materials and Lead-Based Paint 

An Asbestos Survey conducted in 1996 for the Main Building 
revealed that asbestos was found.  In addition, since the residences 
located on the Barrington Parcel and the Chaparal Parcel were 
constructed prior to the 1978 ban on friable asbestos-containing 
building materials, there is a potential for asbestos to also be 
present within the residences.  As part of the Project, the existing 
North Wing of the Main Building as well as the residences on the 
Barrington Parcel and the Chaparal Parcel would be removed, 
which would have the potential to release asbestos fibers into the 
atmosphere if not properly stabilized or removed prior to 
demolition activities.  However, in accordance with regulatory 
requirements, impacts related to asbestos-containing materials 
during construction would be less than significant. 

Similarly, lead-based paint, which was also banned in 1978, may 
be present within the Project Site.  Accordingly, Project demolition 
activities may have the potential for lead exposure.  However, with 
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implementation of Mitigation Measure F-1, potential impacts 
related to lead-based paint would be less than significant. 

b. Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

The interior of the Main Building contains fluorescent lights and 
was constructed during the years before 1979 when fluorescent 
light ballasts contained PCBs.  Thus, some of the older ballasts in 
the Main Building may contain PCBs.  As such, the demolition of 
the North Wing would have the potential to remove on-site 
ballasts, and therefore result in a potential for exposure to PCBs.  
However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure F-2, the 
Project would not expose people to substantial risk resulting from 
the release or explosion of a hazardous material, or from exposure 
to a health hazard, in excess of regulatory standards associated 
with PCBs.  Therefore, no significant human exposure to PCBs is 
anticipated from the construction of the Project. 

Mitigation Measures: 

The following mitigation measures are included to ensure that potential impacts 
associated with hazards and hazardous materials would be less than significant: 

• Mitigation Measure F-1:  Prior to the issuance of any demolition permit, a lead-
based paint survey shall be performed in compliance with applicable federal and 
State regulations.  Should lead-based paint materials be identified, the Applicant 
shall provide evidence to the Department of Building and Safety demonstrating 
that the demolition/renovation contract provides that standard handling and 
disposal practices be implemented pursuant to Occupational Safety and Health 
Act regulations.  If necessary, an Operations and Maintenance Plan shall also be 
prepared. 

• Mitigation Measure F-2:  Electrical transformers, hydraulic elevator equipment, 
light ballasts, and other equipment suspected to contain PCBs shall be inspected 
for the presence of PCBs prior to any disturbance or removal.  All equipment 
found to contain PCBs shall be removed and disposed in accordance with all 
applicable local, State and federal regulations including, but not limited to CCR 
Title 22 and EPA 40 CFR.  In addition, a thorough assessment of any stained 
areas for the potential impact of PCBs and/or hydraulic oil are recommended.  If 
impacted soil is identified, it should be properly characterized, removed and 
disposed of by a licensed hazardous materials contractor. 

D. Noise 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Refer to Section VI.H, above.  
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Findings: 

Impacts associated with noise from athletic activities could be potentially significant.  
Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which 
avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effect.  With incorporation of 
the mitigation measures, any potential impacts related to noise from athletic activities 
would be reduced to a less than significant level.  

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Outdoor Athletic Activities - Athletic Field Use 

As part of the Project, the existing outdoor athletic field would be 
improved and would include overlapping regulation-size soccer and 
softball fields. As proposed in the Draft EIR, these fields would be used 
for practice and Interscholastic Athletic Competitions hosted on weekdays 
until 8:00 P.M. and on Saturdays. The soccer field is proposed to be 
located on the northwest corner of the campus with the long axis of the 
field running east to west (parallel to the north property line). This 
proposed east-west orientation would be consistent with the orientation of 
the existing soccer field. The soccer field would also be used for field 
hockey. The existing softball field is located in the southeast corner of the 
existing multi-use athletic field and overlaps with the soccer field. As part 
of the Project described in the Draft EIR, the softball field was proposed to 
be located in the southwest corner of the multi-use field and would be 
oriented to direct softballs toward the interior of the campus away from 
adjacent properties. This orientation was proposed to be consistent with 
the National Federation of State High School Associations’ recommended 
orientation of east-northeast to keep the batter, catcher, and spectators 
from looking into the afternoon sun. 

In response to public comments, the Project has been refined to shift the 
athletic field approximately 7 feet 6 inches to the east. Shifting the athletic 
field approximately 7 feet 6 inches to the east would move the athletic 
field as far away as possible from the neighbors to the west of the campus 
property boundary while still maintaining regulation-size soccer and 
softball fields. This expanded setback would allow for more plantings 
within a larger landscaped buffer along the western property boundary of 
the campus. 

As described in the Draft EIR, softball activities would result in 
potentially significant impacts on weekdays between 3:00 P.M. and 6:00 
P.M. (Lmax noise level impacts at the sensitive receptors) and between 
6:00 P.M. and 8:00 P.M. (hourly Leq and Lmax noise level impacts at the 
sensitive receptors), and on Saturday (Lmax noise level impacts at the 
sensitive receptors). An analysis of the potential noise impacts of future 
softball events for a northwest field orientation is also provided in the 
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Draft EIR. As noted in the Draft EIR, a northwest field orientation would 
result in new hourly Leq noise impacts for softball activities on weekdays 
from 6:00 P.M. and 8:00 P.M. and on Saturdays. Pursuant to Mitigation 
Measure I-2, the Project has been refined to maintain the softball field in 
its existing northwest orientation and located in the southeast corner of the 
athletic field.  This refinement reduces the Project’s significant impact 
from softball activities on weekdays from 3:00 P.M. to 6:00 P.M. to less 
than significant with mitigation.  

As part of the Project described in the Draft EIR, expanded use of the 
athletic field was proposed for activities between 6:00 P.M. and 8:00 P.M. 
on weekdays. As noted above, softball activities would result in 
potentially significant impacts on weekdays between 6:00 P.M. and 8:00 
P.M. Soccer and field hockey activities also would result in a potentially 
significant impact on weekdays between 6:00 P.M. and 8:00 P.M. (hourly 
Leq and Lmax noise level impacts at the sensitive receptors). Pursuant to 
Mitigation Measure I-3, the Project hours and operations have been 
refined and use of the athletic field will end at 6:00 P.M.  Implementation 
of Mitigation Measures I-2 and I-3 would eliminate the Project’s hourly 
Leq and Lmax noise level impacts at the sensitive receptors due to 
weekday softball activities and soccer or field hockey activities during 
6:00 P.M. to 8:00 P.M. 

As part of the Project described in the Draft EIR, use of the athletic field 
was proposed on Saturday for Extracurricular Activities (e.g., athletic 
practice) from 10:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. and for Interscholastic Athletic 
Competitions (e.g., games) from 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. With the 
northwest field orientation provided for in Mitigation Measure I-2, 
potentially significant impacts would occur from softball activities on 
Saturday (hourly Leq noise levels at LR10 and Lmax noise levels at LR01, 
LR02, LR03, LR10, and LR13). Soccer and field hockey activities also 
would result in a potentially significant impact on Saturday (hourly Leq 
noise levels at LR02, LR03, LR10, and LR13 and Lmax noise levels at 
LR01, LR02, LR03, LR10, and LR13). Pursuant to Mitigation Measure I-
4, the Project hours and operations have been refined and use of the 
athletic field will not occur on Saturday.  Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 1-4 would eliminate the Project’s Saturday Leq and Lmax noise 
level impacts due to use of the athletic field on Saturday for 
Extracurricular Activities (e.g., athletic practice) and for Interscholastic 
Athletic Competitions (e.g., games). 

Mitigation Measures: 

• Mitigation Measure I-2: The regulation-sized softball field shall be located 
along the southeast portion of the athletic field so that the softball field is oriented 
northwest for batters. 
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• Mitigation Measure I-3: Weekday use of the athletic field shall conclude by 6:00 
P.M. Flexibility for overtime shall be permitted for Interscholastic Athletic 
Competitions. 

• Mitigation Measure I-4: Saturday use of the athletic field for Extracurricular 
Activities (e.g., athletic practice) and for Interscholastic Athletic Competitions 
(e.g., games) shall be prohibited. 

E. Traffic, Access, and Parking: 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Refer to Section VI.J, above.  

Finding: 

As described in Section IV.K, Traffic, Access, and Parking, of the Draft EIR, and Section 
II, Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR, of the Final EIR, the Project has the 
potential to result in significant operational traffic impacts and bicycle, pedestrian, and 
vehicular safety impacts during construction.  Changes or alterations have been required 
in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect.  With implementation of the Draft EIR and Final EIR mitigation 
measures, all Project operational traffic impacts and bicycle, pedestrian, and vehicular 
safety impacts during construction would be reduced to below a level of significance. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

1. Access and Circulation 

a. Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular Safety 

(1) Construction 

Construction of the Project would primarily be contained 
within the boundaries of the Project Site and would not 
affect the adjacent street system beyond the traffic impacts 
discussed further below.  However, Project development 
along Barrington Avenue may result in temporary sidewalk 
closures to accommodate truck traffic or construction.  
Such temporary impacts would be considered significant 
without mitigation.  However, with implementation of the 
mitigation measures set forth in the Final EIR, including 
Mitigation Measure K-7, which would require the 
implementation of a pedestrian routing plan during 
construction, temporary adverse impacts would be reduced 
to a less-than-significant level with mitigation.  

2. Intersection Level of Service 



123 
 

a. Baseline with Project with Mitigation 

Under Baseline with Project Conditions during a non-event day the 
Project, after mitigation, is not expected to result in a significant 
traffic impact at the 17 study intersections. 

As set forth in the Draft EIR, under Baseline with Project 
Conditions during an event day with a 300-attendee interscholastic 
athletic competition or a Special Event with an arrival time 
between 3:00 P.M. and 4:00 P.M. and a departure time between 
5:00 P.M. and 6:00 P.M. The Project, after mitigation, is not 
expected to result in a significant traffic impact at the 17 study 
intersections during the afternoon peak hour under Baseline with 
Project Conditions during an event day with interscholastic athletic 
competition or a Special Event with an arrival time between 3:00 
P.M. and 4:00 P.M. on a weekday. The Project has the potential to 
result in two residual significant impacts during the P.M. peak hour 
at the following intersections: 

• Intersection No. 3: Bundy Drive & Sunset Boulevard (P.M. 
peak hour), and 

• Intersection No. 5: Barrington Avenue & Sunset Boulevard 
(P.M. peak hour); and 

Under Baseline with Project Conditions during an event day with a 
300-attendee interscholastic athletic competition or a Special Event 
with an arrival time between 5:00 P.M. and 6:00 P.M. on a 
weekday, the Project has the potential result in four residual 
significant impacts at the following intersections: 

• Intersection No. 3: Bundy Drive & Sunset Boulevard;  

• Intersection No. 5: Barrington Avenue & Sunset 
Boulevard; 

• Intersection No. 6: Barrington Place & Sunset Boulevard; 
and 

• Intersection No. 13 Barrington Avenue & Montana Avenue 

Under Baseline with Project Conditions during an event day with a 
300-attendee Special Event with an arrival time between 6:00 P.M. 
and 7:00 P.M. on a weekday and 1:00 P.M. or 2:00 P.M. on a 
Saturday, the Project has the potential to result in one residual 
significant impact during the evening peak hour at the following 
intersection: 
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• Intersection No. 5: Barrington Avenue & Sunset Boulevard 
(evening peak hour). 

Under Baseline with Project Conditions during an event day with a 
650-attendee Special Event with an arrival time between 6:00 P.M. 
and 7:00 P.M. on a weekday or 1:00 P.M. and 2:00 P.M. on a 
Saturday, the Project, after mitigation, is forecasted to result in 
three residual significant impacts during the evening peak period. 
The Project, after mitigation, is not expected to result in a 
significant traffic impact at the 17 study intersections during the 
Saturday afternoon peak period. The impacted locations are: 

• Intersection No. 5: Barrington Avenue & Sunset Boulevard 
(evening peak hour); 

• Intersection No. 13: Barrington Avenue & Montana 
Avenue (evening peak hour); and 

• Intersection No. 15: Barrington Avenue & Wilshire 
Boulevard (evening peak hour). 

As described in the Final EIR, the Project has been refined to 
enhance the mitigation included in the Draft EIR and incorporate 
additional mitigation. With incorporation of the additional 
mitigation, the Project’s remaining intersection level of service 
impacts under Baseline with Project Conditions during an event 
day would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation. 

b. Future (Horizon Year 2020) with Project Intersection Operations 

Under Future (Horizon Year 2020) with Project Conditions during 
a non-event day, the Project, after mitigation, is not expected to 
result in a significant traffic impact at the 17 study intersections. 
As set forth in the Draft EIR, under Future (Horizon Year 2020) 
with Project Conditions during an event day with a 300-attendee 
interscholastic athletic competition or a Special Event with an 
arrival time between 3:00 P.M. and 4:00 P.M. and a departure time 
between 5:00 P.M. and 6:00 P.M., the Project, after mitigation, is 
not expected to result in a significant traffic impact at the 17 study 
intersections during the afternoon peak hour under Future (Horizon 
Year 2020) with Project Conditions during an event day with 
interscholastic athletic competition or a Special Event with an 
arrival time between 3:00 P.M. and 4:00 P.M. The Project has the 
potential to result in two residual significant impacts during the 
evening peak hour at the following locations: 
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• Intersection No. 3: Bundy Drive & Sunset Boulevard (P.M. 
peak hour); and 

• Intersection No. 5: Barrington Avenue & Sunset Boulevard 
(P.M. peak hour); 

Under Future (Horizon Year 2020) with Project Conditions during 
an event day with a 300-attendee interscholastic athletic 
competition or a Special Event with an arrival time between 5:00 
P.M. and 6:00 P.M., the Project has the potential to result in four 
residual significant impacts at the following intersections: 

• Intersection No. 3: Bundy Drive & Sunset Boulevard; 

• Intersection No. 5: Barrington Avenue & Sunset 
Boulevard; 

• Intersection No. 6: Barrington Place & Sunset Boulevard; 
and 

• Intersection No. 13: Barrington Avenue & Montana 
Avenue. 

Under Future (Horizon Year 2020) with Project Conditions during 
an event day with a 300-attendee Special Event with an arrival 
time between 6:00 P.M. and 7:00 P.M. on a weekday and 1:00 
P.M. and 2:00 P.M. on a Saturday, the Project has the potential to 
result in one residual significant impact during the evening peak 
hour at the following intersection: 

• Intersection No. 5: Barrington Avenue & Sunset Boulevard 
(evening peak hour). 

Under Future (Horizon Year 2020) with Project Conditions during 
an event day with a 650-attendee Special Event with an arrival 
time between 6:00 P.M. and 7:00 P.M. on a weekday and 1:00 
P.M. and 2:00 P.M. on a Saturday, the Project has the potential to 
result in three residual significant impacts during the evening peak 
hour. The Project, after mitigation, is not expected to result in a 
significant traffic impact at the 17 study intersections during the 
Saturday peak hour.  The potentially impacted intersections are: 

• Intersection No. 3: Bundy Drive & Sunset Boulevard 
(evening peak hour); 

• Intersection No. 5: Barrington Avenue & Sunset Boulevard 
(evening peak hour); and 



126 
 

• Intersection No. 13: Barrington Avenue & Montana 
Avenue (evening peak hour). 

As described in the Final EIR, the Project has been refined to 
enhance the mitigation included in the Draft EIR and incorporate 
additional mitigation. With incorporation of the additional 
mitigation, the Project’s remaining intersection level of service 
impacts Future with Project Conditions during an event day would 
be reduced to less than significant with mitigation. 

Project Design Features: 

Refer to Section VI.J, above.  

Mitigation Measures: 

• Mitigation Measure K-1: The Project Applicant shall raise the percentage of 
students who are required to utilize the fixed-route bus service from 50 percent to 
70 percent. 

• Mitigation Measure K-2: The Project Applicant shall limit the number of trips 
generated by guests arriving at or departing from weekday afternoon and Saturday 
afternoon Special Events and Interscholastic Athletic Competitions as follows: 

 3:00 P.M.–4:00 P.M. Arrival—Limit the number of vehicles generated by 
guests arriving at the campus to attend Special Events and Interscholastic 
Athletic Competitions beginning at 3:30 P.M. or 4:00 P.M., Monday 
through Friday, to no more than 44. 

 5:00 P.M.–6:00 P.M. Departure—Limit the number of vehicles generated 
by guests departing from the campus after attending Special Events and 
Interscholastic Athletic Competitions ending at 5:00 P.M. or 5:30 P.M., 
Monday through Friday, to no more than 44. 

 5:00 P.M.–6:00 P.M. Arrival—Prohibit guests arriving at the campus to 
attend Special Events and Interscholastic Athletic Competitions beginning 
at 5:30 P.M. or 6:00 P.M.  

 6:00 p.m.–7:00 p.m. Arrival—Limit the number of vehicles generated by 
guests arriving at the campus to attend Special Events beginning between 
6:00 p.m. or 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, to no more than 126. 

 Saturday 1:00 P.M.–2:00 P.M.—Limit the number of number of vehicles 
generated by guests arriving at the campus to attend Special Events and 
Interscholastic Athletic Competitions beginning at 1:30 P.M. or 2:00 P.M. 
on Saturday to no more than 243. 
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These limits shall be enforced via measures to be included in the Event Parking 
and Transportation Management Plan to be developed in accordance with Project 
Design Feature K-7, such as a parking reservation system to manage attendance. 

IX. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND TO BE SIGNIFICANT AND 
UNAVOIDABLE 

A. Noise 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 

Refer to Section VI.H, above.   

1. Construction Noise 

Finding: 

Noise from construction of the Project will exceed noise standards at various receptor 
sites and during different phases of construction. These impacts will be temporary in 
nature, and will vary over the course of the construction period in their specific 
characteristics, level of intensity, and location on the Project Site. However, the 
exceedance of noise standards constitutes a significant impact from the Project that 
cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance. Changes or alterations have been 
required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the 
significant environmental effect however, specific economic, legal, social, technological, 
or other considerations, including provision of employment opportunities for highly 
trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified 
in the final EIR that would reduce this significant impact. As described in the Statement 
of Overriding Considerations, the City has determined that this temporary impact is 
acceptable because of specific overriding considerations.  

Facts Supporting Finding: 

Construction activities would generally include site demolition, property line shoring, site 
grading, and building construction.  Noise from construction equipment would generate 
both steady-state and episodic noise that could be heard within and adjacent to the Project 
Site. 

a. On-Site Construction Noise 

(1) On-Site Construction 

On-site construction noise levels would exceed the 5-dBA 
Leq significance threshold at the noise-sensitive uses 
represented by receptors LR01 through LR10, LR13, and 
LR14, prior to mitigation.  These noise levels are estimated 
to exceed the ambient noise levels by up to approximately 
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54 dBA Leq at the noise-sensitive uses represented by 
receptor LR10. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure I-1, significant 
on-site construction noise impacts would: (1) be reduced 
below a level at the noise-sensitive uses represented by 
receptor LR14; and (2) remain significant and unavoidable 
at the noise-sensitive uses represented by receptors LR01 
through LR10 and LR13.  If the temporary noise barriers 
are not installed due to their significant noise, shading, and 
aesthetic impacts, construction-related noise impacts would 
remain significant and unavoidable at the noise-sensitive 
uses represented by receptors LR01 through LR10, LR13, 
and LR14. 

(2) Property Line Shoring Associated with Temporary Sound 
Barriers 

The construction noise levels associated with property line 
shoring for the installation of temporary sound barriers and 
property line shoring required for the construction of new 
structures would exceed the 5 dBA Leq significance 
threshold at the noise-sensitive uses represented by 
receptors LR01 through LR10 and LR13, prior to 
mitigation.  These noise levels are estimated to exceed the 
ambient noise levels by up to 52 dBA Leq at receptor LR10.  
It is noted that these noise levels would occur only while 
the temporary sound barriers are installed and during 
property line shoring activities.   

With implementation of the proposed mitigation measure, 
significant construction-related noise impacts due to 
property line shoring activities would: (1) be reduced below 
a level of significance at the noise-sensitive uses 
represented by receptor LR09; and (2) remain significant 
and unavoidable at the noise-sensitive uses represented by 
receptors LR01 through LR08, LR10, and LR13.  If the 
temporary noise barriers are not installed due to their 
significant noise, shading, and aesthetic impacts, 
construction-related noise impacts associated with property 
line shoring activities would remain significant and 
unavoidable at the noise-sensitive uses represented by 
receptors LR01 through LR10 and LR13. 

As there is no feasible mitigation for the installation of the 
temporary sound barriers, construction-related noise 
impacts associated with installation of the temporary sound 
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barriers would remain significant and unavoidable at the 
noise sensitive-uses represented by receptors LR01 through 
LR10 and LR13. 

b. Truck Queuing Construction Noise 

Construction noise levels due to truck queuing would exceed the 
5-dBA Leq significance threshold at the noise-sensitive uses 
represented by receptors represented by LR08 and LR10.  The 
noise levels from truck queuing are estimated to exceed the 
ambient noise levels by up to 38 dBA Leq at the noise-sensitive 
uses represented by receptors LR08 and LR10 and, as such, 
significant construction noise impacts due to truck queuing would 
occur. 

With implementation of mitigation, particularly the temporary 
noise barrier, construction noise impacts due to truck queuing 
would be reduced by up to 10 dBA at the noise-sensitive uses 
represented by receptors LR08 and LR10 but would remain 
significant and unavoidable at the noise-sensitive uses represented 
by receptors LR08 and LR10. If the temporary noise barriers are 
not installed due to their significant noise, shading, and aesthetic 
impacts, noise impacts due to truck queuing would not be reduced 
by up to 10 dBA. 

c. Off-Site Construction Traffic Noise 

During weekday construction hours, noise levels due to 
construction traffic would exceed the lowest measured Leq at the 
noise sensitive uses represented by receptors TNM02 and TNM18 
by 6 dBA and 5 dBA, respectively. During Saturday construction 
hours, noise levels from construction traffic would exceed the 
lowest measured Leq at the noise-sensitive uses represented by 
receptor TNM18 by 6 dBA. Construction traffic noise levels on 
Sunday would exceed the lowest measured Leq at the noise-
sensitive uses represented by receptors TNM02 and TNM18 by 8 
dBA. Of the impacted receptors, TNM02 is along all Haul Route 
Options and TNM18 is along Haul Route Option C.  

As there are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the Project’s 
significant construction noise impacts associated with increased 
noise levels along Haul Route Option A (Preferred Route) or along 
Haul Route Option B, Option C, and Option D, construction noise 
impacts due to off-site construction traffic would be significant and 
unavoidable at receptors TNM02 and TNM18 during hours of 
reduced traffic volume. 
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In addition, on occasion, some construction activities could occur 
in the afternoon that would cause construction workers to depart 
between 6:00 P.M. to 7:00 P.M.  Noise levels from construction 
workers departing between 6:00 P.M. and 7:00 P.M. would not 
exceed the 5-dBA Leq significance threshold at any of the off-site 
sensitive receptors. 

d. Composite Noise Levels Impacts from Project Construction 

Based on the estimated composite noise levels, noise levels may 
increase at off-site noise sensitive receptors by up to 3 dBA.  These 
composite noise levels would increase the worst-case impacts, but 
would not result in additional off-site noise sensitive receptors 
being impacted by the Project’s construction. 

e. Cumulative Impacts - Construction Noise 

Noise from construction of development projects is typically 
localized and has the potential to affect areas within approximately 
500 feet from the construction site. With the exception of the 
Brentwood School, the related projects are located a minimum of 
0.8 mile from the Project Site. The closest point of the Brentwood 
School is located approximately 250 linear feet to the northeast of 
the Project Site and is separated from the Project Site by 
Barrington Avenue and Sunset Boulevard, both of which generate 
substantial sources of traffic noise, as well as intervening 
development. Nonetheless, on-site construction activities 
associated with the Project would affect sensitive receptors to the 
east along Barrington Avenue. To the extent that on-site 
construction activities at the Brentwood School would occur 
concurrently with those of the Project, cumulative construction 
noise impacts could occur at these sensitive receptors. Thus, 
cumulative construction noise impacts associated with on-site 
construction activities and those of related projects would be 
considered to be significant and the Project’s impact would be 
cumulatively considerable. To the extent that construction at the 
Brentwood School occurs concurrently with the Project, 
cumulative construction noise impacts associated with on-site 
construction activities and those of the Brentwood School would 
continue to be significant after implementation of Mitigation 
Measure I-1. 

With regard to potential noise impacts associated with use of 
construction access routes, to the extent that related projects use 
the same construction access routes concurrent with the Project, 
significant cumulative noise impacts along the access routes could 
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occur. The Project’s contribution would be cumulatively 
considerable. 

There are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 
cumulatively considerable noise impacts along the construction 
access routes. Therefore, the cumulative impact would remain 
significant and unavoidable to the extent that other related projects 
would use the same haul route as the Project. 

2. Construction Vibration 

Finding: 

Vibration impacts on human annoyance during construction would also be significant at 
various receptor locations.  Although the impacts would be significant, impacts would be 
limited to daytime hours and would only occur on a short-term basis when the 
construction equipment would operate nearest the affected receptor. Changes or 
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project which avoid or 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effect however, specific economic, 
legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment 
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
project alternatives identified in the final EIR that would reduce this significant impact. 
As described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, the City has determined that 
this temporary impact is acceptable because of specific overriding considerations. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

a. On-Site Construction Vibration – Human Annoyance 

The Project would generate ground-borne on-site construction 
vibration during site demolition, excavation, and grading activities 
where heavy construction equipment, such as bulldozers and hoe 
rams would be used.  Pile drivers and vibratory rollers, which 
produce excessive vibration, would not be used. 

With regard to potential vibration impacts associated with human 
annoyance, the estimated construction vibration levels would 
exceed the Category 1 impact criterion at the uses represented by 
receptors LR01 through LR10 and receptor LR13.  However, as 
these receptors are residential buildings, the Category 1 impact 
criterion for buildings where vibration would interfere with interior 
operations is not applicable to these receptors.  In addition, the 
estimated construction vibration levels would exceed the Category 
2 impact criterion at the uses represented by receptors LR01, 
LR02, LR06, LR08, LR09, LR10, and LR13.  Therefore, vibration 
impacts on human annoyance during construction would be 
significant at these receptors.  Impacts would be limited to daytime 
hours and would only occur on a short-term basis when the 



132 
 

construction equipment would operate nearest the affected 
receptor. 

Implementation of Project Design Feature I-1 and Mitigation 
Measure I-1 would minimize vibration generated during 
construction activities. However, there are no other feasible 
mitigation measures that would reduce the vibration levels during 
certain construction activities to below the significance threshold 
for potentially vibration-sensitive buildings or for human 
annoyance. Therefore, vibration impacts on human annoyance 
during on-site construction would remain significant and 
unavoidable at the uses represented by receptors LR01, LR02, 
LR06, LR08, LR09, LR10, and LR13 under Vibration Category 2 
(which is intended for residences and buildings where people 
normally sleep). Impacts would be limited to daytime hours and 
would only occur on a short-term basis when the construction 
equipment would operate nearest the affected receptor.  

b. Off-Site Construction Vibration – Human Annoyance 

Construction vehicles would also generate ground-borne vibration 
as they travel along Haul Route Option A (the preferred route) or 
along Haul Route Option B, Option C, and Option D.  With regard 
to human annoyance, the estimated vibration levels would exceed 
the Category 1 significance threshold for human annoyance of 65 
VdB at the vibration sensitive uses represented by receptors 
TNM02 through TNM07, TNM11 through TNM13, and TNM15 
through TNM18.  Receptors TNM02 through TNM04 are 
residential areas where the Category 1 criterion does not apply.  
However, the remaining representative receptors TNM05 through 
TNM07, TNM11 through TNM13, and TNM15 through TNM18 
could be impacted from vibration levels generated by haul trucks if 
vibration-sensitive operations for research, manufacturing, or 
medical equipment are present at these locations.  It is important to 
note that the impact at TNM02, TNM05, TNM11, and TNM15 
would be less than significant under the assumption that the haul 
trucks would be traveling on a smooth road. The vibration levels at 
the sensitive uses along the access routes would exceed the 
Category 2 significance threshold for human annoyance of 72 VdB 
at receptors TNM03 through TNM07, TNM11 through TNM13, 
and TNM15 through TNM18.  If trucks were assumed to travel 
along a smooth road, these impacts would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level, except at the vibration-sensitive uses 
represented by receptors TNM03, TNM04, and TNM06.  It is 
noted that the analysis regarding uses represented by receptor 
TNM04 is conservative as this receptor is near the location where 
haul trucks would enter the Project Site and, as such, the haul 
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trucks would be empty.  Therefore, the vibration levels generated 
by haul trucks at this location may be lower than those presented 
herein.  Notwithstanding, vibration impacts with respect to human 
annoyance along the haul routes during construction would be 
significant.  

With mitigation, off-site vibration impacts on human annoyance 
under Vibration Category 1 (which is intended for vibration-
sensitive buildings) along the construction routes would be 
significant and unavoidable at the uses represented by receptors 
TNM05 through TNM07, TNM11 through TNM13, and TNM15 
through TNM18. Off-site vibration impacts on human annoyance 
under Vibration Category 2 would be significant and unavoidable 
at the uses represented by receptors TNM03 through TNM07, 
TNM11 through TNM13, and TNM15 through TNM18.  

c. Cumulative Impacts – Off- Site Construction Vibration  

With regard to potential vibration impacts associated with use of 
construction access routes, to the extent that related projects use 
the same construction access routes concurrent with the Project, 
significant cumulative vibration impacts along the access routes 
could occur. The Project’s contribution would be cumulatively 
considerable. 

There are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce the 
cumulatively considerable vibration impacts along the haul routes. 
Therefore, cumulative vibration impacts would remain significant 
and unavoidable to the extent that other related projects would use 
the same haul route as the Project. 

Project Design Features – Construction Noise: 

• Project Design Feature I-1: Pile drivers and vibratory rollers shall not be used in 
the construction of the Project.  Use of a large bulldozer or hoe ram shall occur a 
minimum of 15 feet from existing off-site structures. 

Mitigation Measures: 

• Mitigation Measure I-1: Prior to the issuance of grading permits for the 
development of the Project, the Applicant shall provide proof satisfactory to the 
City Department of Public Works or Department of Building and Safety, as 
applicable, that all related construction contractors have been required in writing 
to comply with the City Noise Ordinance, and prior to the development of the 
Project, the Applicant shall design a Construction Noise Mitigation Plan to 
minimize the construction-related noise impacts to off-site noise-sensitive 
receptors.  The intent of the Construction Noise Management Plan is to provide 
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the contractor with measures to reduce noise impacts by up to 15 dBA through 
implementation of the following: 

 Use of temporary sound barriers between the Project construction area and 
affected receptors, where feasible, which  provide 5 to 10 dBA of noise 
reduction. 

 Ensure construction equipment is properly muffled according to industry 
standards. 

 Ensure construction equipment is in good working condition. 

 Place noise-generating construction equipment, operate earthmoving 
equipment, and locate construction staging areas away from vibration- and 
noise-sensitive uses, where feasible. 

 Schedule high noise-producing activities to minimize disruption on 
sensitive uses, where practical. 

 Implement noise attenuation measures including temporary noise barriers 
or noise blankets around stationary construction noise sources or along 
property lines. 

 Construction-related equipment, including heavy-duty equipment, motor 
vehicles, and portable equipment, shall be turned off when not in use for 
more than 30 minutes. 

 Vehicles in loading and unloading queues shall have their engines turned 
off after 5 minutes when not in use.  

 Construction hours, allowable workdays, and the phone number of the job 
superintendent shall be clearly posted at all construction entrances to allow 
for surrounding owners and residents to contact the job superintendent.  If 
the City or the job superintendent receives a complaint, the superintendent 
shall investigate, notify the School, take appropriate corrective action, and 
report the action taken to the reporting party and to the school. 

 Noise monitoring to substantiate compliance with the noise goals. 

• Mitigation Measure I-4: Saturday use of the athletic field shall be permitted for 
four (4) hours between 10:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. for ten (10) days per year. 
Flexibility for overtime shall be provided for the Interscholastic Athletic 
Competitions. 

B. Traffic, Access, and Parking - Construction 

CEQA Significance Threshold: 
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Refer to Section VI.J, above.   

Finding: 

The impact on the transportation system from construction activities would be temporary 
in nature. Project construction would result in a reduction in street and intersection 
operating capacity to adjacent uses near the Project Site. To reduce potential traffic 
impacts related to construction traffic, the Applicant would implement a Worksite Traffic 
Control Plan and a Traffic Management Plan, which would help to minimize the amount 
and effect of peak-hour construction traffic. However, temporary traffic impacts at the 
study intersections and street segment identified in the FEIR would remain and such 
impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable.  Changes or alterations have 
been incorporated into the Project which avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effect. As described in the Statement of Overriding Considerations, the 
City has determined that this impact is acceptable because of specific overriding 
considerations. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

Access to the Project Site for haul trucks and equipment/ material delivery trucks would 
be from the Sunset Boulevard east and west driveways, Chaparal Street, and Barrington 
Avenue.   

Parking for Archer staff, faculty and students as well as construction workers would be 
provided off-site during the majority of construction. Options for off-site parking 
facilities could include parking lots along Constitution Avenue, San Vicente Boulevard, 
or Wilshire Boulevard and the surface parking lot south of Sunset Boulevard at 
Barrington Village. Archer may provide a shuttle to facilitate access to and from the 
selected parking location. 

During construction, temporary significant impacts could occur at the following four 
intersections: 

5. Barrington Avenue & Sunset Boulevard 

6. Barrington Place & Sunset Boulevard 

8. Church Lane & Sunset Boulevard 

15. Barrington Avenue & Wilshire Boulevard (under Haul Route Option C—
Barrington–Wilshire only) 

16. San Vicente Boulevard/Federal Avenue & Wilshire Boulevard. 

Additionally, for construction activities on Saturdays, Intersection No. 14 Barrington 
Avenue & San Vicente Boulevard (under Haul Route Option C—Barrington–Wilshire) 
and Intersection No. 12 San Vicente Boulevard & Montana Avenue (under Haul Route 
Option D—Bundy–San Vicente–Wilshire) could potentially be impacted. Further, if up to 
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30 construction worker vehicles depart the Project Site between 6:00 P.M. and 7:00 P.M., 
Intersection No. 6 Barrington Place & Sunset Boulevard could also potentially be 
impacted. 

The Project would not result in a significant impact on Barrington Avenue or Chaparal 
Street under either Baseline plus Project or Future (Horizon Year 2020) plus Project 
conditions.  As explained in Section IV.K.3.f of the Draft EIR, to be conservative, and to 
reflect potential conditions at the time the Project will potentially be under construction, 
the Draft EIR also includes a modified analysis of street segments. The modified analysis 
reduces the daily traffic volume on each street segment by 50 percent to reflect a 
conservative approximation of traffic conditions once construction of the I-405 
Sepulveda Pass Improvement Project is complete.  The Project would not result in a 
significant impact on Barrington Avenue under either Modified Analysis Baseline plus 
Project or Modified Analysis Future (Horizon Year 2020) plus Project conditions.  A 
significant traffic impact at Chaparal Street between Barrington Avenue and Westgate 
Avenue could occur during construction under the Modified Analysis Baseline with 
Project Conditions and Modified Analysis Future (Horizon Year 2020) with Project 
Conditions evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

Overall, while the impact on the transportation system from construction activities would 
be temporary in nature, Project construction would result in a reduction in street and 
intersection operating capacity to adjacent uses near the Project Site. To reduce potential 
traffic impacts related to construction traffic, the Applicant would implement a Worksite 
Traffic Control Plan and a Traffic Management Plan, which would help to minimize the 
amount and effect of peak-hour construction traffic. However, temporary traffic impacts 
at the study intersections and street segment identified above would remain and such 
impacts would be considered significant and unavoidable. 

Mitigation Measures: 

• Mitigation Measure K-4: Worksite Traffic Control Plan.  The Project Applicant 
shall prepare a detailed construction worksite traffic control plan, including street 
and sidewalk closure information and associated detour plans, as necessary and 
satisfactory to the City. The Worksite Traffic Control Plan shall identify if street 
and sidewalk closures are necessary, when such closures would occur, and for 
how long the closure(s) would be in effect. 

• Mitigation Measure K-5: Traffic Management Plan.  The Project Applicant shall 
prepare a detailed construction traffic management plan, including haul routes and 
staging plans, as necessary and satisfactory to the City. The construction traffic 
management plan would be based on the nature and timing of the specific 
construction activities and would include the following elements as appropriate: 

 Maintain access for land uses in proximity to the Project Site during 
Project construction. 
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 Schedule deliveries and pick-ups of construction materials during non-
peak travel periods, to the extent feasible. 

 Coordinate deliveries and pick-ups to reduce the potential of trucks 
waiting to load or unload for protracted periods of time. 

 Develop a plan for coordinating access for construction workers, school 
employees, students, and bus access when school and construction are 
concurrent. 

 Minimize obstruction of through traffic lanes on surrounding public 
streets. 

 Use of flaggers to control construction equipment traffic access to City 
streets adjacent to the Project Site. 

 Identify designated transport routes for haul trucks and heavy trucks to be 
used over the duration of Project construction. 

 Develop a plan for staging trucks prior to arriving at the Project Site. 
Truck travel on local streets shall be limited to Chaparal Street and 
Barrington Avenue only; trucks shall not travel on any other local streets 
serving the neighborhoods surrounding the Project Site. If off-site truck 
staging is necessary, trucks shall be radioed in from the designated off-site 
staging area. 

 Schedule vehicle movements to ensure that there are no vehicles waiting 
off-site, with the exception that one to two trucks may stage on Sunset 
Boulevard in front of the campus or impeding public traffic flow on the 
surrounding streets. During peak haul traffic, provide an off-site staging 
area where trucks would be radioed into the Project Site to avoiding 
queuing along adjacent streets. 

 Establish requirements for loading/unloading and storage of materials on 
the Project Site. 

 Coordinate with the City and emergency service providers to ensure 
adequate access is maintained to the Project Site and neighboring 
businesses and residences at all times. 

• Mitigation Measure K-6: Parking Plan.  The Project Applicant would prepare a 
parking plan prior to the commencement of construction activities, which would 
identify parking locations for the School and construction workers. The Parking 
Plan would provide the following, as appropriate: 

 During the construction of the proposed parking garage, parking for the 
School would be arranged in nearby available off-site parking facilities. 
The alternate parking location(s) and the method of transportation to and 
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from the Project Site (if beyond walking distance) shall be identified for 
approval by LADOT 30 days prior to commencement of construction. 

 Construction worker parking would be accommodated on the Project Site 
or nearby available off-site parking facilities. 

 During construction activities when construction worker parking cannot be 
accommodated on the Project Site, alternate parking location(s) for 
construction workers and the method of transportation to and from the 
Project Site (if beyond walking distance) would be identified for approval 
by the LADOT 30 days before commencement of construction. 

 Provide all construction contractors with written information on where 
their workers and their subcontractors are permitted to park, and provide 
clear consequences to violators for failure to follow these regulations. This 
information would clearly state that no parking is permitted on residential 
streets in the neighborhoods north and south of Sunset Boulevard. 

 No construction worker parking would be permitted within 500 feet of the 
nearest point of the Project Site except in designated areas. The contractor 
would be responsible for informing subcontractors and construction 
workers of this requirement, for monitoring compliance of the 
subcontractors, and if necessary, for hiring a security guard to enforce 
these parking provisions. The contractor would be responsible for all costs 
associated with enforcement of this requirement. 

• Mitigation Measure K-7:  The Project Applicant shall develop and submit a 
Pedestrian Routing Plan to LADOT prior to commencement of construction that 
identifies safe walking routes to the Project Site. The Pedestrian Routing Plan 
would, at a minimum, require the following: 

 Maintain pedestrian access for land uses in the vicinity of the Project Site 
including the residential community surrounding the School. 

 Follow generally accepted construction safety standards to separate 
pedestrians from construction activity. 

 If a sidewalk closure becomes necessary, maintain sidewalk access at least 
along one side of the roadway. 

 Provide adequate signage to guide pedestrians. 

• Mitigation Measure K-8: Unrestricted access for school buses shall be 
maintained on street rights-of-way. 

• Mitigation Measure K-9: Construction vehicles shall comply with the provisions 
of the California Vehicle Code, including stopping when encountering school 
buses using red flashing lights. 
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• Mitigation Measure K-10: Project construction activities shall not endanger 
passenger safety or delay student drop-off or pick-up due to changes in traffic 
patterns, lane adjustments, altered bus stops, or traffic lights. 

• Mitigation Measure K-11: Project contractors shall maintain ongoing 
communication with school administrators at affected schools along the haul 
route, providing sufficient notice to forewarn students and parents/guardians when 
existing pedestrian and vehicle routes to school may be impacted. 

• Mitigation Measure K-12: If necessary, appropriate traffic controls (e.g., signs) 
shall be installed to ensure pedestrian and vehicular safety during construction. 
Crossing guards shall be provided when the safety of students may be of concern 
relative to construction activities at impacted school crossings. 

• Mitigation Measure K-13: Barriers and/or fencing shall be installed around 
construction sites to secure construction equipment and the site and to prevent 
trespassing, vandalism, and attracting nuisances. 

• Mitigation Measure K-14: Security patrols shall be provided to minimize 
trespassing, vandalism, and short-cut attractions. 

X. ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT 

The intent of the alternatives analysis is to analyze feasible alternatives to a project that 
would reduce the significant impacts of a project even if the attainment of some of the 
project objectives would be impeded or the project would be made more expensive.  
Implementation of the Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts with 
regard to: on- and off-site noise and vibration (human annoyance) during construction; 
operational noise due to athletic activities; and transportation during construction.  In 
addition, implementation of the Project would result in significant and unavoidable 
cumulative impacts related to: on-site noise during construction; off-site noise and 
vibration (human annoyance) during construction due to the potential concurrent use of 
the construction traffic access routes; and transportation during construction.  Based on 
the significant environmental impacts of the Project and the objectives established for the 
Project (listed in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR), the adequacy of the 
alternatives are considered. 

Note that following refinements made to the Project following the public comment 
process since the publication of the Draft EIR, the Project no longer meets all Project 
Objectives defined in the Draft EIR.  While the Project no longer strictly meets the 
objective to provide a Performing Arts Center that can accommodate assembly of the 
entire school population, this assembly space is still provided in the Upper School 
Gymnasium.  The proposed alignment of the softball field no longer meets the objective 
to align the field to the east-northeast, this is a recommendation, not a requirement, and it 
otherwise meets California Interscholastic Federation regulations.  The Project also no 
longer meets the objective to provide an Aquatics Center.  Section 15124(b) of the CEQA 
Guidelines states that a statement of objectives sought by the Project “will help the Lead 



140 
 

Agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR and will aid in 
the decision makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations,” 
but there is not a requirement for every objective to be met for the Project or the 
alternatives.  A reasonable range of alternatives has been developed and evaluated here. 

A. Alternative 1:  No Project—Continued Operation of Existing Campus 

Description of Alternative: 

In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, the No Project Alternative for a development 
project on an identifiable property consists of the circumstance under which a proposed 
project does not proceed.  Section 15126.6(e)(3)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines states that 
“in certain instances, the No Project Alternative means ‘no build’ wherein the existing 
environmental setting is maintained.”  Accordingly, for purposes of this analysis, 
Alternative 1, the No Project—Continued Operation of Existing Campus Alternative 
assumes the Project would not be approved, no new permanent development would be 
introduced within the Project Site, and the existing environment would be maintained.  
The existing uses within the Project Site, including the School campus and the two 
adjacent properties owned by the School, would continue to operate as they do currently.  
Regular maintenance and upkeep of the existing Main Building and the Chaparal and 
Barrington Parcels would also continue.   

Finding: 

The City finds that the No Project—Continued Operation of Existing Campus Alternative 
does not meet any of the Project Objectives nor would it realize any of the beneficial 
aspects of the Project for the surrounding community and thus it is not recommended for 
approval. Without an enclosed Multipurpose Facility, the benefits of relocating current 
outdoor activities indoors and thus minimizing noise to the surrounding community 
would not be effectuated.  Furthermore, it eliminates the North Garden from the Project, 
a significant aesthetic component that promotes City planning policies to generate open 
space with active linkage connections and include prominent stairways to encourage 
physical activity. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

The No Project—Continued Operation of Existing Campus Alternative would avoid the 
Project’s significant construction noise and vibration (human annoyance) impacts, 
significant impacts to traffic intersection levels of service during construction, and a 
temporary significant impact to the street segment at Chaparal Street between Barrington 
Avenue and Westgate Avenue.  Alternative 1 would also avoid the Project’s significant 
impacts with regard to noise from outdoor athletic activities during operation.  In 
addition, Alternative 1 would avoid the Project’s significant and unavoidable cumulative 
impacts related to:  on-site noise during construction; off-site noise and vibration (human 
annoyance) during construction; and transportation during construction.  However, 
impacts to surface water quality and groundwater quality would be greater than the 
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Project.  Impacts associated with the remaining environmental issues would be less than 
those of the Project. 

Alternative 1, the No Project—Continued Operation of Existing Campus Alternative, 
would not realize any of the beneficial aspects of the Project for the surrounding 
community. Parking lots, driveways, and automobile circulation would still be visible and 
conflicting with pedestrians in the northern half of the campus. Without enclosed 
gymnasiums, basketball practice, volleyball practice, large school assemblies, and other 
noisy activities would continue to take place outdoors instead of within an enclosed 
building that contains noise. Furthermore, landscaping improvements such as the planting 
of a second row of trees along the Chaparal Street frontage would not take place. This 
Alternative would not include the North Garden and therefore would not meet the City’s 
Urban Design Principle #4 to generate public open space with active linkage connections 
or the City’s Designing a Healthy LA guideline to include prominent stairways to 
encourage their use and increase opportunities for physical activity.  Without the 
Multipurpose Facility and the Performing Arts Center, Alternative 1 would not meet the 
objective to provide new facilities on the School campus that can accommodate the entire 
Middle School and Upper School separately and simultaneously, which would have the 
added benefit of reducing outdoor activities and their noise in surrounding residential 
neighborhoods. 

Overall, Alternative 1, the No Project—Continued Operation of Existing Campus 
Alternative, would not meet any of the Project objectives or the Project’s underlying 
purpose to modernize the facilities and provide the School with a campus that can 
maximize the fulfillment of its educational mission.  In addition, the beneficial effects 
that would result from the Project’s aesthetic and traffic design features and traffic 
Mitigation Measures would not be realized under Alternative 1. 

B. Alternative 2:  No Project—Development and Use In Accordance with 
Existing Approvals  

Description of Alternative: 

Alternative 2 represents use of the Project Site in accordance with the existing CUP.  The 
environmental impacts of the approved development were previously analyzed in the 
1997 Archer School for Girls Certified EIR (SCH No. 96071106) and supplemented by 
findings made in support of Case No. ZA-98-0158(CUZ)(PA2). 

Alternative 2 would include the development of an approximately 12,000-square-foot 
gymnasium building immediately west of the existing rear surface parking lot and north 
of the existing driveway behind the North Wing.  The development of the gymnasium 
building in this location would require removal of the existing sports courts and some 
landscaping along the western edge of the rear surface parking lot.  The gymnasium 
building would be set back approximately 75 feet from the property line along Chaparal 
Street and, in accordance with the existing CUP, would not exceed a height of 36 feet.  
The proposed gymnasium building would include one gymnasium to be shared by the 
Middle School and the Upper School.  Ancillary uses such as locker rooms, staff offices, 
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uniform storage, and building equipment storage would also be provided but would be 
reduced compared to the Project. 

In accordance with the existing CUP and its latest Plan Approval, Plan Approval 4, the 
existing student enrollment of 430 students would be increased to 518 students.  
Similarly, as described further below, additional Interscholastic Athletic Competitions 
could be held on-site on the athletic field and with the construction of the proposed 
gymnasium building, in accordance with the existing CUP.  On the athletic field, the 
existing CUP permits Interscholastic Athletic Competitions until 6:00 P.M. Monday 
through Friday.  Saturday use of the athletic field is permitted four days per year for a 
four-hour period between 10:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M.  In the proposed gymnasium, 
Condition 11 of the existing CUP permits Interscholastic Athletic Competitions from 
6:00 P.M. to 7:30 P.M. on Monday through Thursday, from 6:00 P.M. to 9:00 P.M. on 
Friday, and from 10:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M. as needed for playoffs on Saturday.  Exhibit B-
3 of Plan Approval 4 permits Interscholastic Athletic Competitions in the gymnasium 
between 3:30 P.M. and 6:00 P.M. on Monday through Friday.  Consistent with these 
provisions of the existing CUP, the School would relocate some existing teams from off-
campus locations to the campus and would add new athletic teams to the campus.  
Finally, consistent with the existing CUP, simultaneous Interscholastic Athletic 
Competitions on the athletic field and in the proposed gymnasium building would be 
permitted.  All other existing campus features would be maintained under the No 
Project—Development and Use In Accordance with Existing Approvals Alternative.  
This Alternative also would not involve any new development within the Chaparal and 
Barrington Parcels, currently owned by and adjacent to the School, with no change in 
their current residential use. 

The existing Archer Traffic Management Program would also continue to be 
implemented.   

Finding: 

The City finds that while the No Project—Continued Operation of Existing Campus 
Alternative meets some of the Project Objectives, it does not meet many of them and 
meets others to a much lesser degree, and it would not realize many of the beneficial 
aspects of the Project for the surrounding community and thus it is not recommended for 
approval. With only one gymnasium, the benefits of relocating current outdoor activities 
indoors and thus minimizing noise to the surrounding community would be effectuated to 
a lesser degree than for the Project.  Furthermore, it eliminates the North Garden from the 
Project, a significant aesthetic component that promotes City planning policies to 
generate open space with active linkage connections and include prominent stairways to 
encourage physical activity. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

The No Project—Development and Use In Accordance with Existing Approvals 
Alternative would avoid the Project-level and cumulative significant impacts with regard 
to Project-level significant on-site construction vibration (human annoyance), Project-
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level and cumulative significant off-site construction noise and vibration (human 
annoyance) impacts, Project-level and cumulative significant impacts to transportation 
during construction.  Alternative 2 would also avoid the Project’s significant impacts 
with regard to operational noise associated with outdoor athletic activities.  However, 
impacts to surface water quality and groundwater quality would be greater than the 
Project, though still less than significant.  In addition, Alternative 2 would reduce, but not 
avoid, the Project-level and cumulative significant on-site noise impacts during 
construction.  Impacts associated with the remaining environmental issues would be less 
than those of the Project. 

The No Project—Development and Use In Accordance with Existing Approvals 
Alternative would not meet most of the Project’s objectives, or would not meet them to 
the same extent, nor would it meet the underlying purpose to modernize the facilities and 
provide the School with a campus that can maximize the fulfillment of its educational 
mission.  In addition, the beneficial effects that would result from the Project’s proposed 
aesthetic and traffic design features and traffic Mitigation Measures would not be realized 
under Alternative 2.   

With respect to the Project’s academic objectives, Alternative 2 would not meet the 
objective to provide modern classrooms that are adequately sized, proportioned, 
technologically advanced, and equipped for research-based teaching and learning to 
accommodate evolving academic programs, nor would it meet the objective to allocate 
space for ample collaboration and flexible teaching methods.  Further, Alternative 2 
would not meet the objective to provide a Performing Arts Center that can accommodate 
indoor assembly of the entire student and faculty/staff populations.  Finally, although 
Alternative 2 would include development of a reduced gymnasium, without the 
Multipurpose Facility and the Performing Arts Center, Alternative 2 would not meet the 
objective to provide new facilities on the School campus that can accommodate the entire 
Middle School and Upper School separately and simultaneously, which would have the 
added benefit of reducing outdoor activities and their noise in surrounding residential 
neighborhoods. 

Alternative 2 would not realize many of the beneficial aspects of the Project for the 
surrounding community. Parking lots, driveways, and automobile circulation would still 
be visible and conflicting with pedestrians in the northern half of the campus. With only 
one, smaller gymnasium, large school assemblies and other noisy activities such as 
athletic practices would continue to take place outdoors instead of within an enclosed 
building that contains noise. Furthermore, landscaping improvements such as the planting 
of a second row of trees along the Chaparal Street frontage would not take place.  This 
Alternative would not include the North Garden and therefore would not meet the City’s 
Urban Design Principle #4 to generate public open space with active linkage connections 
or the City’s Designing a Healthy LA guideline to include prominent stairways to 
encourage their use and increase opportunities for physical activity.   

In addition, the Alternative would fail to implement Community Plan Goal 6 to provide 
“appropriate locations and adequate facilities for schools to serve the needs of existing 
and future population,” and is therefore inadequate as a matter of public policy. The CUP 
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that currently serves the School is no longer adequate.  In order to meet the needs of 
students and teachers, the School must modernize its facilities and operations to address 
the instructional needs of existing programs provided by the School in accordance with 
evolving teaching techniques and technology. 

C. Alternative 3:  Alternate Site Layout 

Description of Alternative: 

The Alternate Site Layout Alternative provides a reconfigured site plan for the Project 
Site from that which was described in the Draft EIR.  All of the uses proposed by the 
Project would be implemented under the Alternate Site Layout Alternative, although the 
location of several Project components would be modified. 

Similar to the Project, the existing North Wing would be removed and a new North Wing 
would be constructed within generally the same footprint as the existing North Wing.  In 
addition, as with the Project, parking would be provided in a new underground parking 
structure and would maintain the same ingress and egress as the Project.  Also like the 
Project, a new athletic field would be provided above the new underground parking 
structure.  Similar to the Project, a new Multipurpose Facility providing a Middle School 
and an Upper School gymnasium would also be developed.  Additionally, the Alternate 
Site Layout Alternative would include a Performing Arts Center and a Visual Arts Center 
of a scale similar to the Project.  The locations of the Performing Arts Center and the 
Visual Arts Center would be exchanged under this Alternative with the Performing Arts 
Center located within the Chaparal Parcel and the Visual Arts Center located within the 
Barrington Parcel.  However, Alternative 3 would not include refinements to these 
buildings that are proposed as part of the Project, as described in greater detail below.  In 
addition, Alternative 3 would include athletic field lighting, which is no longer proposed 
for the Project.   

The amount of grading and overall construction duration under the Alternate Site Layout 
Alternative would be greater than that for the proposed Project.  As described in the Final 
EIR and Errata No.1 through Errata No.4, the proposed Project has been refined to reduce 
the massing, width, and length of some of the proposed buildings, reduce the number of 
underground parking spaces and the size of the underground parking garage, and reduce 
overall Project square footage.  The proposed Project has also been further refined to 
remove the Aquatics Center proposed within the Barrington Parcel and to retain the 
Residential Portion of the Barrington Parcel as a residential lot.   

Finding: 

The City finds that while the Alternative Site Layout Alternative meets some of the 
Project Objectives, it does not meet many of them and meets others to a much lesser 
degree, and thus it is not recommended for approval. Beneficial elements of this 
Alternative such as the relocation of the Performing Arts Center have been incorporated 
into the refinements made to the proposed Project since the Draft EIR and then further 
refined to reduce the scale of the buildings during the public comment process; thus this 
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Alternative would represent a step backward from the currently proposed Project with 
respect to compatibility with the surrounding residential neighborhood. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

Impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to the Project.  Alternative 3 would result in 
significant impacts with regard to: construction noise and vibration (human annoyance); 
construction traffic intersection levels of service; construction traffic at the street segment 
at Chaparal Street between Barrington Avenue and Westgate Avenue; and operational 
noise due to athletic activities.  In addition, Alternative 3 would result in significant 
cumulative impacts related to on-site noise during construction; off-site noise and 
vibration (human annoyance) during construction due to the potential concurrent use of 
the construction traffic access routes; and transportation during construction. 

In the Final EIR, the Project was refined to respond to requests of community members. 
In the refined Project, the North Wing Renovation is reduced to 30,400 square feet. The 
Multipurpose Facility is reduced to 39,330 square feet. The Performing Arts Center is 
reduced to 17,758 square feet with a reduction in seating from 650 seats to 350 seats. 
This reduction in square footage would also reduce the massing, width, and length of the 
Multipurpose Facility and the Performing Arts Center. The Aquatics Center has been 
removed from the proposed Project.  The Visual Arts Center would remain at 
approximately 7,400 square feet.  

Regarding the proposed locations of the Project buildings, the refined Project in the Final 
EIR has adopted the locations of the Performing Arts Center and Visual Arts Center in 
Alternative 3.  The Performing Arts Center would be relocated to the Chaparal Parcel and 
the Visual Arts Center would be relocated to the Residential Portion of the Barrington 
Parcel. Relocating the Performing Arts Center and Visual Arts Center in this manner 
allows the Project to better modulate the scale and character of the surrounding 
residential neighborhood. 

Therefore, although the proposed Project and Alternative 3 are similar in nature, the 
refined Project in the Final EIR and Errata No.1 through Errata No.4 is smaller and will 
therefore have less overall impact.  In addition, Alternative 3 represents a less refined 
version of the Project and reflects an alternative to the original Project proposed in the 
Draft EIR but without the further refinements that now constitute the proposed Project.  
As described in the Final EIR and Errata No.1 through Errata No.4, the proposed Project 
has been refined and no longer proposes athletic field lights, which would be developed 
in Alternative 3.  The proposed Project has also been refined to reduce the size and 
impact of two buildings as well as include other enhancements and operational 
restrictions, which would further reduce the incidence of noise in the community.  
Because these refinements would not be included in Alternative 3, the City rejects 
Alternative 3 as inadequate because it lacks the refinements that evolved during the 
public comment process.   

D. Alternative 4:  Reduced Program within Existing Campus Boundary (Option 
A and Option B) 
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Description of Alternative: 

The Reduced Program within Existing Campus Boundary Alternative would develop 
certain reduced components proposed by the Project within the existing School campus 
boundary.  The two adjacent properties currently owned by the School would continue to 
be used for residential uses with the residence on the Chaparal Parcel continuing to house 
the Head of School.  As such, the existing campus boundary and the boundary of the 
Chaparal Parcel comprise the “Project Site” under this Alternative.  Two site plans have 
been considered for the Project Site under this Alternative.  The Project Site would be 
developed with similar uses under both site plans, except that the site plan referred to as 
Option A would construct an Aquatics Center immediately east of the proposed 
Performing Arts Center and the site plan referred to as Option B would construct a Visual 
Arts Center and an Arts Plaza east of the proposed Performing Arts Center.   

Similar to the Project, the Reduced Program within Existing Campus Boundary 
Alternative would involve removal of the existing North Wing and development of a new 
North Wing within generally the same footprint as the existing North Wing.  Also like the 
Project, parking would be provided in a new underground parking structure and would 
maintain the same ingress and egress along Sunset Boulevard as the Project.  In addition, 
as with the Project, a new athletic field would be provided above the new underground 
parking structure. 

Due to the reduced Project Site area, the North Garden proposed under the Project would 
not be provided under this Alternative.  School bus pickup and dropoff would continue to 
take place underground, but students would then enter the school through underground 
lobbies, not the North Garden.  In addition, the Multipurpose Facility proposed under this 
Alternative would be reduced to one below-grade gymnasium with substantially reduced 
ancillary uses.  The Multipurpose Facility would be approximately 20,300 square feet, 
which is approximately half the size of the Multipurpose Facility proposed by the Project.  
Due to the reduction in area and associated reduction in ancillary uses within the 
gymnasium, many athletic activities would not be able to be held on the campus, but 
would continue to occur off-site.  Additionally, the Reduced Program within Existing 
Campus Boundary Alternative would include the development of a reduced Performing 
Arts Center with reduced ancillary uses above the below grade gymnasium.  The 
Performing Arts Center proposed under this Alternative would be reduced to 
approximately 18,150 square feet.  Under both Option A and Option B, the height of the 
Performing Arts Center would remain at 36 feet as proposed by the Project. 

The Reduced Program within Existing Campus Boundary Alternative, Option A proposes 
to construct a fully enclosed Aquatics Center immediately east of the proposed 
Performing Arts Center.  The Visual Arts Center proposed as part of the Project would 
not be developed under Option A.  In addition, as this Alternative would not develop the 
Chaparal Parcel or the Barrington Parcel, and the Multipurpose Facility and Performing 
Arts Center proposed by the Project would be reduced, the total amount of soil required 
to be exported would be reduced. 
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The Reduced Program within Existing Campus Boundary Alternative, Option B proposes 
to construct a Visual Arts Center and Arts Plaza immediately east of the proposed 
Performing Arts Center.  The area of the Visual Arts Center would be 7,400 square feet 
and would be the same as that of the Project.  As with the Project, the Visual Arts Center 
would measure approximately 30 feet in height.  The Aquatics Center proposed as part of 
the Project would not be developed under Option B.  In addition, as this Alternative 
would not develop the Chaparal Parcel or the Barrington Parcel and components such as 
the Multipurpose Facility, Performing Arts Center, and parking garage proposed by the 
Project would be reduced, the total amount of soil required to be exported would be 
reduced. 

Architectural elements, lighting, and signage under both Option A and Option B would 
be similar to that of the Project, except that the proposed Project has been refined to 
remove athletic field lighting.  This Alternative would also include landscaping along the 
Court of Leaders and would renovate the east and west courtyards of the North Wing 
similar to the Project.  In addition, this Alternative would provide enhanced landscaping 
along Chaparal Street and along the western edge of the athletic field. 

Finding: 

The City finds that while the Reduced Program Within Existing Campus Boundary 
(Option A and Option B) Alternative meets some of the Project Objectives, it does not 
meet many of them and meets others to a much lesser degree, and thus it is not 
recommended for approval. With only one gymnasium, the benefits of relocating current 
outdoor activities indoors and thus minimizing noise to the surrounding community 
would be effectuated to a lesser degree than for the Project.  Furthermore, it eliminates 
the North Garden from the Project, a significant aesthetic component that promotes City 
planning policies to generate open space with active linkage connections and include 
prominent stairways to encourage physical activity, and whose absence would require the 
underground parking structure to use mechanical ventilation, which would be noisy and 
less energy-efficient. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

Impacts associated with aesthetics/visual quality, views, light/glare, and shading; 
construction-related regional and localized air quality, toxic air contaminants, and odors; 
greenhouse gas emissions; archaeological and paleontological resources; geology and 
soils; hazards and hazardous materials; hydrology, surface water quality during 
construction, groundwater hydrology and groundwater quality during construction; land 
use compatibility; construction noise and vibration (human annoyance) and operational 
noise; fire and police protection; and water supply and wastewater would be reduced 
under this Alternative when compared with the Project.  Impacts associated with 
operational regional and localized air quality; historic resources; operational surface 
water quality and operational groundwater quality; land use consistency; and traffic, 
circulation, and parking would be similar under this Alternative when compared with the 
Project.  As with the Project, the Reduced Program within Existing Campus Boundary 
Alternative would result in significant impacts with regard to construction noise and 
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vibration (human annoyance); construction traffic intersection levels of service; 
construction traffic at the street segment at Chaparal Street between Barrington Avenue 
and Westgate Avenue; and operational noise due to athletic activities.  In addition, as 
with the Project, Alternative 4 would result in significant cumulative impacts related to:  
on-site noise during construction; off-site noise and vibration (human annoyance) during 
construction due to the potential concurrent use of the construction traffic access routes; 
and transportation during construction. 

Overall, the Reduced Program within Existing Campus Boundary Alternative represents 
a reduced scope of development compared to the Project.  Therefore, as detailed below, 
this Alternative would not meet many of the Project’s objectives. 

The Reduced Program within Existing Campus Boundary Alternative would develop a 
new North Wing similar to the Project.  Alternative 4 would also develop a Performing 
Arts Center.  However, under Alternative 4, the Performing Arts Center would have 
reduced ancillary uses that support learning about the performing arts, such as music, 
theater, and dance rehearsal space, a scene shop, and an audiovisual room.  In addition, 
Alternative 4, Option A would not include the Visual Arts Center.  Therefore, with 
respect to the Project’s academic objectives, Alternative 4 would not meet the objective 
to provide modern classrooms to the same extent as the Project, and it would not meet the 
objective to allocate space for ample collaboration and multiple instructional modalities 
to the same extent as the Project because Alternative 4 would not fully provide these 
spaces in the Performing Arts Center or in the Visual Arts Center under Option A.  
Alternative 4 would meet the Project’s objective to provide a Performing Arts Center that 
can accommodate assembly of the entire student and faculty/staff populations and the 
objective to provide new facilities on the School campus that can accommodate the entire 
Middle School and Upper School separately and simultaneously, at either of two 
locations.  Although the Performing Arts Center and the gymnasium would be reduced, 
both facilities could accommodate such an assembly.  Based on the above, Alternative 4 
would not meet most of the Project objectives related to academics, and some of those 
that would be met, would not be met to the same extent as the Project. 

Alternative 4 would fail to meet most of the Project’s athletics objectives.  Alternative 4 
would not meet the objective to maximize the functionality and use of existing and 
proposed athletic facilities to the same extent as the Project.  Alternative 4 would provide 
only one new gymnasium and therefore does not meet the Project’s objective to provide a 
new Multipurpose Facility with separate gymnasiums for the Middle School and Upper 
School, which would have the benefit of bringing more outdoor activities inside and thus 
reducing the noise they create in surrounding residential neighborhoods.  The reduced 
gymnasium provided in Alternative 4 could only provide a single basketball and/or 
volleyball court that complies with California Interscholastic Federation regulations, so it 
would not meet the Project’s objective to provide basketball and volleyball courts for the 
Middle School and Upper School that comply with California Interscholastic Federation 
regulations.  Because it would include only one gymnasium, Alternative 4 would not 
meet the Project’s objective to have Middle School and Upper School basketball or 
volleyball teams practicing simultaneously within separate gymnasiums on the School 
campus during after-school hours, and the limited space would make it difficult to 
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schedule Middle School and Upper School basketball and volleyball teams competing on 
the School campus.  Under Alternative 4, the reduced gymnasium would reduce or 
eliminate some ancillary uses compared to the Multipurpose Facility as proposed under 
the Project and, as such, would not meet the objective to provide support facilities for 
Middle School and Upper School basketball, volleyball, soccer, softball, and field hockey 
programs, including locker rooms, training rooms, coaching and staff offices, and 
facilities for spectators.   

With respect to the Project’s visual arts objectives, Alternative 4, Option A would not 
meet the objective to create dedicated, visible, and modern facilities for the visual arts 
program on the School campus.  Option A would not meet the objective to provide a 
Visual Arts Center to allow for studio and gallery space on the School campus.  
Therefore, Option A would fail to meet any of the Project’s objectives related to visual 
arts.  A Visual Arts Center would be provided under Option B and, as such, Option B 
would meet the Project’s objectives related to visual arts to the same extent as the Project. 

With respect to the Project’s performing arts objectives, Alternative 4 would meet the 
objective to create dedicated and modern facilities for the performing arts program on the 
Archer campus, but it would do so to a lesser extent than would the Project.  Alternative 
4 would meet the objective to provide a Performing Arts Center that would include stage 
and auditorium facilities for theatrical, dance, and orchestral productions on the School 
campus.  However, with the development of the Performing Arts Center within the 
existing campus boundary under this Alternative, the area of the Performing Arts Center 
would be reduced and would thereby not support the objective to maximize support 
spaces for presenting staged performances.  In addition, Alternative 4 would not meet the 
objective to provide adequate studio spaces necessary for instruction in the performing 
arts.  Therefore, Alternative 4 would not meet objectives related to performing arts to the 
same extent as the Project. 

With respect to the Project’s site design and community objectives, Alternative 4 would 
fail to meet many of the Project’s objectives.  Specifically, although Alternative 4 would 
allow for expanded use of the Project Site for the School to ensure the continued 
preservation of the historic Main Building, Alternative 4 would not meet the Project’s 
objective to use the entire School-owned property as the school campus.  In addition, 
Alternative 4 would only partially meet the Project objective to maximize the number of 
on-site parking spaces with a new underground parking structure that includes a protected 
area for student drop-off and pick up, minimizes vehicular noise to adjacent neighbors, 
and increases campus parking capacity on site to sufficiently accommodate the vehicles 
operated by students, parents, and creates space at grade for ample open space, academic, 
performing arts, visual arts, and athletic facilities.  Alternative 4 would however, meet the 
Project’s objective to maximize student safety by relocating all parking on site and 
underground, creating a campus free from conflicts between pedestrians and automobiles, 
installing security fences, and installing an emergency-only public address alert system.  
Alternative 4 would also meet the objective to provide facilities that meet modern fire 
protection, disabled access, seismic standards, and energy efficiency standards. 
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Alternative 4 would not, however, meet the objective to foster an environmentally 
sustainable campus that uses green technologies to reduce energy and water use to the 
same extent as the Project, because under Alternative 4 the parking structure would 
require mechanical ventilation that is energy-consuming and therefore less green than the 
Project.  Alternative 4 would also meet the objective to design new buildings that are 
compatible with the existing historic Main Building to the same extent as the Project.  
Further, although Alternative 4 would meet the objective to create new gardens and 
gathering spaces for students, faculty, and visitors, Alternative 4 would not include the 
North Garden and therefore would not meet the City’s Urban Design Principle #4 to 
generate public open space with active linkage connections or the City’s Designing a 
Healthy LA guideline to include prominent stairways to encourage their use and increase 
opportunities for physical activity.  Without the North Garden, Alternative 4 would not 
provide a safe, protected, transitional space for students and guests to move to and from 
the campus and the parking structure, deliver a primary source of natural ventilation to 
the adjacent parking structure minimizing the need for energy-consuming and audible 
mechanical equipment, and provide daylight to the lower-level gymnasium underneath 
the Performing Arts Center. 

Alternative 4 would not meet the objective to enhance campus facilities to the same 
extent as the Project, although it would revise operating conditions to make the 
appropriate use of new on-site facilities consistent with other public and independent 
schools throughout Los Angeles.  Therefore, Alternative 4 would not meet the Project 
objectives related to site design and community to the same extent as the Project and 
would not provide the benefits the Project does. In summary, the Reduced Program 
within Existing Campus Boundary Alternative would not meet or would only partially 
meet most of the Project’s objectives. 

In addition, the Alternative would fail to implement Community Plan Goal 6 to provide 
“appropriate locations and adequate facilities for schools to serve the needs of existing 
and future population,” and is therefore inadequate as a matter of public policy. The 
Alternative would fail to meet the academic, arts and athletic needs of the students and 
therefore would not represent “adequate facilities” under the Community Plan Goal 6.   
In order to meet the needs of students and teachers, the School must modernize its 
facilities and operations to address the instructional needs of existing programs provided 
by the School in accordance with evolving teaching techniques and technology. 
Alternative 4 fails to meet these ongoing and future needs of the students and is therefore 
inadequate as a matter of public policy.  

E. Alternative 5:  Reduced Excavation, Export, and Program 

Description of Alternative: 

Similar to the Project, the Reduced Excavation, Export, and Program Alternative would 
involve removal of the existing North Wing and development of a new North Wing 
within generally the same footprint as the existing North Wing.  Also like the Project, 
parking would be provided in a new underground parking structure and would maintain 
the same ingress and egress along Sunset Boulevard as the Project.  However, the 
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underground parking structure would be reduced, and the number of parking spaces 
would be reduced to 160 spaces.   

Alternative 5 would eliminate the proposed North Garden to provide for the development 
of a Multipurpose Facility with both the Middle School and the Upper School 
gymnasiums at-grade.  While the Multipurpose Facility would include two gymnasiums, 
given the reduced area of approximately 27,650 square feet, the Multipurpose Facility 
proposed under this Alternative would not provide for the same support facilities (e.g., 
locker rooms, training rooms, coaching and staff offices) as the Project.  The Reduced 
Excavation, Export, and Program Alternative would also include a Performing Arts 
Center and Visual Arts Center of a scale similar to the Project.  The Performing Arts 
Center would be constructed within the Chaparal Parcel, and the Visual Arts Center 
would be developed within the Barrington Parcel.   

Under the Reduced Excavation, Export, and Program Alternative, the height of the 
Multipurpose Facility would be slightly reduced from 36 feet to 33 feet.  Architectural 
elements, lighting, and signage would be similar to that of the Project.  While this 
Alternative would not provide for the North Garden, this Alternative would include 
landscaping along the Court of Leaders and would renovate the east and west courtyards 
of the North Wing.  In addition, this Alternative would provide enhanced landscaping 
south of the Visual Arts Center, north of the Performing Arts Center, along Chaparal 
Street, and along the western edge of the athletic field. 

Overall, based on the proposed development under this Alternative, the amount of 
construction activities, including excavation, would be reduced compared to that of the 
Project.  In addition, with the reduced underground parking structure, the elimination of 
the North Garden, and the development of the Multipurpose Facility entirely above grade 
under this Alternative, the amount of soil required to be exported would be reduced. 

Finding: 

The City finds that while the Reduced Excavation, Export, and Program Alternative 
meets some of the Project Objectives, it does not meet many of them and meets others to 
a much lesser degree, and thus it is not recommended for approval.  Furthermore, it 
eliminates the North Garden from the Project, a significant aesthetic component that 
promotes City planning policies to generate open space with active linkage connections 
and include prominent stairways to encourage physical activity, and whose absence 
would require the underground parking structure to use mechanical ventilation, which 
would be noisy and less energy-efficient. 

Facts Supporting Finding: 

While the Reduced Excavation, Export, and Program Alternative would develop many of 
the same School facilities as the Project, some of these facilities, including the 
Multipurpose Facility and the underground parking structure would be substantially 
reduced compared to the Project.  In addition, Alternative 5 would eliminate the North 
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Garden, a significant aesthetic component of the Project.  Therefore, as discussed further 
below, this Alternative would not meet many of the Project’s objectives. 

Specifically, with respect to the Project’s academic objectives, Alternative 5 would 
include the North Wing Renovation, Performing Arts Center, and Visual Arts Center, 
which would meet the Project’s objective to provide modern classrooms that are 
adequately sized, proportioned, technologically advanced, and equipped for research-
based teaching and learning to accommodate the needs of modern academic programs.  
This Alternative would also meet the objective to allocate space for ample collaboration 
and multiple instructional modalities.  Further, with the development of the Performing 
Arts Center, Alternative 5 would meet the objective to provide a Performing Arts Center 
that can accommodate assembly of the entire student and faculty/staff populations.  
Similarly, as this Alternative would provide for a Multipurpose Facility and a Performing 
Arts Center, this Alternative would meet the objective to provide new facilities on the 
School campus that can accommodate the entire Middle School and Upper School 
separately and simultaneously. 

With respect to the Project’s athletics objectives, Alternative 5 meets some, but not all, of 
the Project’s objectives.  Alternative 5 would not meet the objective to maximize the 
functionality and use of existing and proposed athletic facilities to the same extent as the 
Project.  While Alternative 5 would provide a new Multipurpose Facility with separate 
gymnasiums for the Middle School and Upper School, the at-grade Multipurpose Facility 
would reduce or eliminate some of the support facilities.  As such, this Alternative would 
not meet the objective to provide support facilities for Middle School and Upper School 
basketball, volleyball, soccer, softball, and field hockey programs, including locker 
rooms, training rooms, coaching and staff offices, and facilities for spectators, which 
would have the benefit of bringing more outdoor activities inside and thus reducing the 
noise they create in surrounding residential neighborhoods.  Based on the above, 
Alternative 5 would only accomplish some of the Project’s objectives related to athletics. 

With respect to the Project’s visual arts objectives, Alternative 5 would meet the 
objective to create dedicated, visible, and modern facilities for the visual arts program on 
the School campus.  As this Alternative would provide a Visual Arts Center, Alternative 
5 would also meet the objective to provide a Visual Arts Center to allow for studio and 
gallery space on the School campus, including drawing, painting, ceramics, and 
photography studios and gallery space to exhibit student work. 

With respect to the Project’s performing arts objectives, Alternative 5 would meet the 
objective to create dedicated and modern facilities for the performing arts program on the 
School campus.  This Alternative would specifically meet the objective to provide a 
Performing Arts Center that would include appropriately-sized stage and auditorium 
facilities for theatrical, dance, and orchestral productions on the School campus, with side 
wings to the left and right of the stage for assembling performers and storing props, 
complete theatrical lighting, and acoustically stable auditorium space.  In addition, like 
the Project, the Performing Arts Center under Alternative 5 would meet the objective to 
maximize support spaces for presenting staged performances including dressing rooms, a 
green room, costume storage space, a scene shop for the construction and storage of stage 
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sets and props, and an audio-visual room for the control of lights and sound during 
performances and for making video and audio recordings of events.  The Performing Arts 
Center would also meet the Project’s objective to provide adequate studio spaces 
necessary for instruction in the performing arts, including acoustically tuned and 
appropriately proportioned rooms for teaching dance, vocal music, orchestral music, and 
dramatic arts. 

With respect to the Project’s site design and community objectives, Alternative 5 would 
fail to meet many of the Project’s objectives.  Alternative 5 would meet the objectives to 
allow expanded use of the Project Site for the School to ensure the continued preservation 
of the historic Main Building and to use School-owned properties to create an all-
pedestrian campus with facilities that are compatible with the character of the 
surrounding neighborhood.  Alternative 5 would also meet the objective to design new 
buildings that are compatible with the existing historic Main Building.  This Alternative 
would also meet the objective to enhance campus facilities and revise operating 
conditions to make the appropriate use of new on-site facilities consistent with other 
public and independent schools throughout Los Angeles.  However, although Alternative 
5 would enhance student safety by creating campus free of pedestrian-automobile 
conflicts, installing security features, and installing an emergency-only public address 
alert system, it would not meet the Project’s objective to maximize student safety by 
relocating all parking on site because off-site parking would be required under 
Alternative 5 to supplement the reduced supply of on-site parking.  In addition, although 
Alternative 5 would provide a new underground parking structure that includes a 
protected area for student drop-off and pick up, minimizes vehicular noise to adjacent 
neighbors, and creates space at grade for ample open space, academic, performing arts, 
visual arts, and athletic facilities, Alternative 5 would not meet the Project’s objective to 
maximize the number of on-site parking spaces to sufficiently accommodate the vehicles 
operated by students, parents, and visitors because it would only provide 160 parking 
spaces. 

Further, while Alternative 5 would provide facilities that meet modern fire protection, 
disabled access, seismic standards, and energy efficiency standards, it would not meet the 
Project’s objective to foster an environmentally sustainable campus that uses green 
technologies to reduce energy and water use to the same extent as the Project because 
under Alternative 5, the parking structure would require mechanical ventilation that is 
energy-consuming and therefore less green than the Project.  Finally, although 
Alternative 5 would meet the objective to create some new gardens and gathering spaces 
for students, faculty, and visitors, Alternative 5 would not include the North Garden and 
therefore would not meet the City’s Urban Design Principle #4 to generate public open 
space with active linkage connections or the City’s Designing a Healthy LA guideline to 
include prominent stairways to encourage their use and increase opportunities for 
physical activity.  Without the North Garden, Alternative 5 would not meet the objective 
to provide a safe, protected, transitional space for students and guests to move to and 
from the campus and the parking structure, deliver a primary source of natural ventilation 
to the adjacent parking structure minimizing the need for energy-consuming and audible 
mechanical equipment, and providing a source of daylight to the lower-level parking 
structure.  Therefore, Alternative 5 would not meet the Project objectives related to site 
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design and community to the same extent as the Project. In summary, the Reduced 
Excavation, Export, and Program Alternative would not meet or would only partially 
meet many of the Project’s objectives. 

In addition, the reduction in parking capacity in the parking garage under the Alternative 
could induce visitors to the Project to park in adjacent neighborhoods and in limited 
parking for nearby commercial businesses.  This would impede the school’s efforts to 
provide needed parking on campus to reduce the interaction between school events and 
the neighborhood. As a matter of public policy, the City of Los Angeles seeks to reduce 
the impacts on neighborhoods where institutional uses such as schools interact with the 
local community.  The reduction in parking in the parking garage contemplated by the 
Alternative would be contrary to this public policy goal and therefore the Alternative is 
found to be inadequate. 

XI. FINDINGS REGARDING OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

A. Growth Inducting Impacts of the Proposed Project 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that growth-inducing impacts of a 
project be considered in an EIR.  Growth-inducing impacts are characteristics of a project 
that could directly or indirectly foster economic or population growth or the construction 
of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment.  
According to the CEQA Guidelines, such projects include those that would remove 
obstacles to population growth (e.g., a major expansion of a waste water treatment plant 
that, for example, may allow for more construction in service areas).  In addition, as set 
forth in the CEQA Guidelines, increases in the population may tax existing community 
service facilities, thus requiring construction of new facilities that could cause significant 
environmental effects.  The CEQA Guidelines also require a discussion of the 
characteristics of projects that may encourage and facilitate other activities that could 
significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively.  Finally, the 
CEQA Guidelines also state that it must not be assumed that growth in an area is 
necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the environment.  Growth 
can be induced or fostered by direct growth associated with a project; or indirect growth 
created by either the demand not satisfied by a project or the creation of surplus 
infrastructure not used by a project.  Because the Project would not include any new 
residential development, it would not result in direct population growth.  However, the 
Project is expected to result in varying types of indirect growth. 

The Project would not include any new residential development and, thus, would not 
generate a direct increase in residential population.  However, the Project would have the 
potential to generate indirect population growth in the Project vicinity as a result of the 
new employees generated by the Project.  Construction workers would not relocate their 
households’ places of residence as a direct consequence of working on the Project as the 
work requirements of most construction projects are highly specialized so that 
construction workers temporarily remain at a job site only for the time in which their 
specific skills are needed to complete a particular phase of the construction process.  
Therefore, given the availability of construction workers, the Project would not be 
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considered growth inducing from a short-term employment perspective, but rather the 
Project would provide a public benefit by providing new employment opportunities 
during the construction period. 

The existing student population could increase by up to 88 students consistent and in 
accordance with the existing Conditional Use Permit, which provides for a maximum 
enrollment of up to 518 students.  Additionally, it is estimated that a total of 
approximately 37 new faculty and staff members could be employed at full enrollment 
(518 students).  The potential increase in the student population would not be anticipated 
to result in a substantial increase in population and housing in the area of the Project Site 
as attendance at Archer is open to several communities in the Los Angeles area.  In 
addition, Archer provides bus services with routes based on the areas where students 
reside.  Furthermore, the additional employment opportunities would be well within the 
existing employment projections for the community and region.  Similarly, any indirect 
housing/household demand and population growth that could be generated by the Project 
would be consistent with SCAG’s housing and population forecasts for the region.  
Further, it is anticipated that any housing needs associated with the increase in students or 
employment would be accommodated by existing vacancies in the housing stock. 

The property surrounding the Project Site is already developed with a mix of commercial, 
institutional, and residential uses.  All roadway improvements planned for the Project 
would be tailored to improve circulation flows within the Project Site and the immediate 
Project vicinity.  Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan Footnote #10 requiring 
Sunset Boulevard not to be widened for the purpose of increasing capacity will not be 
violated by this Project.  Utility and other infrastructure upgrades are intended primarily 
to meet Project-related demand.  In addition, the Project would fall within the projected 
water supplies for normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years and LADWP would be able 
to meet the water demand for the Project, as well as existing and planned water demands 
of its future service area.  Furthermore, the Project’s additional wastewater flows would 
not substantially or incrementally exceed the future scheduled capacity of any treatment 
plant by generating flows greater than those anticipated in the Integrated Resources Plan.  
Therefore, the Project would not require the expansion of existing water entitlements or 
upgrades to any wastewater treatment facilities, and as such, would not be considered 
growth-inducing in this regard. 

While the Project may require local infrastructure upgrades to maintain and improve 
water, sewer, electricity, and natural gas lines on-site and in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project Site, the Project would not necessitate regional utility infrastructure 
improvements that have not otherwise been accounted for and planned for on a regional 
level.  In addition, as previously described, all roadway improvements planned for the 
Project or as mitigation are intended to provide for better circulation flows within the 
Project Site and the immediate Project vicinity, and would not open any large 
undeveloped areas for new use.  As such, growth-inducing impacts associated with 
utilities and circulation systems would be less than significant. 
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B. Significant Irreversible Impacts 

In accordance with Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is required to 
evaluate significant irreversible environmental changes that would be caused by 
implementation of the proposed project.  As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.2(c), “[u]ses 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.  Primary impacts and, particularly, secondary 
impacts (such as highway improvement which provides access to a previously 
inaccessible area) generally commit future generations to similar uses.  Also irreversible 
damage can result from environmental accidents associated with the project.  Irretrievable 
commitments of resources should be evaluated to assure that such current consumption is 
justified.” 

The Project would necessarily consume limited, slowly renewable, and nonrenewable 
resources, resulting in irreversible environmental changes.  This consumption would 
occur during construction of the Project and would continue throughout its operational 
lifetime.  The development of the Project would require a commitment of resources that 
would include: (1) building materials and associated solid waste disposal effects on 
landfills; (2) water; and (3) energy resources (e.g., fossil fuels) for electricity, natural gas, 
and transportation and the associated impacts related to air quality.  However, the 
consumption of such resources would not be considered substantial and would be 
consistent with regional and local growth forecasts and development goals for the area.  
The loss of such resources would not be highly accelerated when compared to existing 
conditions and such resources would not be used in a wasteful manner.  Therefore, 
although irreversible environmental changes would result from the Project, such changes 
are concluded to be less than significant. 

XII. OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 

1. The City of Los Angeles (the “City”), acting through the Department of City Planning, 
is the “Lead Agency” for the project evaluated in the EIR.  The City finds that the EIR 
was prepared in compliance with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines.  The City finds that it 
has independently reviewed and analyzed the EIR for the Project, that the Draft EIR 
which was circulated for public review reflected its independent judgment and that the 
Final EIR reflects the independent judgment of the City.  

2. The City finds that the EIR provides objective information to assist the decision-
makers and the public at large in their consideration of the environmental consequences 
of the Project.  The public review period provided all interested jurisdictions, agencies, 
private organizations, and individuals the opportunity to submit comments regarding the 
Draft EIR.  The Final EIR was prepared after the review period and responds to 
comments made during the public review period. 

3. The Department of City Planning evaluated comments on environmental issues 
received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR.  In accordance with CEQA, the 
Department of City Planning prepared written responses describing the disposition of 
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significant environmental issues raised.  The Final EIR provides adequate, good faith and 
reasoned responses to the comments.  The Department of City Planning reviewed the 
comments received and responses thereto and has determined that neither the comments 
received nor the responses to such comments add significant new information regarding 
environmental impacts to the Draft EIR.  The Lead Agency has based its actions on full 
appraisal of all viewpoints, including all comments received up to the date of adoption of 
these findings, concerning the environmental impacts identified and analyzed in the EIR. 

4. The EIR evaluated the following potential project and cumulative environmental 
impacts: Aesthetics/Visual Resources, Views, Light and Glare, and Shading; Air Quality; 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions; Cultural Resources (including historic resources, and 
archaeological and paleontological resources); Geology and Soils; Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials; Hydrology and Surface Water Quality (including groundwater); 
Land Use and Planning; Noise; Public Services (including fire protection and police 
protection); Traffic, Access, and Parking; and Utilities and Service Systems (including 
water supply and wastewater).  Additionally, the EIR considered, in separate sections, 
Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes, Growth Inducing Impacts, and potential 
secondary effects of the Project.  The significant environmental impacts of the Project 
were identified in the Draft and Final EIR.  The significant environmental impacts of the 
Project and the alternatives were also identified in the Draft EIR, Final EIR and Errata 
No.1 through Errata No.4. 

5. The mitigation measures which have been identified for the Project were identified in 
the Draft EIR, Final EIR and Errata No.1 through Errata No.4. The final mitigation 
measures are described in the Mitigation Monitoring Program (“MMP”).  Each of the 
mitigation measures identified in the MMP is incorporated into the Project. The City 
finds that the impacts of the Project have been mitigated to the extent feasible by the 
mitigation measures identified in the MMP. 

6. Textual refinements, including Errata No.1 through Errata No.4, were compiled and 
presented to the decision-makers for review and consideration.  The Department of City 
Planning staff has made every effort to notify the decision-makers and the interested 
public/agencies of each textual change in the various documents associated with the 
project review.  These textual refinements arose for a variety of reasons.  First, it is 
inevitable that draft documents would contain errors and would require clarifications and 
corrections.  Second, textual clarifications were necessitated in order to describe 
refinements suggested as part of the public participation process. 

7. The responses to the comments on the Draft EIR, which are contained in the Final EIR, 
clarify and amplify the analysis in the Draft EIR. 

8. Having reviewed the information contained in the EIR and in the administrative record 
as well as the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines regarding recirculation 
of Draft EIRs, the City finds that there is no new significant information in the Final EIR 
and Errata No.1 through Errata No.4 and finds that recirculation of the Draft EIR is not 
required. 
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9. CEQA requires the Lead Agency approving a project to adopt an MMP for the changes 
to the project that it has adopted or made a condition of project approval in order to 
ensure compliance with the mitigation measures during project implementation.  The 
mitigation measures included in the EIR, Errata No.1, and Errata No.2 as certified by the 
City and included in the MMP as adopted by the City serves that function.  The MMP 
includes all of the mitigation measures identified in the EIR and Errata No.1 through 
Errata No.4 and adopted by the City in connection with the approval of the Project and 
has been designed to ensure compliance with such measures during implementation of 
the Project.  In accordance with CEQA, the MMP provides the means to ensure that the 
mitigation measures are fully enforceable.  In accordance with the requirements of Public 
Resources Code §21081.6, the City hereby adopts the MMP. 

10. In accordance with the requirements of Public Resources Code §21081.6, the City 
hereby adopts each of the mitigation measures expressly set forth herein as conditions of 
approval for the Project. 

11. The custodian of the documents or other material which constitute the record of 
proceedings upon which the City’s decision is based is the Department of City Planning, 
Marvin Braude San Fernando Valley Constituent Center, 6262 N. Van Nuys Boulevard, 
Room 350, Los Angeles, California, 91401. 

12. The City finds and declares that substantial evidence for each and every finding made 
herein is contained in the EIR, which is incorporated herein by this reference, or is in the 
record of proceedings in the matter. 

13. The City is certifying an EIR for, and is approving and adopting findings for, the 
entirety of the actions described in these Findings and in the EIR as comprising the 
project.  It is contemplated that there may be a variety of actions undertaken by other 
State and local agencies (who might be referred to as “responsible agencies” under 
CEQA). Because the City is the Lead Agency for the project, the EIR is intended to be 
the basis for compliance with CEQA for each of the possible discretionary actions by 
other State and local agencies to carry out the project. 

14. The EIR is a project EIR for purposes of environmental analysis of the project. A 
project EIR examines the environmental effects of a specific project. The EIR serves as 
the primary environmental compliance document for entitlement decisions regarding the 
project by the City of Los Angeles and the other regulatory jurisdictions. 

XIII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Final EIR identified unavoidable significant impacts resulting from the 
implementation of the Project.  The following impacts are not mitigated to a less than 
significant level for the Proposed Project, as identified in the EIR: Traffic (construction), 
Noise (Construction Vibration - to a human annoyance level, not to a level that would 
damage any structures), and Noise (Construction).  It is not feasible to mitigate such 
impacts to a less than significant level. The below stated reasons summarize the benefits, 
goals, and objectives of the proposed Project, and provide the rationale for the benefits of 
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the Project.  These overriding considerations of economic, social, aesthetic, 
cultural/historical, and environmental benefits for the Project justify adoption of the 
Project and certification of the completed Final EIR.  Each of these overriding 
considerations individually would be sufficient to outweigh the adverse environmental 
impacts of the Project. 

The City hereby adopts the following Statement of Overriding Considerations.  The City 
recognizes that significant and unavoidable impacts would result from implementation of 
the Project. Having (i) adopted all feasible mitigation measures, (ii) rejected alternatives 
to the Project discussed above, (iii) recognized all significant, unavoidable impacts, and 
(iv) balanced the benefits of the Project against the Project's significant and unavoidable 
impacts, the City hereby finds the benefits outweigh and override the significant 
unavoidable impacts for the reasons stated below:   

A. The proposed Project would promote the objectives, goals, and policies of the 
Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan regarding the siting and 
development of schools. 

Community Plan Goal 6 is to provide “appropriate locations and adequate facilities for 
schools to serve the needs of existing and future population.”  The facilities that currently 
serve the School and the CUP that governs its operations are no longer adequate, and the 
School lacks many basic facilities, including basic amenities such as air conditioning for 
some of its existing classrooms.  In order to meet the needs of students and teachers, the 
School must modernize its facilities and operations to address the instructional needs of 
existing programs provided by the School.  Due to evolving technology, the School must 
also address the future instructional and programmatic needs of students and teachers.  
The Project’s underlying purpose is modernizing the existing facilities on the Project Site 
and providing the School with a campus that can maximize the fulfillment of its 
educational mission into the future. The proposed School improvements would bring the 
existing campus in line with other educational facilities.  This goal is driven by the 
inherent challenges that are posed by the age and layout of the existing on-site facilities, 
which include classrooms that are not appropriately sized to accommodate the needs of 
modern academic programs and lack of space for ample collaboration and multiple 
instructional modalities.  In addition, the School currently does not have an assembly 
space where the entire school can congregate.  Also, due to the inadequate athletic and 
visual and performing arts spaces, the School currently rents off-site venues for certain 
athletic practices, games, and arts performances.   

The new and upgraded facility would allow the School to provide technologically 
relevant and upgraded curriculum to meet the current and future needs of the students.  
The Project would provide modern classrooms that are adequately sized, proportioned, 
technologically advanced, and equipped for research-based teaching and learning to 
accommodate future academic programs.  The Project would also allocate space for 
collaboration and multiple instructional modalities.  Further, the Project would provide 
new facilities on the School’s campus to assemble the entire Middle School and Upper 
School separately and simultaneously within an indoor space thereby reducing associated 
noise to adjacent residential neighbors.   
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With respect to athletics, the Project would maximize the functionality and use of 
existing and proposed athletic facilities, including an improved softball field and soccer 
field that comply with California Interscholastic Federation regulations.  The Project 
would also provide a new Multipurpose Facility that would support Middle and Upper 
School fitness and athletics, and provide the only indoor space where the entire School 
can meet together.  The Multipurpose Facility would provide gymnasium space for the 
Middle School and Upper School that accommodates basketball and volleyball courts 
that comply with California Interscholastic Federation regulations, and allow Middle and 
Upper School basketball and volleyball teams to practice and compete on campus. 
Furthermore, the Multipurpose Facility would not only provide an indoor space for the 
fitness (physical education) classes conducted throughout the day, thus minimizing the 
outdoor noise to surrounding neighbors, but would also allow games with other schools 
to be conducted indoors as well.  

With respect to performing arts, the Project would create dedicated and modern facilities 
for the performing arts program on the School’s campus, including providing a 
Performing Arts Center with stage and auditorium facilities for theatrical, dance, and 
orchestral productions on the School’s campus within an enclosed structure.  The Project 
would also provide adequate studio spaces necessary for instruction in the performing 
arts, including acoustically tuned and appropriately proportioned rooms for teaching 
dance, vocal music, orchestral music, and dramatic arts.  With respect to visual arts, the 
Project would create dedicated and modern facilities for the visual arts program on the 
School’s campus and provide a Visual Arts Center to allow for studio and gallery space 
on the School’s campus, including drawing, painting, ceramics, and photography studios 
and gallery space to exhibit student work.   

B. The proposed Project would serve to maintain and enhance the historic Main 
Building, the former Eastern Star Home.  

The Project would preserve the original, historic portion of the former Easter Star Home 
developed with a one and two-story Spanish Colonial Revival style Main Building,  
which has been determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places.  The Main Building (including the front grounds and courtyard but excluding the 
1950s and 1960s additions (i.e., the North Wing) is listed in the California Register of 
Historic Places and is designated as City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument 
No. 440.  In order to continue to preserve and maintain the historical Main Building, the 
Project will focus new construction in the RE-11-zoned portion of the Project site rather 
than on the R3-zoned lots of the Main Building which would otherwise permit more 
intense land uses, such as apartments.  In addition, as part of the Project, all new 
construction design would be approved by the Office of Historic Resources and would 
comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s standards to ensure that the Main Building 
retains sufficient character-defining features and integrity to convey its historic 
significance and remain eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  
The preservation of the historic Main Building would further implement Goal 17 of the 
Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan to provide a “community which preserves 
and restores the monuments, cultural resources, neighborhoods and landmarks which 
have historical and/or cultural significance.” Inasmuch as the Project would continue to 
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preserve Historic-Cultural Monument No. 440, and provide viewing access to the Los 
Angeles Conservancy once every five years, the Project provides a unique contribution 
for preservation of an exemplary historical building within City of Los Angeles.  

C. The proposed Project would support the evolving needs of girls’ education 
for essential learning facilities, performance and athletic facilities, and 
assembly space in a way that is consistent with other public and independent 
schools throughout the City of Los Angeles.  

In order to meet the needs of students and teachers, the School must modernize its 
facilities and operations to address the instructional needs of existing programs provided 
by the School.  As described in Section II, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, the 
objectives of the Project are closely tied to the concept of improving existing facilities 
and operations on the Project Site by creating a cohesive and integrated campus 
environment with new, state-of-the-art and technologically advanced facilities.  
Improving the functionality of the campus will allow it to continue to provide a unique 
public service as an independent non-sectarian private school for girls.  

To meet the Project’s underlying purpose of modernizing the existing facilities on the 
Project Site and providing the School with a campus that can maximize the fulfillment of 
its educational mission, the School has identified improvements that would bring the 
existing campus in line with other educational facilities.  This goal is driven by the 
inherent challenges that are posed by the lack of basic facilities and the age and layout of 
the existing on-site facilities, which include classrooms that are not appropriately sized to 
accommodate flexibility in classroom space to implement a dynamic and multimodal 
approach to a collaborative education.  In addition, the School currently does not have an 
assembly space where the entire school can meet together.  Also, due to the inadequate 
athletic and visual and performing arts spaces, the School currently rents off-site venues 
for certain athletic practices, games, and arts performances.  Although the Project is 
described in greater detail in the Draft EIR, particular objectives include Academic 
Objectives, Athletics Objectives, Visual Arts Objectives, Performing Arts Objectives, 
and Site Design and Community Objectives.  Several components of the Project support 
the Project Objectives. 

Many independent schools in Los Angeles already have or are permitted to build under 
their CUPs the types of facilities that the School plans to add to its campus, including 
gymnasiums, performing arts buildings, visual arts facilities, and regulation-sized athletic 
fields which are customarily associated with school improvements.   Independent schools 
regularly go through the periodic process of updating their CUPs to accommodate the 
evolving educational needs of their students.  Since the School’s existing CUP was 
approved in 1998, several independent schools throughout the City of Los Angeles have 
obtained new CUPs and/or Plan Approvals.  For example, upon securing multiple 
surrounding residential properties, the Marlborough School in the Hancock Park area 
received Plan Approvals in August 2013 (ZA 98-0454(CUZ)(PA 4)), March 2012 (ZA 
98-0454(CUZ)(PA3)); November 2006 (ZA 98-0454(CUZ)(PA2)) and February 1999 
(ZA 98-0454(CUZ)).  Among other things, these approvals authorized Marlborough 
School to use 13 single-family, RE-11 zoned properties (and demolish 13 single family 
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homes) and construct new athletic facilities, expand parking, and construct a garden.  
Similarly, Harvard-Westlake Upper School received a modified approval in September 
2006, CPC 2006-2375-PAD, for the installation of athletic field lights.  Buckley School 
received a new CUP in 2008 to allow for the demolition of existing facilities and 
construction of new facilities, an increase in enrollment, and new conditions of approval.  
See CPC 2006-7806 CU-SPE-SPR (October 8, 2008).  

Furthermore, the School has engaged in an excellent admissions outreach program to 
reach girls who would not otherwise be aware of or be able to attend Archer.  During the 
current 2014-2015 academic year, Archer has awarded $3.2 million in financial aid to 24 
percent of its students.  Archer partners with several outside non-profit organizations to 
cultivate qualified students of varied backgrounds who attend feeder schools across the 
City and region. These include the Independent School Alliance, A Better Chance, the 
Young Eisner Scholars, and the GEMS Program, which provides mentoring and 
education to girls who have experienced or are at risk for commercial sexual exploitation 
and domestic trafficking. These non-profits send Archer candidates for admissions 
consideration, which Archer then invites with their families to admissions events, and 
Archer also attends admissions fairs sponsored by the Los Angeles Area Independent 
Schools Consortium.  As a result, during the current academic year, the School’s students 
reside in 91 different ZIP Codes, and came to Archer from 143 feeder schools, with 39 
percent of the students being of color. 

 

D. The landscaping and open space areas provided by the proposed Project 
would provide natural character and beauty in an urban environment and 
enhance the visual character of the Project Site and surrounding area.  

Extensive new landscaping and landscaped gardens, courtyards, plazas, and walkways 
would be located throughout the Project Site.  The existing landscape fronting Sunset 
Boulevard, including the expansive historic lawn at the main entry, would be maintained.  
Overgrown trees would be replaced with trees more appropriately scaled for the 
courtyards throughout the Project Site, and trees that are in decline would be removed.  
All trees to be removed that are 8 inches in diameter at breast height (“significant” trees) 
and above would be replaced on a one-to-one basis with a minimum of 24-inch box trees.  
In total, the Project would replace the approximately 93 significant trees and 61 other 
trees removed for the Project with approximately 146 trees on the Project Site and 
approximately 10 additional trees north of the Project Site along Chaparal Street.  In 
addition, landscaping improvements would occur in compliance with the City of Los 
Angeles Water Conservation Ordinance.  

The Project has been designed to minimize building footprints and increase green space 
within the campus. At buildout, approximately 75 percent of the School’s campus would 
be open space.  To increase green space, the lower level of the Multipurpose Facility 
would be located below grade.  In addition, portions of the Performing Arts Center would 
be below grade. Parking would be provided in the underground parking garage.  By 
placing these portions of the Project underground, the Project would maintain additional 
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ground level outdoor space.  This open space would include the athletic field, new 
landscaping and landscaped gardens, courtyards, plazas, and pedestrian paths. 

The Project would add enhanced landscaping buffers to provide privacy to nearby 
properties.  Currently along Chaparal Street there is a solid cinderblock wall and wrought 
iron gate covered in vines and a row of existing pine trees.  In response to community 
discussions, the Project would plant additional trees along Chaparal Street and a second 
row of trees on the south side of the wall to create a double row of landscaping along 
Chaparal Street. 

The Project has been refined to shift the existing athletic field approximately 7 feet 6 
inches to the east.  Shifting the athletic field would move the athletic field as far away as 
possible from the neighbors to the west of the campus property boundary while still 
maintaining regulation-size soccer and softball fields.  This expanded setback would 
allow for an enhanced landscape buffer along the western property boundary of the 
campus.  In addition, the planting area between the southern edge of the underground 
parking garage and the southern property line would be 22 feet to accommodate an 
expanded landscape buffer that would enhance the views from neighboring multi-family 
housing to the south and eliminate views of parked cars.  The Project would more than 
double the width of the landscaped planting strip along the southern boundary of the 
Campus Portion of the Barrington Parcel and add a row of evergreen trees to further 
enhance this landscape buffer facing an apartment building.  Further, the Project would 
retain a residential parcel on Barrington Avenue, which would be landscaped to maintain 
consistency with the surrounding neighborhood. 

The Residential Portion of the Barrington Parcel would be maintained as a residential 
parcel further buffering residents from the campus.  Landscaping would be provided 
along the southern and eastern perimeter of the Campus Portion of the Barrington Parcel 
to shield the Visual Arts Center from view along Barrington Avenue.  Specifically, the 
Campus Portion of the Barrington Parcel would include a 25-foot-wide landscaped rear 
yard with a continuous row of trees between the Visual Arts Center and the apartment 
building to the south on Barrington Avenue and a 20-foot-wide landscaped side yard with 
a continuous row of trees and planter wall along the eastern property line between the 
Visual Arts Center and the Residential Portion of the Barrington Parcel.   
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E. The proposed Project would implement a robust Transportation 
Management Program   

The School currently complies with the strictest transportation management program 
imposed on any school in Los Angeles, and the Project has been conditioned to provide 
further reductions in trip generation as part of the Project.  For example, the School 
would continue to prohibit solo drivers; all students must arrive to campus by bus or in a 
carpool.  In addition, the School would increase mandatory bus ridership from 50 percent 
to 70 percent, and all carpools would be required to have at least three students per 
vehicle.  Archer already achieves an 85-percent participation rate for its busing program.  
Thus the increase in the requirement from 50 percent to 70 percent will not directly 
increase participation in the busing program, but it will ensure that high levels of 
participation will continue at a level that Archer has demonstrated that it can achieve. 
Further,  the Project has been refined to further increase the percentage of students who 
are required to utilize the fixed-route bus service from 70 percent to 76 percent. This high 
level of participation in a busing program should serve as a model for other schools in the 
City. 

To minimize its effect on adjacent street traffic during the morning peak hour (i.e., 7:00 
a.m. to 8:00 a.m.), the Project would require at least 20 percent of employees to arrive 
outside of the morning peak hour when the student population reaches 470.  The School 
would increase the requirement proportionally as the student population approaches the 
enrollment cap of 518 students, at which time the School would require at least 40 
percent of employees to arrive outside of the morning peak hour.  The School would 
feature a model parking and transportation management program for all athletic 
competitions and special events, which would include appropriate tools to manage and 
control traffic and parking for the events so that impacts to the surrounding areas are 
minimized.  Potential measures would include a parking reservation system to manage 
attendance, attendant-assisted parking, off-site parking, temporary increases in traffic 
management and parking personnel as needed. 

Further, the Project has been conditioned to initially chair and coordinate the "Sunset 
Education Corridor Association (SECA)," a transportation collaborative designed to 
enhance the potential for other schools and institutions along the Sunset Boulevard 
corridor to join the School’s model transportation management.  The Project would have 
significant impacts during construction, and although temporary, future construction 
periods of adjacent institutions could be coordinated to reduce cumulative impacts from 
the confluence of construction periods and special events.  

As part of Archer Forward, the School would host more interscholastic athletic 
competitions on campus than it does today; however, the existing CUP does not have any 
restrictions on the number of competitions or the vehicles arriving for competitions, 
including peak hour restrictions for such events.  The School would host more special 
events on campus beyond that currently allowed in its existing CUP and provide School-
related programming in its proposed new facilities.  The School has agreed to implement 
more restrictive measures and limitations on its operations, further constraining its 
flexibility to schedule athletic competitions and special events.  The Project – with 
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additional restrictions and limitations on campus operations – has eliminated or mitigated 
all significant traffic impacts from campus operations.  To achieve this, the School agreed 
to reduce the number of guests arriving between 3:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m. as compared to the 
existing CUP, eliminate athletic competitions and special events with arrival times 
between 4:30 p.m. – 6:30 p.m., and restrict the number of vehicles allowed onto campus 
during peak traffic times.  Vehicles arriving to the campus for competitions or functions 
between 3:00 – 4:00 p.m. would be “capped” at 44.  Vehicles arriving to the campus for 
competitions or functions between 6:00 p.m. – 7:00 p.m. would be capped at 126.   

The School would coordinate with LADOT to obtain approval for and fund LADOT 
installation of a “no right turn-on-red” turn restriction on the northbound approach of 
Barrington Avenue at Sunset Boulevard and additional “Do Not Block Intersection” 
signage, potentially on the overhead mast arm, at Sunset Boulevard and Barrington 
Avenue.  The School would also provide up to $10,000 to conduct and implement a 
pedestrian safety study in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site and up to $15,000 for 
the development and implementation of a traffic calming plan on Chaparal Street.  The 
School would continue providing and funding crossing guards at the intersection of 
Sunset Blvd. and Barrington Avenue as it presently does. In addition, the School would 
provide two Traffic Control Officers at the intersection of Sunset Boulevard and 
Barrington Avenue for events with 200 attendees for a period of one year, until SECA 
can establish guidelines to fund and implement TCO at intersections that would benefit 
traffic flow within the institutional corridor.  

Three of the four significant impacts of the Project that remain after all feasible 
mitigation has been implemented relate to construction.  These are construction traffic, 
construction noise, and construction vibration.  While these cannot be brought below a 
level of significance while still implementing the Project, the Project has been refined to 
be brought down to a three-year construction schedule from the six-year schedule 
originally analyzed in the Draft EIR.  This was accomplished by carefully studying the 
construction plans and developing a logistical method of overlapping previously separate 
constructing phases.  The impacts of these overlapping phases had already been evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, however; thus the intensity of the impacts from peak construction days 
is not increased, though their number may be greater in the shorter three-year timespan. 

F. The School has complied with its Conditions of Approval 

From its inception, and after four subsequent plan approvals, the School was found to be 
generally compliant with its conditions of approval. The School’s existing CUP was 
approved in 1998.  At the time of that approval, the Planning and Land Use Management 
Committee acknowledged Archer’s extensive negotiations and stated that Archer’s 
existing conditional use permit – a compromise – “represents probably the toughest set of 
conditions ever imposed on a Private school.”  Since that approval, the School has 
complied with its conditions of approval, as confirmed by the City as recently as 2013.  
For example, in a 2007 Plan Approval determination, while discussing compliance with 
the existing CUP, the Zoning Administrator found that “compliance with the terms and 
Conditions of Archer’s conditional use… has been exemplary, complete and effective.” 
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With the approval of Archer Forward, the School would continue to be subject to 
numerous conditions, many that are similar to or more restrictive than those in the 
existing CUP. 

G. The proposed Project would provide educational-related employment 
opportunities that would maintain and enhance the economic vitality of the 
region and provide livable wages with benefits to those employees. 

In accordance with the Conditions of Approval for the CUP, the maximum enrollment 
cap of 518 students would remain in place.  For the 2011–2012 academic year, 430 
students were enrolled at the School and approximately 95 faculty and staff members 
were employed.  To accommodate a student population of 518 students, up to 37 
additional full-time-equivalent faculty and staff members may be required.  The School 
would provide competitive salaries and family benefit packages to their faculty and staff.  
The wages earned would provide an economic ripple effect as those monies are spent 
within the local economy.  In addition, the students and their families, as well as the 
faculty and staff, contribute significantly to the local economy, including the Brentwood 
Village.   

H. The proposed Project would be designed and constructed to incorporate 
environmentally sustainable design features that would achieve the 
standards of the Silver Rating under the U.S. Green Building Council’s 
Leadership in Energy Efficiency and Design (LEED®) green building 
program or equivalent green building standards.  

Sustainable Project features would be included in the development of the Project as 
identified in Exhibit A, which would achieve the standards of the Silver rating under the 
U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy Efficiency and Design (LEED®) 
green building program or equivalent green building standards. 

I. The proposed Project would include landscaping improvements that would 
comply with the City of Los Angeles Water Conservation Ordinance, and 
water saving features which would reduce overall water usage at the site.  

The Project would implement the following water conservation features which would 
help the City of Los Angeles reduce overall future water consumption: 

• Use of high-efficiency irrigation systems, including centralized and weather-
responsive irrigation controls, drip irrigation, and high-efficiency spray heads for 
turf areas. 

• Maximized use of native/adapted/drought tolerant plants. 

• Use of artificial turf on the proposed athletic field. 

• High-efficiency plumbing fixtures, including: low-flow lavatory faucets with a 
flow rate of 0.2 gallon per cycle; kitchen faucets with a flow rate of 1.8 gallons 
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per minute; and high-efficiency toilets (1.28 gallons per flush) and urinals (0.5 
gallon per flush). 

J. The proposed Project would help the City of Los Angeles fulfill the public 
policy Goal 7E of the General Plan Framework Element – “A City with a 
highly qualified labor force.” 

The School, a 501(c)(3) public charity, serves the educational needs of girls from across 
the greater Los Angeles area.  During the 2014-2015 academic year, students came from 
91 different ZIP codes and 193 feeder schools, and 39 percent of the School’s students 
are students of color, which is less than the LAUSD but more than the population of the 
surrounding Brentwood community.  Students come from large public elementary 
schools, small charter schools, and other independent schools.  The School’s robust bus 
and transportation management program allows it to serve the needs of girls who live 
throughout the Los Angeles area.  Twenty-four percent of the School’s students receive 
financial aid.  During the 2014–2015 academic year, the School awarded $3.5 million in 
financial aid to make the School accessible to girls of many socio-economic 
backgrounds.  Providing access to a high quality education to girls from across the City 
furthers the City's goal to develop a highly qualified future labor force.  

K. The proposed Project would help the City implement the objectives of the 
Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles  

Chapter 6 of the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles is Lifelong Opportunities for Learning 
and Prosperity.  Chapter 6 notes that “Over 90 percent of residents in west Los Angeles 
communities have high school diplomas, compared to less than 50 percent in 
communities such as Boyle Heights and Southeast Los Angeles.  Only 4 percent of South 
Los Angeles residents have a college degree, in contrast to over 70 percent of residents in 
Brentwood – Pacific Palisades.  These trends are underscored by the clusters of 
underperforming public schools in the city’s low-income neighborhoods, imperiling the 
promise that education will be the gateway to a better life.”  An objective of this section 
of the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles is to “[i]ncrease the percentage of the population 
age 25 and over that graduates from high school so that no Community Plan Area has 
more than 26% of the population without a high school diploma (citywide average).”  
The School furthers this objective and would provide girls from throughout the Los 
Angeles area with a top quality education that will lead to college admission, as the vast 
majority of the School’s girls go on to college.  The School, a 501(c)(3) public charity, 
serves the educational needs of girls from across the greater Los Angeles area.  During 
the 2014-2015 academic year, the School’s students came from 91 different ZIP codes 
and 143 feeder schools, and 39 percent of the School’s students are students of color, 
which is less than the LAUSD but more than the population of the surrounding 
Brentwood community.   

Every year the school partners with non-profit organizations, such as A Better Chance, 
and others, in order to reach girls that may not aware of the opportunities available to 
them through Archer School. These School Students come from large public elementary 
schools, small charter schools, and other independent schools.  In addition, the School’s 
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robust school bus and transportation management program allows the School to serve the 
needs of girls who live all over the City and represent diverse ethnic, racial, and 
socioeconomic backgrounds.  Twenty-four percent of the School’s students receive 
Financial Aid.  During the 2014 – 2015 academic year, the School awarded $3.2 million 
in financial aid to make the School accessible to girls of many backgrounds.  Providing 
access to a high quality education to girls from across the City prepares young women to 
successfully enter City’s future labor force.   

L. The proposed Project would create a monthly average of 65 construction 
jobs during construction of the Project which would enhance the economy of 
the region. 

The proposed Project would create a monthly average of 65 construction jobs during 
construction of the Project, which would enhance the economy of the region.  The jobs 
created would primarily benefit small and midsized businesses based in Los Angeles 
County and would include laborers, carpenters, truck operators, skilled tradesmen, and 
management positions.  Payroll for these jobs, as well as money for things such as 
construction equipment and purchase of construction materials, would provide an indirect 
economic ripple effect as money from the Project is circulated throughout the local 
economy.   

M. The proposed Project would help to implement the Green LA – Action Plan 
to Lead the Nation in Fighting Global Climate Change. 

The Project has been designed to significantly minimize the carbon footprint of the 
School and its students and their families.  The Green LA program is a plan for the City 
of Los Angeles to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  The Plan notes that “Los Angeles 
will meet the goal of reducing CO2 emissions 35% below 1990 levels by increasing the 
generation of renewable energy, improving energy conservation and efficiency, and 
changing transportation and land use patterns to reduce dependence on automobiles.”  
The Plan notes that “[t]hrough direct municipal action to mitigate emissions and through 
partnerships with the public and private sectors, Los Angeles can reduce GHG emissions 
by 35 percent.  Reducing the city’s carbon footprint will bring multiple environmental 
benefits, with cleaner air, better public health, and more open space.  It will stimulate an 
important new high-tech sector of the economy—the green economy—with opportunities 
for well-paying jobs for Angelenos.”  The proposed Project would help to implement the 
goals in the Green LA Plan.  The Plan notes that “[n]early half of citywide emissions 
come from transportation sources, primarily cars and trucks.”  The Project’s robust 
Traffic Management Program, which would require 70 percent of students to take the bus 
to school, and the remainder to carpool, would ensure that the carbon footprint of 
students remains low. Further, the Project has been refined to further increase the 
percentage of students who are required to utilize the fixed-route bus service from 70 
percent to 76 percent. 

In addition, as discussed above, the new buildings and infrastructure are designed to be 
environmentally sustainable and to achieve the standards of the Silver Rating under the 
U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy Efficiency and Design (LEED®) 
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green building program or equivalent green building standards.  Energy use throughout 
all buildings would be reduced by passive design strategies, including natural ventilation, 
daylighting, and envelope design.  The Project’s proposed sustainability features would 
implement the goals of Green LA and reduce greenhouse gas emissions compared to a 
business-as-usual approach. 
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	Growth Inducting Impacts of the Proposed Project
	Significant Irreversible Impacts

	OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS
	STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS
	The proposed Project would promote the objectives, goals, and policies of the Brentwood-Pacific Palisades Community Plan regarding the siting and development of schools.
	The proposed Project would serve to maintain and enhance the historic Main Building, the former Eastern Star Home.
	The proposed Project would support the evolving needs of girls’ education for essential learning facilities, performance and athletic facilities, and assembly space in a way that is consistent with other public and independent schools throughout the C...
	The landscaping and open space areas provided by the proposed Project would provide natural character and beauty in an urban environment and enhance the visual character of the Project Site and surrounding area.
	The proposed Project would implement a robust Transportation Management Program
	The School has complied with its Conditions of Approval
	The proposed Project would provide educational-related employment opportunities that would maintain and enhance the economic vitality of the region and provide livable wages with benefits to those employees.
	The proposed Project would be designed and constructed to incorporate environmentally sustainable design features that would achieve the standards of the Silver Rating under the U.S. Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy Efficiency and Design ...
	The proposed Project would include landscaping improvements that would comply with the City of Los Angeles Water Conservation Ordinance, and water saving features which would reduce overall water usage at the site.
	The proposed Project would help the City of Los Angeles fulfill the public policy Goal 7E of the General Plan Framework Element – “A City with a highly qualified labor force.”
	The proposed Project would help the City implement the objectives of the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles
	The proposed Project would create a monthly average of 65 construction jobs during construction of the Project which would enhance the economy of the region.
	The proposed Project would help to implement the Green LA – Action Plan to Lead the Nation in Fighting Global Climate Change.


