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Department of City Planning * Environmental Analysis Section
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Mt. Washington Residential Project
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Project Description: The Project site includes nine lots ranging in size from approximately 4,873 square
feet to approximately 6,940 square feet, for a total of approximately 49,938 square feet. The Project
includes development of the Project site with nine single-family residential homes, one home per parcel.
Each house would have three bedrooms and a two-car garage. The homes would range in size from
approximately 2,298 square feet to 2,710 square feet. During the Project’s grading phase, 11 of the 14
existing trees would be removed from the Project site. In order to implement the Project, the Project
Applicant is requesting approval of the following discretionary actions from the City: Planning Approval of
a Project Permit Compliance with the Mount Washington-Glassell Park Specific Plan and Building Permit.
APPLICANT:
Newport Property Holding, LLC
1528 Brookhollow Drive, Suite
100

Santa Ana, CA 92705
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I.

INTRODUCTION

Introduction
The subject of this Initial Study is the development of nine single-family residential homes on nine
undeveloped lots on West Point Drive and Glenalbyn Drive in the Northeast Los Angeles Community
Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles (the “City”). The Project Applicant is Newport Property Holding,
LLC. A more detailed description of the Project is contained in Section II (Project Description). The
City’s Department of City Planning is the Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).
Project Information
Project Title:

Mt. Washington Residential Project

Project Location:

3861, 3871, 3911, 3864, 3870, 3874, 3878, 3884, 3900 North West Point
Drive, Los Angeles, California, 90024

Lead Agency:

City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning

Contact Person:

Ondrea Tye

Organization of Initial Study
This Draft Initial Study is organized into six sections as follows:
Introduction: This section provides introductory information such as the Project title, the Project
Applicant, and the Lead Agency for the Project.
Project Description: This section provides a detailed description of the environmental setting and the
Project, including Project characteristics and environmental setting.
Initial Study Checklist: This section contains the completed Initial Study Checklist.
Environmental Impact Analysis: Each environmental issue identified in the Initial Study Checklist
contains an assessment and discussion of impacts associated with each subject area. When the evaluation
identifies potentially significant effects, as identified in the Checklist, mitigation measures are provided to
reduce such impacts to less-than-significant levels.
Preparers of Initial Study and Persons Consulted: This section provides a list of City personnel, other
governmental agencies, and consultant team members that participated in the preparation of the Initial
Study.
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Mitigation Monitoring Program: This section includes all of the regulatory compliance measures and
mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study that would ensure that Project impacts would he less
than significant.
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II.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The Project site is located in the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area of the City of Los Angeles
(the “City”) (refer to Figures II-l and II-2). Specifically, the Project site comprises nine subdivided
undeveloped lots that are accessed from West Point Drive (refer to Figure II-3). West Point Drive is a 20foot-wide substandard hillside limited street, with a right-of-way width of 30 feet. The Project site’s
assessor parcel numbers (APNs), zoning, land use designation, and parcel sizes are listed on Table II-1.
The Project site includes undeveloped hillside land, with topography that slopes from approximately 595
feet above sea level at the northwestern portion of the site to approximately 535 feet above sea level at the
southeastern portion of the site.
Fourteen trees are located on the Project site, including four Dragon Trees (Dracena draco), two Silver
Dollar Gum (.Eucalyptus polyanthemos), two Sugar Bush {Rhus ovate), one Jacaranda {Jacaranda
mimosifolia), one Strawberry Tree (Arbutus unedo), one Lemon {Citrus domestica), one Evergreen Elm
(Ulmus parvifolia), one California Elderberry {Sambucus californicus), and one Mexican Fan Palm
{Washingtonia robusta).
As shown on Table II-l, the Project site is zoned Rl-1 (One-Family Zone, Height District 1), with a
General Plan land use designation of Low Residential. Existing land uses surrounding the Project site
include single-family and multi-family residential development. Similar to the Project site, the area
surrounding the Project site is zoned Rl-1 and has a Low Residential land use designation.
According to ZIMAS, the Project site is located within a Hillside Special Grading Area, Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone, and an area potentially prone to Landslides (although the geotechnical reports
prepared for the Project site concluded that no landslides exist on the site). The Project site is not within a
Liquefaction Zone. The fault closest to the Project site is the Upper Elysian Park fault, located
approximately 2.45 miles from the site.

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
The Project includes development of the Project site with nine single-family residential homes, one home
per parcel (refer to Figures H-3 and II-4). Each house would have three bedrooms and a two-car garage.
The homes would range in size from approximately 2,298 square feet to 2,780 square feet. During the
Project’s grading phase, 11 of the 14 existing trees would be removed from the Project site. These trees
would be replaced as part of the Project at a 2:1 ratio, in accordance with City requirements. Also, the
Project includes a three-foot dedication along the West Point Drive. Table II-2 provides additional details
about the proposed buildings.
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Table II-l
Project Site Information
Addresses
3861 North West Point Drive
3871 North West Point Drive
3911 North West Point Drive
3864 North West Point Drive
3870 North West Point Drive
3874 North West Point Drive
3878 North West Point Drive
3884 North West Point Drive
3900 North West Point Drive

APN

Zone

General Plan
Land Use

5451-022-

5,146.9

010

5451-022Oil
5451-022015
5451-021-

4,873.6
5,201.1
Rl-1

6,940.4

021

5451-021018
5451-021017
5451-021016
5451-021015
5451-021014

Area (sf)

Zl-2129 East
Los Angeles
State Enterprise
Zone

Low
Residential

5,732.8
4,962.5
5,445.8
5,137.6
5,498.0

Total 48,938.70
Source: Zone Information & Map Access System (ZIMAS): httpJ/zimasJaciVyxny , August 14, 2014.
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Table II-2
Project Details
House Addresses

Details
sf
2,490
FAR
0.48:1
Maximum Height 40’ 7
2-car garage + 1 space
Parking
Cut: 600 cy Fill: 50 cy Export: 550
Earthwork
cy
sf
2,298
FAR
0.47:1
Height
31’ 3 >9
Parking
2-car garage
Earthwork
Cut: 600 cy Fill: 50 cy Export: 550
cy
sf
2,491
FAR
0.47:1
35’ 5
Height
Parking
2-car garage
Earthwork
Cut: 400 cy Fill: 100 cy Export: 300
cy
sf
2,710
FAR
0.39:1
Height
33’ 5
Parking
2-car garage + 1 space
Earthwork
Cut: 50 cy Fill: 900 cy Import: 250
sf
2,780
FAR
0.48:1
43’ 8
Height
Parking
2-car garage
Cut: 50 cy Fill: 300 cy Import: 850
Earthwork
sf
2,475
FAR
0.49:1
41’ 6 55
Height
2-car garage
Parking
Earthwork
Cut: 300 cy Fill: 200 cy Export: 100
2,656
sf
FAR
0.48:1
Height
43’ 5 59
Parking
2-car garage
Earthwork
Cut: 300 cy Fill: 100 cy Export: 200
55

3861 North West Point Drive

3871 North West Point Drive

59

3911 North West Point Drive

3864 North West Point Drive

3870 North West Point Drive

3874 North West Point Drive

3878 North West Point Drive
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Table II-2
Project Details
House Addresses

3884 North West Point Drive

3900 North West Point Drive

sf
FAR
Height
Parking
Earthwork
sf
FAR
Maximum Height
Parking
Earthwork

sf — square feet

FAR = floor area ratio

Details
2,454
0.47:1
41’ 3
2-car garage
Cut: 300 cy Fill: 50 cy Export: 250
2,617
0.47:1
43’ 3
2-car garage
Cut: 300 cy Fill: 100 cy Export: 200

cy = cubic yard

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The objectives of the Project are as follows:
Provide single-family residential product types to serve potential homebuyers in the Mt.
Washington area, as well as provide the necessary infrastructure and associated amenities.
To fully utilize the Project site consistent with the goals and policies in the Northeast Los Angeles
Community Plan.
To construct a development that incorporates a high quality structure landscaping and aesthetics,
and contribute to a more beautiful and livable neighborhood environment.
To create construction jobs through construction of a new residential development.
Develop additional housing stock on existing subdivided lots that is close to major commercial
and office locations, such as in downtown Los Angeles.
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REQUESTED DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS
In order to implement the Project, the Project Applicant is requesting approval of the following
discretionary actions from the City:
•

City Planning Approval of a Project Permit Compliance with the Mount Washington-Glassell
Park Specific Plan

•

Building Permit
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
ROOM 395, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
LEAD CITY AGENCY: City of Los Angeles

COUNCIL DISTRICT: 1

ENVIRONMENTAL CASE:

PROJECT TITLE:

CASE NO.

DIR-2014-1927-SPP at 3861 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-1934-SPP at 3864 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-1938-SPP at 3870 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-2243-SPP at 3871 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-1939-SPP at 3874 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-1940-SPP at 3878 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-1941-SPP at 3884 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-1942-SPP at 3900 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-1705-SPP at 3911 N West Point Dr
PROJECT LOCATION 3861, 3871, 3911, 3864, 3870, 3874, 3878, 3884, 3900 North West Point Drive, Los Angeles,
Ca I ifornia, 90024____________________________________________________ ________________ ____________
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Project includes development of the Project site with nine single-family
residential homes, one home per parcel. Each house would have three bedrooms and a two-car garage. The
homes would range in size from approximately 2,298 square feet to 2,710 square feet. During the Project's
grading phase, 11 of the 14 existing trees would be removed from the Project site. Significant trees to be
removed would be replaced on the Project site at a 1:1 ratio, and protected trees to be removed would be
replaced at a minimum of 2:1 ratio, subject to the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services,
Department of Public Works review and approval prior to implementation of the Report's recommended
measures.
Mt. Washington Residential
Project

ENV-2014-1935-MND

NAME AND ADDRESS OF APPLICANT IF OTHER THAN CITY AGENCY

Cherry Chen
Newport Property Holding, LLC
1528 Brookhollow Drive, Suite 100
Santa Ana, CA 92705________________________________________
FINDING: The Department of City Planning of the City of Los Angeles has proposed that a Mitigated Negative
Declaration be adopted for this project. The mitigation measures outlined on the attached pages will reduce
any potentially significant adverse effects to a level of insignificance.
SEE ATTACHED SHEET(S) FOR ANY MITIGATION MEASURES IMPOSED

Any written comments received during the public review period are attached together with the response of
the Lead City Agency. The project decision-maker may adopt the Mitigated Negative Declaration, amend it,
or require preparation of an EIR. Any changes made should be supported by substantial evidence in the
record and appropriate findings made.
THE INITIAL STUDY PREPARED FOR THIS PROJECT IS ATTACHED.
NAME OF PERSON PREPARING FORM

TITLE

Nuri Cho

Planning Assistant

ADDRESS

SIGNATURE (Official)

! 200 North Spring Street, 7th Floor
j Los Angeles, CA 90012

TELEPHONE NUMBER

DATE

Tuln Uf

CITY OF LOS ANGELES

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK, ROOM 395, CITY HALL
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012
CAUFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
INITIAL STUDY and CHECKLIST (CEQA Guidelines Section 15063)
LEAD CITY AGENCY: City of Los Angeles

COUNCIL DISTRICT: CD 1

DATE:

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES: Department of City Planning
ENVIRONMENTAL CASE: ENV-2014-1935-MND

RELATED CASES:

DIR-2014-1927-SPP at 3861 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-1934-SPP at 3864 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-1938-SPP at 3870 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-2243-SPP at 3871 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-1939-SPP at 3874 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-1940-SPP at 3878 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-1941-SPP at 3884 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-1942-SPP at 3900 N West Point Dr
DIR-2014-1705-SPP at 3911 N West Point Dr
□ DOES have significant changes from previous actions.
IE] DOES NOT have significant changes from previous
actions.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The Project includes development of the Project site with nine single-family residential
homes, one home per parcel. Each house would have three bedrooms and a two-car garage. The homes would
range in size from approximately 2,298 square feet to 2,710 square feet. During the Project's grading phase, 11
of the 14 existing trees would be removed from the Project site. Significant trees to be removed would be
replaced on the Project site at a 1:1 ratio, and protected trees to be removed would be replaced at a minimum
of 2:1 ratio, subject to the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services, Department of Public Works
review and approval prior to implementation of the Report's recommended measures._____________________
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: The Project site is located in the Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan Area of the
City of Los Angeles (the "City"). Specifically, the Project site comprises nine subdivided lots that are accessed
from West Point Drive. West Point Drive is a substandard hillside limited street. The Project site includes
undeveloped hillside land, with topography that slopes from approximately 595 feet above sea level at the
northwestern portion of the site to approximately 535 feet above sea level at the southeastern portion of the
site. Fourteen volunteer and planted trees are located on the Project site, including four Dragon Trees (Dracena
draco), two Silver Dollar Gum (Eucalyptus polyanthemos), two Sugar Bush (Rhus ovate), one Jacaranda
(Jacaranda mimosifolia), one Strawberry Tree (Arbutus unedo), one Lemon (Citrus domestica), one Evergreen
Elm (Ulmus parvifolia), one California Elderberry (Sambucus californicus), and one Mexican Fan Palm
(Washingtonia robusta). The Project site is zoned Rl-1 (One-Family Zone, Height District 1), with a General Plan
land use designation of Low Residential. Existing land uses surrounding the Project site include single-family
and multi-family residential development. Similar to the Project site, the area surrounding the Project site is
zoned Rl-1 and has a Low Residential land use designation. According to ZIMAS, the Project site is located
within a Hillside Special Grading Area, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, and an area potentially prone to
Landslides (although the geotechnical reports prepared for the Project site concluded that no landslides exist on
the site). The Project site is not within a Liquefaction Zone. The fault closest to the Project site is the Upper
Elysian Park fault, located approximately 2.45 miles from the site._________________________________________
PREVIOUS ACTIONS CASE NO.

PROJECT LOCATION: 3861, 3871, 3911, 3864, 3870, 3874, 3878, 3884, 3900 North West Point Drive, Los Angeles,
California, 90024

ENV-2014-3795-MND
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Northeast Los Angeles

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA:
STATUS:

□ Preliminary
□ Proposed
E Adopted

E
□

AREA PLANNING
COMMISSION:

Does Conform to Plan
Does NOT Conform to Plan

EXISTING ZONING:

MAX

Rl-1

1 Dwelling Unit per Lot

DENSITY

ZONING:

GENERAL PLAN LAND USE:

MAX.

Low Residential

1 Dwelling Unit per Lot

DENSITY

PLAN:

East Los Angeles

CERTIFIED
NEIGHBORHOOD
COUNCIL:

Arroyo Seco
LA River Adjacent: No

PROPOSED PROJECT DENSITY:

1 Dwelling Unit per Lot

Determination (To be completed by Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE

□

DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

□

REPORT is required.

a

I find the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant unless
mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

a

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION
pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed
project,

ing furither is required.

Phone

ire

67
1.

W
Evaluation of Environmental Impacts:
A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately supported
by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A "No Impact"
answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does
not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone).

A "No

Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants based on a project-specific
screening analysis).
2.

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site,
cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational
impacts.

3.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less that significant with mitigation, or
less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an
effect may be significant.

If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the

determination is made, an EIR is required.

4.

"Negative

Declaration:

Less

Than

Significant

With

Mitigation

Incorporated"

applies

where

the

incorporation of a mitigation measure has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to "Less
Than Significant Impact."

The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain

City of Los Angeles
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how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from "Earlier Analysis," as
described in (5) below, may be cross referenced).
5.

Earlier analysis must be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR, or negative declaration. Section 15063 (c)(3)(D). In
this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:
a.

Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b.

Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards,
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis.

c.

Mitigation Measures.

For effects that are "Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures

Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.
6.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for
potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside
document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is
substantiated

7.

Supporting Information Sources: A sources list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals

8.

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies

contacted should be cited in the discussion.
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project's environmental
effects in whichever format is selected.

9.

The explanation of each issue should identify:

a.

The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b.

The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significant.

July 2015

City of Los Angeles
Environmental Factors Potentially Affected:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following
pages.
E) AESTHETICS
□ AGRICULTURE AND FOREST
RESOURCES
□
m

AIR QUALITY
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

13 CULTURAL RESOURCES
□ GEOLOGY AND SOILS
□

□ HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS
□ HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY

□ POPULATION AND HOUSING
□ PUBLIC SERVICES
□ RECREATION
□TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

□ LAND USE AND PLANNING

□ UTILITIES
m MANDATORY FINDINGS OF

□ MINERAL RESOURCES
I3NOISE

SIGNIFICANCE

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST (To be completed by the Lead City Agency)
Background

PROPONENT NAME:

PHONE NUMBER: (312)912-5087

Newport Property Holding, LLC
APPLICANT'S ADDRESSES:

1528 Brookhollow Drive, Suite 100
Santa Ana, CA 92705
AGENCY REQUIRING CHECKLIST:

City of Los Angeles
Department of City Planning
PROPOSAL NAME (If Applicable): Mt. Washington Residential Project

DATE SUBMITTED:

June 2, 2014

City of Los Angeles

July 2015
Potentially
Significant
Potentially
Unless
Significant Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

PLEASE NOTE THAT EACH AND EVERY RESPONSE IN THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES INITIAL STUDY AND CHECKLIST IS SUMMARIZED
FROM AND BASED UPON THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS CONTAINED IN ATTACHEMENT B, EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST
DETERMINATIONS. PLEASE REFER TO THE APPLICABLE RESPONSE IN ATTACHMENT B FOR A DETAILED DISCUSSION OF CHECKLIST
DETERMINATIONS.
I.

AESTHETICS

a.

HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT ON A SCENIC VISTA?

□

b.

SUBSTANTIALLY DAMAGE SCENIC RESOURCES, INCLUDING, BUT NOT

□

□

m

□

□

□

LIMITED TO, TREES, ROCK OUTCROPPINGS, AND HISTORIC
BUILDINGS, OR OTHER LOCALLY RECOGNIZED DESIRABLE AESTHETIC
NATURAL FEATURE WITHIN A CITY-DESIGNATED SCENIC HIGHWAY?

c.

SUBSTANTIALLY DEGRADE THE EXISTING VISUAL CHARACTER OR

□

□

□

□

□

m

□

□

□

□

E

QUALITY OF THE SITE AND ITS SURROUNDINGS?

d.

CREATE A NEW SOURCE OF SUBSTANTIAL LIGHT OR GLARE WHICH
WOULD ADVERSELY AFFECT DAY OR NIGHTTIME VIEWS IN THE
AREA?

II.

a.

AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES
CONVERT PRIME FARMLAND, UNIQUE FARMLAND, OR FARMLAND
OF STATEWIDE IMPORTANCE, AS SHOWN ON THE MAPS PREPARED
PURSUANT TO THE FARMLAND MAPPING AND MONITORING
PROGRAM OF THE CALIFORNIA RESOURCES AGENCY, TO NONAGRICULTURAL USE?

b.

CONFLICT WITH EXISTING ZONING FOR AGRICULTURAL USE, ORA
WILLIAMSON ACT CONTRACT?

□

□

□

m

c.

CONFLICT WITH EXISTING ZONING FOR, OR CAUSE REZONING OF,
FOREST LAND (AS DEFINED IN PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION

□

□

□

m

□

a

□

□

a

□

m

□

□

m

a

□

□

m

□

□

a

m

□

□

□

m

□

□

□

a

m

□

1220(G)), TIMBERLAND (AS DEFINED BY PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE
SECTION 4526), OR TIMBERLAND ZONED TIMBERLAND PRODUCTION
(AS DEFINED BY GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 51104(G))?

d.
e.

RESULT IN THE LOSS OF FOREST LAND OR CONVERSION OF FOREST
LAND TO NON-FOREST USE?
INVOLVE OTHER CHANGES IN THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT WHICH,
DUE TO THEIR LOCATION OR NATURE, COULD RESULT IN
CONVERSION OF FARMLAND, TO NON-AGRICULTURAL USE OR
CONVERSION OF FOREST LAND TO NON-FOREST USE?

III.

a.

AIR QUALITY
CONFLICT WITH OR OBSTRUCT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SCAQMD
AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN OR CONGESTION MANAGEMENT
PLAN?
'

b.

VIOLATE ANY AIR QUALITY STANDARD OR CONTRIBUTE
SUBSTANTIALLY TO AN EXISTING OR PROJECTED AIR QUALITY
VIOLATION?

c.

RESULT IN A CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE NET INCREASE OF ANY
CRITERIA POLLUTANT FOR WHICH THE AIR BASIN IS NON
ATTAINMENT (OZONE, CARBON MONOXIDE, & PM 10) UNDER AN
APPLICABLE FEDERAL OR STATE AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARD?

d.

EXPOSE SENSITIVE RECEPTORS TO SUBSTANTIAL POLLUTANT
CONCENTRATIONS?

e.
IV.

a.

CREATE OBJECTIONABLE ODORS AFFECTING A SUBSTANTIAL
NUMBER OF PEOPLE?
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT, EITHER DIRECTLY OR

□

□
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially

Unless

Less Than

Significant

Mitigation

Significant

No

Impact

Incorporated

Impact

Impact

THROUGH HABITAT MODIFICATION, ON ANY SPECIES IDENTIFIED AS
A CANDIDATE, SENSITIVE, OR SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES IN LOCAL OR
REGIONAL PLANS, POLICIES, OR REGULATIONS BY THE CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME OR U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
SERVICE ?

b.

HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT ON ANY RIPARIAN HABITAT

□

□

□

E

a

a

□

im

□

□

□

E

a

e

□

a

□

□

□

e

a

□

□

El

a

a

El

a

□

□

El

□

□

□

E]

□

□

□

□

E

□

□
□

E

□

□

HI

□

E
E

□
□

OR OTHER SENSITIVE NATURAL COMMUNITY IDENTIFIED IN THE
CITY OR REGIONAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS BY THE
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME OR U.S. FISH AND
WILDLIFE SERVICE?

c.

HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT ON FEDERALLY PROTECTED
WETLANDS AS DEFINED BY SECTION 404 OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT
(INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, MARSH VERNAL POOL,
COASTAL, ETC.) THROUGH DIRECT REMOVAL, FILLING,
HYDROLOGICAL INTERRUPTION, OR OTHER MEANS?

d.

INTERFERE SUBSTANTIALLY WITH THE MOVEMENT OF ANY NATIVE
RESIDENT OR MIGRATORY FISH OR WILDLIFE SPECIES OR WITH
ESTABLISHED NATIVE RESIDENT OR MIGRATORY WILDLIFE
CORRIDORS, OR IMPEDE THE USE OF NATIVE WILDLIFE NURSERY
SITES?

e.

CONFLICT WITH ANY LOCAL POLICIES OR ORDINANCES PROTECTING
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, SUCH AS TREE PRESERVATION POLICY OR
ORDINANCE (E.G., OAK TREES OR CALIFORNIA WALNUT
WOODLANDS)?

f.

CONFLICT WITH THE PROVISIONS OF AN ADOPTED HABITAT
CONSERVATION PLAN, NATURAL COMMUNITY CONSERVATION
PLAN, OR OTHER APPROVED LOCAL, REGIONAL, OR STATE HABITAT
CONSERVATION PLAN?

V.

a.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
CAUSE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE CHANGE IN SIGNIFICANCE OF A
HISTORICAL RESOURCE AS DEFINED IN STATE CEQA SECTION
15064.5?

b.

CAUSE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE CHANGE IN SIGNIFICANCE OF AN
ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCE PURSUANT TO STATE CEQA SECTION
15064.5?

c.
d.

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?

VI.

a.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS
EXPOSURE OF 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.

ii.

STRONG SEISMIC GROUND SHAKING?

m.

SEISMIC-RELATED GROUND FAILURE, INCLUDING LIQUEFACTION?

IV,

LANDSLIDES?

b.

RESULT IN SUBSTANTIAL SOIL EROSION OR THE LOSS OF TOPSOIL?

□
□
□

□

i

j
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially
Unless
Significant Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated

c.

BE LOCATED ON A GEOLOGIC UNIT OR SOIL THAT IS UNSTABLE, OR

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

□

□

m

□

THAT WOULD BECOME UNSTABLE AS A RESULT OF THE PROJECT,
AND POTENTIAL RESULT IN ON- OR OFF-SITE LANDSLIDE, LATERAL
SPREADING, SUBSIDENCE, LIQUEFACTION, OR COLLAPSE?
d.

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?

a

□

a

m

e.

HAVE SOILS INCAPABLE OF ADEQUATELY SUPPORTING THE USE OF
SEPTIC TANKS OR ALTERNATIVE WASTE WATER DISPOSAL SYSTEMS

□

a

□

m

□

□

m

a

a

□

m

□

□

□

□

m

a

a

a

m

a

□

□

m

□

□

□

m

□

a

□

m

□

□

□

m

WHERE SEWERS ARE NOT AVAILABLE FOR THE DISPOSAL OF WASTE
WATER?
VII.
a.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
GENERATE GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, EITHER DIRECTLY OR
INDIRECTLY, THAT MAY HAVE A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON THE
ENVIRONMENT?

b.

CONFLICT WITH AN APPLICABLE PLAN, POLICY OR REGULATION
ADOPTED FOR THE PURPOSE OF REDUCING THE EMISSIONS OF
GREENHOUSE GASES?

III.

a.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
CREATE A SIGNIFICANT HAZARD TO THE PUBLIC OR THE
ENVIRONMENT THROUGH THE ROUTINE TRANSPORT, USE, OR
DISPOSAL OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

b.

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?

c.

EMIT HAZARDOUS EMISSIONS OR HANDLE HAZARDOUS OR
ACUTELY HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, SUBSTANCES, OR WASTE
WITHIN ONE-QUARTER MILE OF AN EXISTING OR PROPOSED
SCHOOL?

d.

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
IT CREATE A SIGNIFICANT HAZARD TO THE PUBLIC OR THE
ENVIRONMENT?

e.

FOR A PROJECT LOCATED WITHIN AN AIRPORT LAND USE PLAN OR,
WHERE SUCH A PLAN HAS NOT BEEN ADOPTED, WITHIN TWO MILES
OF A PUBLIC AIRPORT OR PUBLIC USE AIRPORT, WOULD THE
PROJECT RESULT IN A SAFETY HAZARD FOR PEOPLE RESIDING OR
WORKING IN THE PROJECT AREA?

f.

FOR A PROJECT WITHIN THE VICINITY OF A PRIVATE AIRSTRIP,
WOULD THE PROJECT RESULT IN A SAFETY HAZARD FOR THE PEOPLE
RESIDING OR WORKING IN THE AREA?
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Potentially
Significant

IMPAIR IMPLEMENTATION OF OR PHYSICALLY INTERFERE WITH AN

Potentially

Unless

Less Than

Significant

Mitigation

Significant

No

Impact

Incorporated

Impact

Impact

□

0

□

□
I

ADOPTED EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN OR EMERGENCY

I

EVACUATION PLAN?

□

0

□

□

a

□

a

0

□

□

□

0

□

□

0

□

□

□

0

□

□

□

0

□

f.

OTHERWISE SUBSTANTIALLY DEGRADE WATER QUALITY?

□

0

□

g-

PLACE HOUSING WITHIN A 100-YEAR FLOOD PLAIN AS MAPPED ON

□

□
□

a

0

a

□

□

0

□

□

□

0

□

□

□

0

h.

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?

IX.

a.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
VIOLATE ANY WATER QUALITY STANDARDS OR WASTE DISCHARGE
REQUIREMENTS?

b.

SUBSTANTIALLY DEPLETE GROUNDWATER SUPPLIES OR INTERFERE
WITH GROUNDWATER RECHARGE SUCH THAT THERE WOULD BE A
NET DEFICIT IN AQUIFER VOLUME OR A LOWERING OF THE LOCAL
GROUNDWATER TABLE LEVEL (E.G., THE PRODUCTION RATE OF PRE
EXISTING NEARBY WELLS WOULD DROP TO A LEVEL WHICH WOULD
NOT SUPPORT EXISTING LAND USES OR PLANNED LAND USES FOR
WHICH PERMITS HAVE BEEN GRANTED)?

c.

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?

d.

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 AN MANNER WHICH
WOULD RESULT IN FLOODING ON- OR OFF SITE?

e.

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?

FEDERAL FLOOD HAZARD BOUNDARY OR FLOOD INSURANCE RATE
MAP OR OTHER FLOOD HAZARD DELINEATION MAP?
h.

PLACE WITHIN A 100-YEAR FLOOD PLAIN STRUCTURES WHICH
WOULD IMPEDE OR REDIRECT FLOOD FLOWS?

i.

EXPOSE PEOPLE OR STRUCTURES TO A SIGNIFICANT RISK OF LOSS,
INQUIRY OR DEATH INVOLVING FLOODING, INCLUDING FLOODING
AS A RESULT OF THE FAILURE OF A LEVEE OR DAM?

JX.

INUNDATION BY SEICHE, TSUNAMI, OR MUDFLOW?
LAND USE AND PLANNING

a.

PHYSICALLY DIVIDE AN ESTABLISHED COMMUNITY?

□

□

□

0

b.

CONFLICT WITH APPLICABLE LAND USE PLAN, POLO OR

□

□

□

0

□

□

□

0

REGULATION OF AN AGENCY WITH JURISDICTION OVER THE
PROJECT (INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE GENERAL PLAN,
SPECIFIC PLAN, COASTAL PROGRAM, OR ZONING ORDINANCE)
ADOPTED FOR THE PURPOSE OF AVOIDING OR MITIGATING AN
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECT?

c.

CONFLICT WITH ANY APPLICABLE HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN OR
NATURAL COMMUNITY CONSERVATION PLAN?

XI.

MINERAL RESOURCES

J
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Potentially
Significant
Potentially
Unless
Significant Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated

a.

RESULT IN THE LOSS OF AVAILABILITY OF A KNOWN MINERAL

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

□

□

□

□

a

□

0

□

m

□

a

□

□

m

□

RESOURCE THAT WOULD BE OF VALUE TO THE REGION AND THE
RESIDENTS OF THE STATE?
b.

RESULT IN THE LOSS OF AVAILABILITY OF A LOCALLY-IMPORTANT
MINERAL RESOURCE RECOVERY SITE DELINEATED ON A LOCAL
GENERAL PLAN, SPECIFIC PLAN, OR OTHER LAND USE PLAN?

XII.

a.

NOISE
EXPOSURE OF PERSONS TO OR GENERATION OF NOISE IN LEVEL IN
EXCESS OF STANDARDS ESTABLISHED IN THE LOCAL GENERAL PLAN
OR NOISE ORDINANCE, OR APPLICABLE STANDARDS OF OTHER
AGENCIES?

b.

EXPOSURE OF PEOPLE TO OR GENERATION OF EXCESSIVE
GROUNDBORNE VIBRATION OR GROUNDBORNE NOISE LEVELS?

c.

A SUBSTANTIAL PERMANENT INCREASE IN AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS
IN THE PROJECT VICINITY ABOVE LEVELS EXISTING WITHOUT THE
PROJECT?

a

□

m

□

d.

A SUBSTANTIAL TEMPORARY OR PERIODIC INCREASE IN AMBIENT

□

□

m

□

□

□

□

m

a

□

□

□

□

m

□

□

□

a

m

□

□

□

m

NOISE LEVELS IN THE PROJECT VICINITY ABOVE LEVELS EXISTING
WITHOUT THE PROJECT?

e.

FOR A PROJECT LOCATED WITHIN AN AIRPORT LAND USE PLAN OR,
WHERE SUCH A PLAN HAS NOT BEEN ADOPTED, WITHIN TWO MILES
OF A PUBLIC AIRPORT OR PUBLIC USE AIRPORT, WOULD THE
PROJECT EXPOSE PEOPLE RESIDING OR WORKING IN THE PROJECT
.
AREA TO EXCESSIVE NOISE LEVELS?

f.

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?

XIII.

a.

POPULATION AND HOUSING
INDUCE SUBSTANTIAL POPULATION GROWTH IN AN AREA EITHER
DIRECTLY (FOR EXAMPLE, BY PROPOSING NEW HOMES AND
BUSINESSES) OR INDIRECTLY (FOR EXAMPLE, THROUGH EXTENSION
OF ROADS OR OTHER INFRASTRUCTURE)?

b.

DISPLACE SUBSTANTIAL NUMBERS OF EXISTING HOUSING
NECESSITATING THE CONSTRUCTION OF REPLACEMENT HOUSING
ELSEWHERE?

c.

DISPLACE SUBSTANTIAL NUMBERS OF PEOPLE NECESSITATING THE
CONSTRUCTION OF REPLACEMENT HOUSING ELSEWHERE?

XIV.

PUBLIC SERVICES

a.

FIRE PROTECTION?

□

□

m

□

b.

POLICE PROTECTION?

□

□

m

□

c.

SCHOOLS?

a

a

m

□

d.

PARKS?

□

□

m

□

e.

OTHER PUBLIC FACILITIES?

a

□

m

□
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XV.

a.

Potentially

Unless

Less Than

Significant

Mitigation

Significant

No

Impact

Incorporated

Impact

Impact

RECREATION
WOULD THE PROJECT INCREASE THE USE OF EXISTING

□

□

m

□

□

□

El

□

□

□

El

□

□

□

□

E

□

□

□

E

□

□

□

E

a
□

□
□

E

a

a

E

□

□

E

□

□

□

E

□

□

□

E

□

□

□

E

□

NEIGHBORHOOD AND REGIONAL PARKS OR OTHER RECREATIONAL
FACILITIES SUCH THAT SUBSTANTIAL PHYSICAL DETERIORATION OF
THE FACILITY WOULD OCCUR OR BE ACCELERATED?

b.

DOES THE PROJECT INCLUDE RECREATIONAL FACILITIES OR REQUIRE
THE CONSTRUCTION OR EXPANSION OF RECREATIONAL FACILITIES
WHICH MIGHT HAVE AN ADVERSE PHYSICAL EFFECT ON THE
ENVIRONMENT?

XVI.

a.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION
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?

b.

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?

c.

RESULT IN A CHANGE IN AIR TRAFFIC PATTERNS, INCLUDING EITHER
AN INCREASE IN TRAFFIC LEVELS OR A CHANGE IN LOCATION THAT
RESULTS IN SUBSTANTIAL SAFETY RISKS?

d.

SUBSTANTIALLY INCREASE HAZARDS TO A DESIGN FEATURE (E.G.,
SHARP CURVES OR DANGEROUS INTERSECTIONS) OR
INCOMPATIBLE USES (E.G., FARM EQUIPMENT)?

e,

RESULT IN INADEQUATE EMERGENCY ACCESS?

f.

CONFLICT WITH ADOPTED POLICIES, PLANS OR PROGRAMS
REGARDING PUBLIC TRANSIT, BICYCLE, OR PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES,
OR OTHERWISE DECREASE THE PERFORMANCE OR SAFETY OF SUCH
FACILITIES?

XVII. UTILITIES

a.

EXCEED WASTEWATER TREATMENT REQUIREMENTS OF THE
APPLICABLE REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD?

b.

REQUIRE OR RESULT IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW WATER OR
WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILITIES OR EXPANSION OF EXISTING
FACILITIES, THE CONSTRUCTION OF WHICH COULD CAUSE
SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS?

c.

REQUIRE OR RESULT IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW STORMWATER
DRAINAGE FACILITIES OR EXPANSION OF EXISTING FACILITIES, THE
CONSTRUCTION OF WHICH COULD CAUSE SIGNIFICANT
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS?

d.

HAVE SUFFICIENT WATER SUPPLIES AVAILABLE TO SERVE THE
PROJECT FROM EXISTING ENTITLEMENTS AND RESOURCE, OR ARE
NEW OR EXPANDED ENTITLEMENTS NEEDED?

City of Los Angeles
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Potentially
Unless
Significant
Mitigation
Impact
Incorporated

e.

RESULT IN A DETERMINATION BY THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

□

□

m

a

□

□

m

a

a

□

m

a

□

m

□

□

□

□

[3

□

□

13

□

□

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?

f.

BE SERVED BY A LANDFILL WITH SUFFICIENT PERMITTED CAPACITY
TO ACCOMMODATE THE PROJECT'S SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL NEEDS?

g-

COMPLY WITH FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL STATUTES AND
REGULATIONS RELATED TO SOLID WASTE?

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

a.

DOES THE PROJECT HAVE THE POTENTIAL TO DEGRADE THE
QUALITY OF THE ENVIRONMENT, SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCE THE
HABITAT OF FISH OR WILDLIFE SPECIES, CAUSE A FISH OR WILDLIFE
POPULATION TO DROP BELOW SELF-SUSTAINING LEVELS, THREATEN
TO ELIMINATE A PLANT OR ANIMAL COMMUNITY, REDUCE THE
NUMBER OR RESTRICT THE RANGE OF A RARE OR ENDANGERED
PLANT OR ANIMAL OR ELIMINATE IMPORTANT EXAMPLES OF THE
MAJOR PERIODS OF CALIFORNIA HISTORY OR PREHISTORY?

b.

DOES THE PROJECT HAVE IMPACTS WHICH ARE INDIVIDUALLY
LIMITED, BUT CUMULATIVELY CONSIDERABLE? ("CUMULATIVELY
CONSIDERABLE" MEANS THAT THE INCREMENTAL EFFECTS OF AN
INDIVIDUAL PROJECT ARE CONSIDERABLE WHEN VIEWED IN
CONNECTION WITH THE EFFECTS OF PAST PROJECTS, THE EFFECTS
OF OTHER CURRENT PROJECTS, AND THE EFFECTS OF PROBABLE
FUTURE PROJECTS).

c.

DOES THE PROJECT HAVE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS WHICH CAUSE
SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS ON HUMAN BEINGS, EITHER
DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY?
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DISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (Attach additional sheets if necessary)
The Environmental Impact Assessment includes the use of official City of Los Angeles and other
government source reference materials related to various environmental impact categories (e.g., Hydrology, Air
Quality, Biology, Cultural Resources, etc.)- The State of California, Department of Conservation, Division of Mines
and Geology - Seismic Hazard Maps and reports, are used to identify potential future significant seismic events;
including probable magnitudes, liquefaction, and landslide hazards. Based on Applicant information provided in
the Master Land Use Application and Environmental Assessment Form, impact evaluations were based on stated
facts contained therein, including but not limited to, reference materials indicated above, field investigation of the
project site, and other reliable reference materials known at the time.
Project specific impacts were evaluated based on all relevant facts indicated in the Environmental
Assessment Form and expressed through the Applicant's project description and supportive materials. Both the
Initial Study Checklist and Checklist Explanations, in conjunction with the City of Los Angeles's Adopted Thresholds
Guide and CEQA Guidelines, were used to reach reasonable conclusions on environmental impacts as mandated
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The Project as identified in the project description may cause potentially significant impacts on the
environment without mitigation. Therefore, this environmental analysis (ENV-2014-1935-MND) concludes that a
Mitigated Negative Declaration shall be issued to avoid and mitigate all potential adverse impacts on the
environment by the imposition of mitigation measures and/or conditions contained and expressed in this
document; the environmental case file known as ENV-2014-1935-MND and the associated case(s), DIR-20141927-SPP, DIR-2014-1934-SPP, DIR-2014-1938-SPP, DIR-2014-2243-SPP, DIR-2014-1939-SPP, DIR-20141940-SPP, DIR-2014-1941-SPP, DIR-2014-1942-SPP, and DIR-2014-1705-SPP.
Finally, based on the fact that these impacts can be feasibly mitigated to less than significant, and based
on the findings and thresholds for Mandatory Findings of Significance as described in the California Environmental
Quality Act, section 15065, the overall project impact(s) on the environment (after mitigation) will not:
Substantially degrade environmental quality.
Substantially reduce fish or wildlife habitat.
Cause a fish or wildlife habitat to drop below self-sustaining levels,
Threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community.
Reduce number, or restrict range of a rare, threatened, or endangered species.
Eliminate important examples of major periods of California history or prehistory.
Achieve short-term goals to the disadvantage of long-term goals.
Result in environmental effects that are individually limited but cumulatively considerable.
Result in environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings.
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION:
All supporting documents and references are contained in the Environmental Case File referenced above and may
be viewed in the EIR Unit, Room 763, City Hall.
For City information, addresses, and phone numbers: visit the City's website at http://www.lacity.org; City
Planning- and Zoning Information Mapping Automated System (ZIMAS) cityplanning.lacity.org/ or EIR Unit, City
Hall, 200 N Spring Street, Room 763. Seismic Hazard Maps - http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/
Engineering/Infrastructure/Topographic Maps/Parcel Information -http://boemaps.eng.ci.la.ca.us/indexO.lhtm or
City's main website under the heading "Navigate LA."
PREPARED BY:

TITLE:

TELEPHONE NO.:

Nuri Cho

Planning Assistant

213-978-1177

DATE:
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MITIGATION MEASURES
AESTHETICS

1-1:

Prior to issuance of any permit related to development of the Project, a plot plan shall be
prepared for the Project, indicating the location, size, type, and general condition of all existing
trees on the Project site and within the adjacent public right(s)-of-way.

1-2:

All significant (8-inch or greater trunk diameter, or cumulative trunk diameter if multi-trunked,
as measured 54 inches above the ground) non-protected trees on the Project site proposed for
removal shall be replaced at a 1:1 ration with a minimum 24-inch box tree. Net new trees
located within the parkway of the adjacent public-right(s)-of-way may be counted toward
replacement tree requirements.

1-3:

Removal or planning of any tree in the public right-of-way shall require approval of the Board of
Public Works. All trees in the public right-of-way shall be provided in the current standards of
the Urban Forestry Division of the Department of Public Works, Bureau of Street Services.

1-4:

All protected tree removals shall require approval from the Board of Public Works

1-5:

A Tree Report shall be submitted to the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services,
Department of Public Works, for review and approval prior to implementation of the Report's
recommended measures.

1-6:

A minimum of two trees (a minimum of 48-inch box in size if available) shall be planted for each
protected tree that is removed. The canopy of the replacement trees, at the time they are
planted, shall be in proportion to the canopies of the protected tree(s) removed and shall be to
the satisfaction of the Urban Forestry Division.

1-7:

The location of the trees planted for the purposes of replacing a removed protected tree shall
be clearly indicated on the required landscape plan, which shall also indicate the replacement
tree species and further contain the phrase "Replacement Tree" in its description.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

No mitigation measures are required.

AIR QUALITY

No mitigation measures are required.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

4-1:

To avoid potential significant impacts to nesting birds, including migratory birds and raptors, one
of the following shall be implemented by the Project Applicant:
•

Conduct vegetation removal associated with construction from September 1st
through January 31st, when birds are not nesting. Initiate grading activities prior to
the breeding season (which is generally February 1st through August 31st) and keep
disturbance activities constant throughout the breeding season to prevent birds
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from establishing nests in surrounding habitat (in order to avoid possible nest
abandonment); if there is a lapse in activities of more than five days, pre
construction surveys shall be necessary as described in the bullet below.
OR...
•

Conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting birds if vegetation removal or grading
is initiated during the nesting season. A qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct
weekly pre-construction bird surveys no more than 30 days prior to initiation of
grading to provide confirmation on the presence or absence of active nests in the
vicinity (at least 300 to 500 feet around the individual construction site, as access
allows). The last survey should be conducted no more than three days prior to the
initiation of clearance/construction work. If active nests are encountered, clearing
and construction in the vicinity of the nests shall be deferred until the young birds
have fledged and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. A minimum
buffer of 300 feet (500 feet for raptor nests) or as determined by a qualified
biologist shall be maintained during construction depending on the species and
location. The perimeter of the nest-setback zone shall be fenced or adequately
demarcated with staked flagging at 20-foot intervals, and construction personnel
and activities restricted from the area. Construction personnel should be instructed
on the sensitivity of the area.

A survey report by the qualified biologist

documenting and verifying compliance with the mitigation and with applicable state
and federal regulations protecting birds shall be submitted to the City and County,
depending on within which jurisdiction the construction activity is occurring. The
qualified biologist shall serve as a construction monitor during those periods when
construction activities would occur near active nest areas to ensure that no
inadvertent impacts on these nests would occur.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

No mitigation measures are required.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

No mitigation measures are required.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

No mitigation measures are required.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

City of Los Angeles

8-1:
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Public Services (Schools affected by Haul Route)
LADBS shall assign specific haul route hours of operation based upon schools' hours of
operation.
Haul route scheduling shall be sequenced to minimize conflicts with pedestrians, school buses
and cars at the arrival and dismissal times of the school day. Haul route trucks shall not be
routed past the school during periods when school is in session especially when students are
arriving or departing from the campus.

8-2:

Haul Route
The developer shall install appropriate traffic signs around the site to ensure pedestrian and
vehicle safety.
Projects involving the import/export of 1,000 cubic yards or more of dirt shall obtain haul route
approval by the Department of Building and Safety.
All haul route hours shall be limited to off-peak hours as determined by Board of Building and
Safety Commissioners.
The Department of Transportation shall recommend to the Building and Safety Commission
Office the appropriate size of trucks allowed for hauling, best route of travel, the appropriate
number of flag people.
The Department of Building and Safety shall stagger haul trucks based upon a specific area's
capacity, as determined by the Department of Transportation, and the amount of soil proposed
to be hauled to minimize cumulative traffic and congestion impacts.
The applicant shall be limited to no more than two trucks at any given time within the site's
staging area.

8-3:

Hillside Construction Staging and Parking Plan
•

Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, the applicant shall submit a Construction
Staging and Parking Plan to the Department of Building and Safety and the Fire Department
for review and approval. The plan shall identify where all construction materials, equipment,
and vehicles will be stored through the construction phase of the project, as well as where
contractor, subcontractor, and laborers will park their vehicles as to prevent blockage of
two-way traffic on streets in the vicinity of the construction site. The Construction Staging
and Parking Plan shall include, but not be limited to, the following:
o
No construction equipment or materials shall be permitted to be stored within the
public right-of-way.
o
If the property fronts on a designated Red Flag Street, on noticed "Red Flag" days,
all the workers shall be shuttled from an off-site area, located on a non-Red Flag
Street, to and from the site in order to keep roads open on Red Flag days,
o
During the excavation and grading phases, only on truck hauler shall be allowed on
the site at any one time. The drivers shall be required to follow the designated
travel plan or approved Haul Route.
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o

Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose of delivering materials,
construction-machinery, or removal of graded soil shall be limited to off-peak
traffic.

8-3:

The following recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety shall be
incorporated into the building plans, which includes the submittal of a plot plan for approval by
the Fire Department either prior to the recordation of a final map or the approval of a building
permit. The plot plan shall include the following minimum design features: fire lanes, where
required, shall be a minimum of 20 feet in width; all structures must be within 300 feet of an
approved fire hydrant, and entrances to any dwelling units or guest room shall not be more than
150 feet in distance in horizontal travel from the edge of the roadway of an improved street or
approved fire lane.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

No mitigation measures are required.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

No mitigation measures are required.

MINERAL RESOURCES

No mitigation measures are required.

NOISE

12-1:

The construction staging area shall be as far from sensitive receptors as possible.

12-2:

The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise
shielding and muffling devices capable of attenuating sound by 3 dBA or more.

12-3:

Temporary sound barriers, capable of achieving a sound attenuation of at least 15 dBA (e.g.,
construction sound wall with sound blankets) and blocking the line-of-sight shall be installed
between the Project site and adjacent residences.

12-4:

Two weeks prior to commencement of construction, notification shall be provided to the off-site
residential uses within 500 feet of the Project site that discloses the construction schedule,
including the types of activities and equipment that would be used throughout the duration of
the construction period.

PUBLIC SERVICES

No mitigation measures are required.
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RECREATION

No mitigation measures are required.

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

No mitigation measures are required.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

No mitigation measures are required.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

No mitigation measures are required.
Cumulative Impacts

As discussed in the expanded Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND), attached, there
may be environmental impacts which are individually limited, but significant when viewed in connection
with the effects of past projects, other current project, and probably future projects. However, these
cumulative impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant level through compliance with the above
mitigation measures.

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

1.

AESTHETICS

a)

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic \ista?

Less Than Significant Impact. Views from the Project site and area include those of the Downtown Los
Angeles skyline and northeastern Los Angeles. However, the Project homes would be stepped down the
hillsides to reduce overall building height and would not substantially affect views in the area. Moreover,
the Project would comply with building height and floor area regulations set forth in the Mount
Washington-Glassell Park Specific Plan. Therefore, Project impacts related to scenic vistas would be less
than significant.
Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
b)
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The Project site does not contain any scenic
resources. The Project site is currently undeveloped and does not contain any historic buildings or
structures. Fourteen trees are located on the Project site, including four Dragon Trees (Dracena draco),
two Silver Dollar Gum (Eucalyptus polyanthemos), two Sugar Bush (Rhus ovate), one Jacaranda
(Jacaranda mimosifolia), one Strawberry Tree (Arbutus unedo), one Lemon (Citrus domestica), one
Evergreen Elm (Ulmus parvifolia), one California Elderberry (Sambucus californicus), and one Mexican
Fan Palm (Washingtonia robusta).
A Tree Report was prepared for the Project site that identified trees that could be saved as part of the
Project (refer to Appendix A Tree Report). The report noted that primarily due to drought, 11 of the trees
that have suffered damage and are not healthy. These 11 trees would be removed during Project
construction. The other three trees would be preserved. However, as required by the City and as outlined
in Mitigation Measures 1-1 through 1-7, significant trees to be removed would be replaced on the Project
site at a 1:1 ratio, and protected trees to be removed would be replaced at a minimum of 2:1 ratio, subject
to the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services, Department of Public Works review and
approval prior to implementation of the Report’s recommended measures. Therefore, with
implementation of these mitigation measures, the Project would not result in any significant impacts
related to trees.
Mitigation Measures
Non-Protected Trees

1-1:

Prior to issuance of any pennit related to development of the Project, a plot plan shall be prepared
for the Project, indicating the location, size, type, and general condition of all existing trees on the
Project site and within the adjacent public right(s)-of-way.

Mt. Washington Residential Project
Initial Study
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1-2:

All significant (8-inch or greater trunk diameter, or cumulative trunk diameter if multi-trunked, as
measured 54 inches above the ground) non-protected trees on the Project site proposed for
removal shall be replaced at a 1:1 ration with a minimum 24-inch box tree. Net new trees located
within the parkway of the adjacent public-right(s)-of-way may be counted toward replacement
tree requirements.

1-3:

Removal or planning of any tree in the public right-of-way shall require approval of the Board of
Public Works. All trees in the public right-of-way shall be provided in the current standards of the
Urban Forestry Division of the Department of Public Works, Bureau of Street Services.

Protected Trees

All protected tree removals shall require approval from the Board of Public Works
1-5:

A Tree Report shall be submitted to the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services,
Department of Public Works, for review and approval prior to implementation of the Report’s
recommended measures.

1-6:

A minimum of two trees (a minimum of 48-inch box in size if available) shall be planted for each
protected tree that is removed. The canopy of the replacement trees, at the time they are planted,
shall be in proportion to the canopies of the protected tree(s) removed and shall be to the
satisfaction of the Urban Forestry Division.

1-7:

The location of the trees planted for the purposes of replacing a removed protected tree shall be
clearly indicated on the required landscape plan, which shall also indicate the replacement tree
species and further contain the phrase “Replacement Tree” in its description.

Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site
c)
and its surroundings?
No Impact. The Project includes development of nine single-family homes, similar to those in close
proximity to the Project site and within the area. The size, height, and massing of the homes would
comply with all Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) requirements. Also, the design of the proposed
homes would be required to comply with the City’s design requirements (i.e., height, building materials,
landscaping, etc.). The visual character of the Project would conform to the visual character of the
surrounding area. Therefore, no Project impacts related to visual character would occur.
Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely
d)
affect day or nighttime views in the area?
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is located in the Mt. Washington area of the City of Los
Angeles (the “City”). The Project site is currently subdivided into nine single-family lots and is
surrounded by other existing single-family residential houses, some multi-family residential uses, and
Mt. Washington Residential Project
Initial Study
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roadway and utility infrastructure, all of which produce light and glare (e.g., indoor/outdoor lighting,
windows, light-colored surfaces, etc.) typical of such uses in the City. The Project would include interior
and exterior lighting that complies with the LAMC to minimize the effect of the new sources of lighting
that would be introduced. Consequently, no substantial changes in nighttime illumination would occur
that would adversely affect nighttime views in the area and prevent spill-over. Specifically, LAMC
Section 91.6205 requires that new lighting sources not exceed 1 foot-candle of new light spillover at
residential property lines. Also, the Project would be required to use non-reflective glass, pursuant to
LAMC Section 93.0117. Thus, lighting impacts would be less than significant and mitigation measures
are not required. For these reasons, the Project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. Therefore, Project impacts related to
light and glare would be less than significant.

2.

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
a)
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
No Impact. The Extent of Important Fannland Map Coverage maintained by the Division of Land
Protection indicates that the Project site is not included in the Important Farmland category.1 Therefore,
the Project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland) to non-agricultural use, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency. No impacts would occur.
Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
b)
Contract?
No Impact. The Project site is not zoned for agricultural use, and the site is not under Williamson Act
Contract.2 Thus, the Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act Contract. Therefore, no impacts related to this issue would occur.

State of California Department of Conservation, Division ofLand Resource Protection, Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program, Los Angeles County Important Farmland, 1998.
Ibid.
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Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
c)
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220 [g]), timberland (as defined by Public Resources
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104 [g])?
No Impact. The Project site is not zoned as forest land or timberland. Therefore, no impacts related to
this issue would occur.
d)
use?

Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest

No Impact. The Project site does not contain any forest land. Therefore, no impacts related to this issue
would occur.
Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment, which due to their
e)
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?
No Impact. The Project site and surrounding area are developed with single- and multi-family residential
land uses. No agricultural uses are located on the Project site or within the area. Therefore, no impacts
related to this issue would occur.

3.

AIR QUALITY

Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
a)
plan?
Less Than Significant Impact. In the case of projects proposed within the City or elsewhere in the South
Coast Air Basin (the “Basin”), the applicable plan is the 2012 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP),
which is prepared by the South Coast Air Management District (SCAQMD). The SCAQMD is the
agency principally responsible for comprehensive air pollution control in the Basin. To that end, the
SCAQMD, a regional agency, works directly with the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG), county transportation commissions, local governments, and cooperates actively with all state
and federal government agencies. The SCAQMD develops rules and regulations, establishes permitting
requirements, inspects emissions sources, and enforces such measures though educational programs or
fines, when necessary.
The regional ozone attainment plan centers on accommodating population growth forecasts by SCAG.
Specifically, SCAG’s growth forecasts from the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS) are largely built off local growth forecasts from local governments like the
City of Los Angeles. The RTP/SCS accommodates up to 3,991,700 persons; 1,455,700 households; and
1,817,700 jobs in the City by 2020.
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The Project site is currently Rl-1 (One-Family Zone, Height District 1). The Northeast Los Angeles
Community Plan land use designation for the site is Low Residential. The type of land use proposed as
part of the Project (single-family residential) and the number of dwelling units (nine) are allowed as a
“by-right” development at the Project site. The existing zoning, land use designation, and the City’s
General Plan buildout already take into account the proposed development. As such, the Project would be
consistent with the existing General Plan and zoning for the Project site. Additionally, regional
documents that have been adopted for the purposes of projecting population growth and
managing/decreasing traffic and pollutant emissions, such as Southern California Association of
Governments’ (SCAG) Compass Growth Vision Plan, Regional Comprehensive Plan, and Regional
Transportation Plan, SCAQMD’s AQMP, and the County’s Congestion Management Plan (CMP), have
all taken into consideration the housing and population growth associated with the Project into
preparation of these plans.3 As such, the Project would be consistent with these plans. As a result, the
Project would not conflict with or obstruct the 2012 AQMP, and impacts would be less than significant.
b)

Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation?

Less Than Significant Impact. Both short-term impacts occurring during construction and long-term
effects related to the ongoing operation of the Project are discussed. This analysis focuses on two levels
of impacts: pollutant emissions and pollutant concentrations. “Emissions” refer to the quantity of
pollutants released into the air. “Concentrations” refer to the amount of pollutant material per volumetric
unit of air, as measured in parts per million (ppm) or micrograms per cubic meter (pg/m3).
Construction
Table IV-1 shows the estimated daily emissions associated with the construction phase of the Project. As
shown, construction of the Project would not produce VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM2.5, and PMio emissions in
excess of SCAQMD’s significance thresholds. Therefore, Project impacts related to construction pollutant
emissions would be less than significant.
Operation
Table IV-2 shows the estimated daily emissions associated the operational phase of the Project. As
shown, operation of the Project would not produce VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM,.,, and PMi0 emissions in
excess of SCAQMD’s thresholds. Therefore, Project impacts related to operational pollutant emissions
would be less than significant.

3

2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan Appendix, Southern California Association of Governments, April
2012, page 1.
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Table IV-1
Estimated Daily Construction Emissions for the Project
Pounds Per Day
Construction Phase
VOC
CO
NOx
SOx
Site Preparation
On-Site Emissions
2
<1
<1
6
Off-Site Emissions
<1
<1
<1
<1
2
<1
Total Emissions
<1
6
Grading
On-Site Emissions
<1
1
7
10
<1
1
<1
Off-Site Emissions
<1
Total Emissions
1
8
<1
10
Building Construction
On-Site Emissions
36
26
<1
3
<1
1
<1
Off-Site Emissions
<1
Total Emissions
<1
3
36
27
Architectural Coatings
<1
On-Site Emissions
11
3
3
Off-Site Emissions
<1
<1
<1
<1
<1
Total Emissions
11
3
3
Paving
<1
On-Site Emissions
1
7
5
<1
<1
<1
<1
Off-Site Emissions
Total Emissions
1
<1
7
5
Maximum Regional
Total
Regional Significance
Threshold
Exceed Threshold?
Maximum Localized
Total
Localized Significance
Threshold
Exceed Threshold?

PMiq

pm25

2
<1
2

1
<1
1

1
<1
1

1
<1
1

2
<1
2

<2
<1
<2

<1
<1
<1

<1
<1
<1

<1
<1
<1

<1
<1
<1

11

36

27

<1

2

2

75
No

100
No

550

150

150

No

No

No

55
No

11

36

26

<1

2

<2

108

1,861

No

No

No

8
No

2
No

No

Source: DKA Planning, 2014 based on CalEEMod 2013.2.2 model runs. LST analyses based on 2 acre site with
25 meter distances to receptors in Central LA source receptor area._____________________________________
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Table IV-2
Estimated Daily Project Operational Emissions
_____________________ Pounds Per Day
Emissions Source
CO
SOx
VOC
NOx
Area Source
<1
<1
2
<1
<1
Energy Source
<1
<1
<1
1
4
Mobile Source
<1
<1
Total Emissions
1
1
6
<1
55
550
SCAQMD Threshold
55
150
No
No
Exceed Threshold?
No
No

PMio
<1
<1
1
I
150
No

pm2,5

<1
<1
<1
<1
55
No

! Source: DKA Planning, 2014. Modeling results included in Appendix B Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas
|| Emissions, and Noise Technical Reports._______________________________________________

Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
c)
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 threshold
for ozone pr ecursors)?
Less Than Significant Impact. The SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook identifies several
methods to determine the cumulative significance of land use projects (i.e., whether the contribution of a
project’s emissions is cumulatively considerable). However, the SCAQMD no longer recommends the
use of these methodologies. Instead, the SCAQMD recommends that any construction-related emissions
and operational emissions from individual development projects that exceed the project-specific mass
daily emissions thresholds identified above also be considered cumulatively considerable.4 The
SCAQMD neither recommends quantified analyses of the emissions generated by a set of cumulative
development projects nor provides thresholds of significance to be used to assess the impacts associated
with these emissions.
As discussed in response to Checklist Question 3b, the Project would not produce VOC, NOx, CO, SOx,
PM2.5, and PMi0 emissions in excess of SCAQMD’s significance thresholds. As such, the Project’s
contribution to cumulative pollutant emissions would not be considerable.

White Paper on Regulatory Options for Addressing Cumulative Impacts from Air Pollution Emissions,
SCAQMD Board Meeting, September 5, 2003, Agenda No. 29, Appendix D, p. D-3.
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Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less Than Significant Impact. SCAQMD recommends an evaluation of potential localized CO impacts
when vehicle-to-capacity (V/C) ratios are increased by two percent or more at intersections with a level of
service (LOS) of C or worse, and/or when the LOS for an intersection worsens from C to D or worse.
Traffic volumes that meet these criteria have the potential to result in CO “hotspots.” The Project includes
development of nine single-family residential homes, which would generate approximately 7 AM peakhour trips, 3 PM peak-hour trips, and 86 daily trips. Project traffic would not change LOS at any of the
intersections near the Project site (refer to Tables IV-13 and IV-14 later in this section). Thus, Project
traffic would not have the potential to result in CO hotspots. Additionally, as discussed in response to
Checklist Question 3b, the Project would not produce VOC, NOx, CO, SOx, PM2.5, and PM10 emissions in
excess of SCAQMD’s significance thresholds. As such, the Project would not expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant concentrations. Therefore, Project impacts related to this issue would be less than
significant.
e)

Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

No Impact. The Project includes development of nine single-family residential homes on the Project site
and would not generate any odors. Therefore, the Project would not create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people.

4.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
a)
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulation, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The Project site is located in a fairly urbanized
area of the City and is surrounded by existing residential development. The Project site contains 14 trees,
11 of which would be removed as part of the Project. Depending on the time of year that the Project site is
developed, nesting birds (which are protected by law) could be using the trees on the Project site. As
such, the Project Applicant would be required to implement Mitigation Measure 4-1 to ensure that no
significant impacts related to nesting birds would occur. Therefore, impacts related to this issue would be
less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
4-1:

To avoid potential significant impacts to nesting birds, including migratory birds and raptors, one
of the following shall be implemented by the Project Applicant:
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•

Conduct vegetation removal associated with construction from September 1st through
January 31st, when birds are not nesting. Initiate grading activities prior to the
breeding season (which is generally February 1st through August 31st) and keep
disturbance activities constant throughout the breeding season to prevent birds from
establishing nests in surrounding habitat (in order to avoid possible nest
abandonment); if there is a lapse in activities of more than five days, pre-construction
surveys shall be necessary as described in the bullet below.
OR...

•

Conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting birds if vegetation removal or grading
is initiated during the nesting season. A qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct
weekly pre-construction bird surveys no more than 30 days prior to initiation of
grading to provide confirmation on the presence or absence of active nests in the
vicinity (at least 300 to 500 feet around the individual construction site, as access
allows). The last survey should be conducted no more than three days prior to the
initiation of clearance/construction work. If active nests are encountered, clearing
and construction in the vicinity of the nests shall be deferred until the young birds
have fledged and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. A minimum
buffer of 300 feet (500 feet for raptor nests) or as determined by a qualified biologist
shall be maintained during construction depending on the species and location. The
perimeter of the nest-setback zone shall be fenced or adequately demarcated with
staked flagging at 20-foot intervals, and construction personnel and activities
restricted from the area. Construction personnel should be instructed on the
sensitivity of the area. A survey report by the qualified biologist documenting and
verifying compliance with the mitigation and with applicable state and federal
regulations protecting birds shall be submitted to the City and County, depending on
within which jurisdiction the construction activity is occurring. The qualified
biologist shall serve as a construction monitor during those periods when
construction activities would occur near active nest areas to ensure that no
inadvertent impacts on these nests would occur.

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
b)
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
No Impact. The Project site is located in a fairly urbanized area of the City. The Project site is
undeveloped and does not contain any riparian habitat or sensitive natural community. Therefore, no
impacts related to this issue would occur.
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Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
c)
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
No Impact. The Project site is located in a fairly urbanized area of the City. The Project site is
undeveloped and does not contain any wetlands or other areas subject to the jurisdiction of the US Army
Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, or State Water Resources Control Board
under the Clean Water Act. Therefore, no impacts related to this issue would occur.
Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
d)
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors,
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
No Impact. The Project site is located in a fairly urbanized area of the City and is surrounded by existing
residential development and roadway and utility infrastructure. The Project site is undeveloped and
contains some vegetation, but given the developed nature of the Project area, the area is not used as a
significant wildlife corridor. Additionally, there are no waterways in the Project area that are used by
migratory fish, and there are no wildlife nursery sites in the area. Therefore, the Project would not
interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites, and no impacts related to this issue would occur
Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

e)

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The Project site does not contain any scenic
resources. The Project site is currently undeveloped and does not contain any historic buildings or
structures. Fourteen trees are located on the Project site, including four Dragon Trees (Dracena draco),
two Silver Dollar Gum (.Eucalyptus polyanthemos), two Sugar Bush (Rhus ovate), one Jacaranda
(Jacaranda mimosifolia), one Strawberry Tree (Arbutus unedo), one Lemon (Citrus domestica), one
Evergreen Elm (Ulmus parvifolia), one California Elderberry (Sambucus californicus), and one Mexican
Fan Palm (Washingtonia robusta).
A Tree Report was prepared for the Project site that identified trees that could be saved as part of the
Project (refer to Appendix A Tree Report). The report noted that primarily due to drought, 11 of the trees
that have suffered damage and are not healthy. These 11 trees would be removed during Project
construction. The other three trees would be preserved. However, as required by the City and as outlined
in Mitigation Measures 1-1 through 1-7, significant trees to be removed would be replaced on the Project
site at a 1:1 ratio, and protected trees to be removed would be replaced at a minimum of 2:1 ratio, subject
to the Urban Forestry Division of the Bureau of Street Services, Department of Public Works review and
approval prior to implementation of the Report’s recommended measures. Therefore, with
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implementation of these mitigation measures, the Project would not result in any significant impacts
related to trees.
Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
f)
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?
No Impact. The Project site is not subject to a Habitat Conservation Plan, a Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other such plan. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with the provisions of an
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

5.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5?

a)

No Impact. No historical resources are located at the Project site. No historical resources would be
affected by the Project, and no impacts related to this issue would occur.
Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
b)
archaeological resource pursuant to 15064.5?
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is vacant and does not contain any structures. Based on
a records search conducted by the South Central Coast Information Center (refer to Appendix C Cultural
Resources Reports), no archaeological sites have been recorded within the Project site. However, it is
possible that unknown archaeological resources could exist at the Project site, given that significant
archaeological resources have been identified in the Los Angeles area. As such, prior to Project
construction, the prime contractor and any subcontractor(s) shall be advised of the legal and/or regulatory
implications of knowingly destroying cultural resources or removing artifacts, human remains, bottles,
and other cultural materials from the Project site. In addition, in the event that buried archaeological
resources are exposed during Project construction, work within 50 feet of the find shall stop until a
professional archaeologist, meeting the standards of the Secretary of the Interior, can identify and
evaluate the significance of the discovery and develop recommendations for treatment, in conformance
with California Public Resources Code Section 21083.2. However, construction activities could continue
in other areas of the Project site. Recommendations could include preparation of a Treatment Plan, which
could require recordation, collection and analysis of the discovery; preparation of a technical report; and
curation of the collection and supporting documentation in an appropriate depository. Any Native
American remains shall be treated in accordance with state law. Through compliance with these
requirements, potential Project impacts to unknown archaeological resources would be less than
significant.
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Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
c)
unique geologic feature?
Less Than Significant Impact. A records search was conducted with the Los Angeles County Natural
History Museum to determine the likelihood for unique paleontological resources to occur at the Project
site (refer to Appendix C Cultural Resources Reports). The records search revealed that no
paleontological resources are known to exist at the Project site. However, fossils have been found in the
sedimentary deposits that exist within the Project area and at the Project site.5 Thus, it is possible that
unknown resources could be encountered during the Project’s excavation phase. However, prior to
Project construction, the prime contractor and any subcontractors) shall be advised of the legal and/or
regulatory implications of knowingly destroying paleontological or unique geologic resources or sites
from the Project site. In addition, in the event that paleontological resources or sites, or unique geologic
features are exposed during Project construction, work within 50 feet of the find shall stop until a
professional paleontologist, can identify and evaluate the significance of the discovery and develop
recommendations for treatment. However, construction activities could continue in other areas of the
Project site. Recommendations could include a preparation of a Treatment Plan, which could require
recordation, collection, and analysis of the discovery; preparation of a technical report; and curation of the
collection and supporting documentation in an appropriate depository. Any paleontological resources or
sites, or unique geologic features shall be treated in accordance with State Law. Through compliance
with these requirements, potential Project impacts to unknown paleontological resources or sites, or
unique geologic features would be less than significant.
Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
d)
cemeteries?
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is vacant and does not contain any structures. No
human remains are known to exist at the Project site. However, in accordance with the State’s Health and
Safety Code Section 7050.5, in the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains at the Project
site, no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie
adjacent remains shall occur until the Los Angeles County Coroner has determined, in accordance with
Chapter 10 (commencing with Section 27460) of Part 3 of Division 2 of Title 3 of the Government Code,
that the remains are not subject to the provisions of Section 27491 of the Government Code or any other
related provisions of law concerning investigation of the circumstances, manner, and cause of any death,
and the recommendations concerning the treatment and disposition of the human remains have been made
to the person responsible for the excavation, or to his or her authorized representative, in the manner
provided in Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code. The coroner shall make his or her

5

Los Angeles County Natural History Museum, Paleontological Resources Search Letter, October 27, 2014
(refer to Appendix C).
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determination within two working days from the time the person responsible for the excavation, or his or
her authorized representative, notifies the coroner of the discovery or recognition of the human remains.
If the coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his or her authority and if the coroner
recognizes the human remains to be those of a Native American, or has reason to believe that they are
those of a Native American, he or she shall contact, by telephone within 24 hours, the Native American
Heritage Commission. Through compliance with this regulation, potential Project impacts to human
remains would be less than significant.

6.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
a)
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist(i)
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?
No Impact. The Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and no
known faults exist on the Project site.6 Thus, the Project would not 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 on the
Project site. Therefore, no significant impacts related to this issue would occur.
(M)

Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less Than Significant Impact. Given the Project site’s location in a seismically active region, the
Project site could experience seismic groundshaking in the event of an earthquake. However, the Project
Applicant would be required to design and construct the Project in conformance to the most recently
adopted Building Code and applicable recommendations made in a Final Geotechnical Report prepared
for the Project. Conformance with the City’s current Building Code requirements would minimize the
potential for structural failure, injury, and loss of life during an earthquake event and thus, not cause or
accelerate geologic hazards or expose people to substantial risk of injury. Therefore, Project impacts
related to groundshaking would be less than significant.

6

Z1MAS Report for the Project site, September 11, 2014. (Refer to Appendix D.j
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Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

No Impact. The soils at the Project site are not located in an area that is prone to liquefaction.7 The
potential for liquefaction to occur at the Project site is very low. Therefore, the Project would result in no
impacts related to ground-failure, including liquefaction.
(iv)

Landslides?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site contains hillsides and is located in an area with known
landslides.8 However, the Project Applicant would be required to design and construct the Project in
conformance to the most recently adopted Building Code and applicable recommendations made in a
Final Geotechnical Report prepared for the Project. Conformance with the City’s current Building Code
requirements and the recommendations of a Final Geotechnical Report would ensure that the Project
would not be affected by landslides. Therefore, Project impacts related to landslides would be less than
significant.
Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

b)

Less Than Significant Impact. During the Project’s construction phase, the Project developer would be
required to implement SCAQMD Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust to minimize wind and water-borne erosion at
the site. Also, the Project developer would be required to prepare and implement a SWPPP, in accordance
with the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity
and Land Disturbance Activities. The site-specific SWPPP would be prepared prior to earthwork
activities and would be implemented during Project construction. The SWPPP would include BMPs and
erosion control measures to prevent pollution in storm water discharge. Typical BMPs that could be used
during construction include good-housekeeping practices (e.g., street sweeping, proper waste disposal,
vehicle and equipment maintenance, concrete washout area, materials storage, minimization of hazardous
materials, proper handling and storage of hazardous materials, etc.) and erosion/sediment control
measures (e.g., silt fences, fiber rolls, gravel bags, storm water inlet protection, and soil stabilization
measures, etc.). The SWPPP would be subject to review and approval by the City for compliance with the
City’s Development Best Management Practices Handbook, Part A, Construction Activities.
Additionally, all Project construction activities would comply with the City’s grading permit regulations,
which require the implementation of grading and dust control measures, including a wet weather erosion
control plan if construction occurs during rainy season, as well as inspections to ensure that sedimentation
and erosion is minimized. Through compliance with these existing regulations, the Project would not
result in any significant impacts related to soil erosion during the construction phase. Additionally, during

Ibid.
Ibid
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the Project’s operational phase, most of the Project site would be developed with impervious surface, and
all stormwater flows would be directed to storm drainage features and would not come into contact with
bare soil surfaces. Thus, no significant impacts related to erosion would occur as a result of Project
operation.
Would the project be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
c)
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site contains hillsides and is located in an area with known
landslides.9 Conformance with the City’s current Building Code requirements would minimize the
potential for structural failure, injury, and loss of life during an earthquake event and thus, not cause or
accelerate geologic hazards or expose people to substantial risk of injury. As discussed previously, the
Project Applicant would be required to prepare (or have prepared) a Final Geotechnical Report that would
address the building standards and recommendations that shall be followed in order to develop the Project
building in accordance with building standards that apply to building within the types of soils found at the
site, including areas prone to landslide. Through compliance with the City’s building code and the
recommendations of a Final Geotechnical Report, Project impacts related to geologic instability would be
less than significant.
Would the project be located on expansive soil, as identified on Table 18-I-B of the Uniform
d)
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?
No Impact. According to the geotechnical engineer for the Project, the Project site does not have any
expansive soils (refer to Appendix D ZIMAS Report and Geology Reports). Therefore, no impacts related
to this issue would occur.
Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
e)
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater?
No Impact. The Project would connect to the City’s existing sewer system and would not require the use
of septic tanks or alternative wasteivater disposal systems. Thus, the Project would not result in any
impacts related to soils that are incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater. Therefore, no
impacts related to this issue would occur.

Ibid
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
a)
have a significant impact on the environment?
Less Than Significant Impact. The analysis of Project impacts related to greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions is based on the Greenhouse Gases Impact Report, prepared by DKA Planning, Inc. (refer to
Appendix B Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Noise Technical Reports).
Construction of the Project would emit GHG emissions through the combustion of fossil fuels by heavyduty construction equipment and through vehicle trips generated by construction workers traveling to and
from the Project site. These impacts would vary day to day over the duration of construction activities.
As illustrated on Table IV-3, construction emissions of C02 would peak in 2016, when up to 3,575
pounds of C02e per day are anticipated.

2015
2016

Table IV-3
Estimated Construction Emissions (Pounds Per Day)
co2
Construction Year
n2o
CH4
1
3,194
0
1
3,559
0

CQ2e
3,210
3,575

Source: DKA Planning 2014, based on CalEEMod 2013.2.2

GHG emissions were calculated for long-term area source and motor vehicle operations. As shown on
Table IV.4, the Project would emit approximately 203 metric tons of C02e per year during typical
operations.
At this time, there are no adopted numeric thresholds that govern the determination of the significance of
the Project's GHG emissions. The SCAQMD has adopted neither a methodology to quantity nor a
significance threshold for GHG emissions for development projects. However, SCAQMD released draft
thresholds in September 2008 for discussion purposes. The draft thresholds were based on California Air
Resources Board’s (CARB) interpretations of the statewide reductions called from in the California
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, also known as Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32). AB 32 called for the
state to achieve 1990 levels of GHG emissions by 2020 and numerically that equates to a 28.5 percent
reduction in GHG emissions. In 2011, The Functional Equivalent Document (FED) was released, where
the GHG emissions threshold was revised due to prolonged economic downturn and inclusion of
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estimated regulation-based reduction. 10 Based on this document, the state would achieve 1990 levels of
GHG emissions by 2020 with 21.7 percent reduction in GHG emissions.
Table IV-4
Estimated Project Annual CQ2e GHG Emissions (Metric Tons per Year)
Reduction
Change
from
from
Business As
Business As Business as
Usual
Usual
Usual
As Proposed
Scenario*
Scenario and Source
Scenario
Scenario i Scenario
0%
Area Sources
3
3
-21
72
51
-30%
Energy Sources
-40
-23%
173
133
Mobile Sources
Waste Sources
5
5
0%
Water Sources
7
7
0%
0%
Construction
7
7
264
Total Emissions
203
-61
-23%
Note: Daily construction emissions amortized over 30-year period pursuant to SCAQMD guidance.
Annual construction emissions derived by taking total emissions over duration of activities and dividing by
construction period.
*

The Business-As-Usual scenario does not assume 30% reduction in in mobile source emissions from
Pavley emission standards (19.8%), low carbon fuel standards (7.2%), vehicle efficiency measures
2.8%), does not assume 42% reduction in energy production emissions from the State’s renewables
portfolio standard (33%), natural gas extraction efficiency measures (1.6%), and natural gas
transmission and distribution efficiency measures (7.4%).

Source: DKA Planning, 2014.

The analysis in this IS/MND uses the Revised AB 32 Scoping Plan's (i.e., the FED) statewide goals as the
basis for the GHG significance threshold. The methodology is to compare the Project’s emissions as
proposed to the Project’s emissions if the Project were built using a Business-As-Usual (BAU) (or No
Action Taken, NAT) approach in terms of design, methodology, and technology. This means the
Project's emissions were calculated as if the Project was constructed before AB 32 to the Project as
constructed with project design features to reduce GHG and with several regulatory measures adopted in
furtherance of AB 32.
Both one-time emissions and indirect emissions are expected to occur each year after build-out of the
Project. One-time emissions from construction and vegetation removal were amortized over a 30-year
period because no significance threshold has been adopted for such emissions. The Project emission

10

California Air Resources Board, Status of Scoping Plan Recommended Measures, July 25, 2011. Available at
http://www.arb.ca.eov/cc/scopineplan/status of scoping plan measures.vdf. Accessed: March 2014.
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reductions are results of Project’s commitments and regulatory changes, which include the
implementation of the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) of 33 percent, the Pavley regulation and
Advanced Clean Cars program mandating higher fuel efficiency standards for light-duty vehicles, and the
Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS).
The emissions for the Project and its associated CARB 2020 NAT scenario are estimated to be 203
and 264 MT C02e per year, respectively, which shows the Project will reduce emissions by 23 percent
from the CARB 2020 NAT scenario. Based on these results, the Project meets the reduction target as a
numeric threshold (21.7 percent) set forth in the Revised AB 32 Scoping Plan (FED). As a result, the
Project’s contribution to global climate change is not “cumulatively considerable,” and impacts would be
less than significant.
The Project would comply with the City of Los Angeles’ Green Building Ordinance standards that
compel LEED certification, reduce emissions beyond a “Business-as-Usual” scenario, and are consistent
with the AB 32 Scoping Plan’s recommendation for communities to adopt building codes that go beyond
the State’s codes. Under the City’s Los Angeles Green Building Code, the Project must incorporate
several measures and design elements that reduce the carbon footprint of the development:
1.

GHG Emissions Associated with Planning and Design. The Project must have measures to
reduce storm water pollution, provide designated parking for bicycles and low-emission vehicles,
have wiring for electric vehicles, reduce light pollution, and design grading and paving to keep
surface water from entering buildings.

2.

GHG Emissions Associated with Energy Demand. The Project must meet Title 24 2008
standards and include Energy Star appliances, have pre-wiring for future solar facilities, and offgrid pre-wiring for future solar facilities.

3.

GHG Emissions Associated with Water Use. The Project would be required to provide a
schedule of plumbing fixtures and fixture fittings that reduce potable water use within the
development by at least 20 percent. It must also provide irrigation design and controllers that are
weather- or soil moisture-based and automatically adjust in response to weather conditions and
plants’ needs. Wastewater reduction measures must be included that help reduce outdoor potable
water use.

4.

GHG Emissions Associated with Solid Waste Generation. The Project is subject to
construction waste reduction of at least 50 percent. In addition, project site operations are subject
to AB 939 requirements to divert 50 percent of solid waste to landfills through source reduction,
recycling, and composting. The Project is required by the California Solid Waste Reuse and
Recycling Access Act of 1991 to provide adequate storage areas for collection and storage of
recyclable waste materials.
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5. GHG Emissions Associated with Environmental Quality. The Project must meet strict
standards for any fireplaces and woodstoves, covering of duct openings and protection of
mechanical equipment during constructions, and meet other requirements for reducing emissions
from flooring systems, any CFC and halon use, and other project amenities.
In addition to the GHG emission reductions described above, it is important to note that the CO2 estimates
from mobile sources (particularly C02, CH4, and N20 emissions) are likely much greater than the
emissions that would actually occur. The methodology used assumes that all emissions sources are new
sources and that emissions from these sources are 100 percent additive to existing conditions. This is a
standard approach taken for air quality analyses. In many cases, such an assumption is appropriate
because it is impossible to determine whether emissions sources associated with a project move from
outside the air basin and are in effect new emissions sources, or whether they are sources that were
already in the air basin and just shifted to a new location. Because the effects of GHGs are global, a
project that shifts the location of a GHG-emitting activity (e.g., where people live, where vehicles drive,
or where companies conduct business) would result in no net change in global GHG emissions levels.
For example, if a substantial portion of California’s population migrated from the Basin to the San
Joaquin Valley Air Basin, this would likely decrease GHG emissions in the South Coast Air Basin and
increase emissions in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, but little change in overall global GHG
emissions. However, if a person moves from one location where the land use pattern requires auto use
(e.g., commuting, shopping) to a new development that promotes shorter and fewer vehicle trips, more
walking, and overall less energy usage, then it could be argued that the new development would result in
a potential net reduction in global GHG emissions.
It is impossible to know at this time whether residents of the proposed Project would have longer or
shorter trips relative to their destinations; whether they would walk, bike, and use public transportation
more or less than under existing circumstances; and whether their overall driving habits would result in
higher or lower VMT. Much of the vehicle-generated C02 emissions, attributed to the Project could
simply be from vehicles at an existing location moving to the Project site, and not from new vehicle
emissions sources relative to global climate change. Therefore, although it is not possible to calculate the
net contribution of vehicle-generated C02, CH4, and N20 emissions from the Project (i.e., project
generated emissions minus current emissions from vehicles that would move to the Project site), the net
contribution would likely be much less than the estimated emissions.
Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
b)
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would contribute to cumulative increases in GHG emissions
over time in the absence of policy intervention. However, the AB 32 Scoping Plan provides the basis for
policies that will reduce cumulative GHG emissions within California to 1990 levels by 2020. As a
result, the Project is judged against its consistency with the AB 32 Scoping Plan to determine whether it
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will result in adverse cumulative impacts to global climate change. As shown on Table IV-5, the Project
would be consistent with all feasible and applicable strategies recommended in the Scoping Plan. As a
result, the Project’s cumulative impact on climate change would be less than significant.
Table IV-5
Project Consistency With AB 32 Scoping Plan GHG Emissions Reduction Strategies
Project Consistency
Strategy
California Cap-and-Trade Program. Implement a broadN/A. The statewide program is not
based California cap-and-trade program to provide a firm
relevant to the Project.
limit on emissions.
California Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards.
Implement adopted Pavley standards and planned second
N/A. The development of standards is not
phase of the system. Align zero-emission vehicle,
relevant to the Project.
alternative and renewable fuel and vehicle technology
programs with long-term climate change goals._________
Energy Efficiency. Maximize energy efficiency building
Consistent. The Project would be
and appliance standards and pursue additional efficiency
designed and constructed to meet Cal
efforts including new technologies, and new policy and
Green building standards by including
mechanisms. Pursue comparable investment in energy
several measures designed to reduce
efficiency from all retail providers of electricity in
energy consumption.
California.
Consistent. The Project would use energy
from the Los Angeles Department of
Renewables Portfolio Standard. Achieve 33 percent
Water and Power, which has goals to
renewable energy mix statewide.
diversify its portfolio of energy sources to
increase the use of renewable energy.____
Low-Carbon Fuel Standard. Develop and adopt the Low
N/A. The statewide program is not
Carbon Fuel Standard.
relevant to the Project.__________
Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gases.
N/A. The development of regional
planning goals is not relevant to the
Develop regional greenhouse gas emissions reduction
Project.
targets for passenger vehicles.___________________
Vehicle Efficiency Measures. Implement light-duty vehicle N/A. State agencies are responsible for
efficiency measures._______________________________
implementing efficiency measures.
Goods Movement. Implement adopted regulations for the
N/A. State agencies are responsible for
implementing regulations and promoting
use of shore power for ships at berth. Improve efficiency
in goods movement activities.________________________ efficiency in goods movement.________
Neutral. The Project does not include
Million Solar Roofs Program. Install 3,000 MW of solarsolar roofs and is not part of the proposed
electric capacity under California’s existing solar programs.
Statewide initiative.
Medium/Heavy-Duty Vehicles. Adopt medium and heavyN/A. State agencies are responsible for
duty vehicle efficiency measures._____________________ implementing efficiency measures.
Industrial Emissions. Require assessment of large
industrial sources to determine whether individual sources
N/A. This measure addresses industrial
within a facility can cost-effectively reduce greenhouse gas
facilities.
emissions. Reduce greenhouse gas emissions from fugitive
emissions from oil and gas extraction and gas transmission.
High Speed Rail. Support implementation of a high speed
N/A. This calls for the California High
rail system._______________________________________ Speed Rail Authority and stakeholders to
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Table IV-5
Project Consistency With AB 32 Scoping Flan GHG Emissions Reduction Strategies
Strategy
Project Consistency
develop a statewide rail transportation
j system._________________________
Consistent. The Project is designed and
Green Building Strategy. Expand the use of green building constructed to meet Cal Green building
practices to reduce the carbon footprint of California’s new standards and would include several
and existing inventory of buildings.
measures designed to reduce energy
consumption.__________________
High Global Warming Potential Gases. Adopt measures to N/A. State agencies are responsible for
reduce high global warming potential gases.____________
implementing these measures.________
Recycling and Waste. Reduce methane emissions at
landfills. Increase waste diversion, composting and other
Consistent. The Project would have
beneficial uses of organic materials and mandate
minimal impact on solid waste facilities.
commercial recycling. Move toward zero waste._________
Sustainable Forests. Preserve forest sequestration and
N/A. Resource Agency departments are
encourage the use of forest biomass for sustainable energy
responsible for implementing this measure.
generation.______________________________________
Consistent. The project would use waterefficient landscaping including point-toWater. Continue efficiency programs and use cleaner
energy sources to move and treat water.
point irrigation and a smart controller drip
system to reduce water use.____________
Agriculture. In the near-term, encourage investment in
manure digester and at the five-year Scoping Plan update
N/A. The Project does not include
determine if the program should be made mandatory by
agricultural facilities.
2020.
Source: DKA Planning, 2014 (refer to Appendix B Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Noise Technical
Reports).

8.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
a)
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
No Impact. The Project includes development of nine single-family residential homes and would not
require routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Thus, the Project would not create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials. Therefore, no impacts related to this issue would occur.
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Would the project create significant hazard to the public or the environment through
b)
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment?
No Impact. The Project site does not contain any structures and is located in a historically residential
neighborhood. No soil contamination is known to exist at the Project site. No hazardous materials would
be released as a result of the Project. Therefore, no impacts related to this issue would occur.
Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
c)
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The Project includes development of nine single
family residential homes and would not require routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.
Also, the Project site is not located within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. However,
the project proposes to export a total of 2,600 cubic yards of earth material and requires a haul route
permit. If the haul route includes a school within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school, the
Applicant is required to implement the referenced mitigation measure. With the implementation of the
mitigation measure, the Project would have less-than-signiflcant impacts.
Public Services (Schools affected by Haul Route)

8-1:

•

LADBS shall assign specific haul route hours of operation based upon schools’ hours of
operation.

•

Haul route scheduling shall be sequenced to minimize conflicts with pedestrians, school buses
and cars at the arrival and dismissal times of the school day. Haul route trucks shall not be routed
past the school during periods when school is in session especially when students are arriving or
departing from the campus.

Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
d)
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?
No Impact. The Project is not included on any list compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
6892.5. Thus, the Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment as a
result of being listed on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5. Therefore, no impacts related to this issue would occur.
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For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
e)
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?
No Impact. The Project site is not located within two miles of a public airport. The closest airport is the
Bob Hope Airport located approximately 13.3 miles northwest of the site. Thus, the Project would not
result in a safety hazard associated with an airport for people residing or working in the Project area.
Therefore, no impacts related to this issue would occur.
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety
0
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?
No Impact. The Project site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. The closest airport is
the Bob Hope Airport located approximately 13.3 miles northwest of the site. Thus, the Project would not
result in a safety hazard associated with an airport for people residing or working in the Project area.
Therefore, no impacts related to this issue would occur.
Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
g)
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. No aspects of the Project would inhibit access to
hospitals, emergency response centers, school locations, communication facilities, highways and bridges,
or airports. Additionally, the Project Applicant would be required to implement the requirements of a
Haul Route (refer to Mitigation Measure 8-1) and a Hillside Construction Staging and Parking Plan
(Mitigation Measure 8-2) to limited the impacts of construction traffic on the local roadways. Further, the
Project would comply with all applicable City policies related to disaster preparedness and emergency
response. Therefore, Project impacts related to emergency response would be less than significant.
Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
h)
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with wildlands?
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The Project is located within a Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone.11 The Project would be required to be designed and constructed in accordance with
the Los Angeles Fire Code and would be required to incorporate measures, including but not limited the
following:
•

Ignition-resistant roofing and other building materials

Z1MAS Report for the Project site, September 11, 2014. (Refer to Appendix D.)
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Fire-Retardant-Treated Wood or noncombustible materials
Roof coverings, valleys, and gutters
Attic ventilation
Eave or comice vents
Sprinkler systems
Landscaping with fire-retardant plants
Vegetation clearance
Additionally, prior to issuance of an Occupancy Permit, the Project Applicant would be required to
coordinate with Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) to ensure that the Project incorporates all
appropriate fire-prevention measures. Through compliance with the LAFD’s requirements and
implementation of Mitigation Measure 8-3, impacts related to wildland fires would be reduced to less
than significant levels.
Mitigation Measures
8-2:

Haul Route
The developer shall install appropriate traffic signs around the site to ensure pedestrian and
vehicle safety.
Projects involving the import/export of 1,000 cubic yards or more of dirt shall obtain haul route
approval by the Department of Building and Safety.
All haul route hours shall be limited to off-peak hours as determined by Board of Building and
Safety Commissioners.
The Department of Transportation shall recommend to the Building and Safety Commission
Office the appropriate size of trucks allowed for hauling, best route of travel, the appropriate
number of flag people.
The Department of Building and Safety shall stagger haul trucks based upon a specific area's
capacity, as determined by the Department of Transportation, and the amount of soil proposed to
be hauled to minimize cumulative traffic and congestion impacts.
The applicant shall be limited to no more than two trucks at any given time within the site's
staging area.

8-3:

Hillside Construction Staging and Parking Plan
•

Prior to issuance of a grading or building permit, the applicant shall submit a Construction
Staging and Parking Plan to the Department of Building and Safety and the Fire Department
for review and approval. The plan shall identify where all construction materials, equipment,
and vehicles will be stored through the construction phase of the project, as well as where
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contractor, subcontractor, and laborers will park their vehicles as to prevent blockage of two
way traffic on streets in the vicinity of the construction site. The Construction Staging and
Parking Plan shall include, but not be limited to, the following:
o No construction equipment or materials shall be permitted to be stored within the
public right-of-way.
o If the property fronts on a designated Red Flag Street, on noticed “Red Flag” days, all
the workers shall be shuttled from an off-site area, located on a non-Red Flag Street,
to and from the site in order to keep roads open on Red Flag days,
o During the excavation and grading phases, only on truck hauler shall be allowed on
the site at any one time. The drivers shall be required to follow the designated travel
plan or approved Haul Route.
o Truck traffic directed to the project site for the purpose of delivering materials,
construction-machinery, or removal of graded soil shall be limited to off-peak traffic.
8-3:

The recommendations of the Fire Department relative to fire safety shall be incorporated into the
building plans, which includes the submittal of a plot plan for approval by the Fire Department
either prior to the recordation of a final map or the approval of a building permit. The plot plan
shall include the following minimum design features: fire lanes, where required, shall be a
minimum of 20 feet in width; all structures must be within 300 feet of an approved fire hydrant,
and entrances to any dwelling units or guest room shall not be more than 150 feet in distance in
horizontal travel from the edge of the roadway of an improved street or approved fire lane.

9.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

a)

Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

No Impact. The Project includes development of nine single-family residential homes and would not
have any point-source discharges. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on water quality
standards or waste discharge and would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements.
Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
b)
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop
to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?
No Impact. The Project site contains hillside areas. Subsurface materials at the Project site primarily
include undifferentiated artificial fill and slopewash, natural soils and slopewash, and natural soils and
bedrock materials of the Miocene Soquel Member of Puente Formation. During storm events, most of the
stormwater flows from the Project site to the local streets where the runoff enters the City’s stormdrain
system. According to the Soils Reports prepared for the Project, groundwater at the Project site was not
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encountered (refer to Appendix D ZIMAS Report and Geology Reports). It is unlikely that any
stormwater that contacts the Project site reaches groundwater level. For these reasons, the Project site is
not an area of groundwater recharge. All water consumption associated with the Project would be
supplied by the Metropolitan Water District (MWD) and not from groundwater beneath the Project site.
Thus, the Project would not affectgroundwater supplies or recharge, and no impacts related to this issue
would occur.
Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
c)
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?
Less Than Significant Impact. During the Project’s construction phase, the Project developer would be
required to implement SCAQMD Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust to minimize wind and water-borne erosion at
the site. Also, the Project developer would be required to prepare and implement a SWPPP, in accordance
with the NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity
and Land Disturbance Activities. The site-specific SWPPP would be prepared prior to earthwork
activities and would be implemented during Project construction. The SWPPP would include BMPs and
erosion control measures to prevent pollution in storm water discharge. Typical BMPs that could be used
during construction include good-housekeeping practices (e.g., street sweeping, proper waste disposal,
vehicle and equipment maintenance, concrete washout area, materials storage, minimization of hazardous
materials, proper handling and storage of hazardous materials, etc.) and erosion/sediment control
measures (e.g., silt fences, fiber rolls, gravel bags, storm water inlet protection, and soil stabilization
measures, etc.). The SWPPP would be subject to review and approval by the City for compliance with the
City’s Development Best Management Practices Handbook, Part A, Construction Activities.
Additionally, all Project construction activities would comply with the City’s grading permit regulations,
which require the implementation of grading and dust control measures, including a wet weather erosion
control plan if construction occurs during rainy season, as well as inspections to ensure that sedimentation
and erosion is minimized. Through compliance with these existing regulations, the Project would not
result in any significant impacts related to soil erosion and siltation during the construction phase.
Additionally, during the Project’s operational phase, most of the Project site would be developed with
impervious surface, and all stormwater flows would be directed to storm drainage features and would not
come into contact with bare soil surfaces. Thus, no significant impacts related to erosion and siltation
would occur as a result of Project operation.
Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
d)
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 which would result in flooding on- or off-site?
Less Than Significant Impact. As stated previously, during storm events, most of the stormwater flows
from the Project site to the local streets where the runoff enters the City’s stormdrain system. Although
implementation of the Project would result in the creation of other impervious surfaces at the Project site,
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such as the proposed residential homes and driveways, the Project developer would be required to
implement BMPs and to develop appropriate drainage infrastructure on the site to meet regulatory water
quality requirements and to control drainage from the site to not exceed existing rates. Thus, the Project
would not increase the runoff from the site entering the City’s existing stormdrain facilities. As such, the
Project would not cause flooding on or off site. Therefore, Project impacts related to flooding would be
less than significant.
Would the project create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of
e)
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?
Less Than Significant Impact. As stated previously, during storm events, most of the stormwater flows
from the Project site to the local streets where the runoff enters the City’s stormdrain system. Although
implementation of the Project would result in the creation of other impervious surfaces at the Project site,
such as the proposed residential building, driveways, and pedestrian walkways, the Project developer
would be required to implement BMPs and to develop appropriate drainage infrastructure on the site to
meet regulatory water quality requirements and to control drainage from the site to not exceed existing
rates. Thus, the Project would not increase the runoff from the site entering the City’s existing stormdrain
facilities. As such, the Project would not exceed the capacity of the existing or planning drainage system.
Therefore, Project impacts related to stormdrain capacity would be less than significant.
0

Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Less Than Significant Impact. To address water quality during the Project’s construction phase, the
Project Applicant would be required to prepare and implement a SWPPP, in accordance with the NPDES
General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity and Land
Disturbance Activities. The site-specific SWPPP would be prepared prior to earthwork activities and
would be implemented during Project construction. The SWPPP would include BMPs and erosion control
measures to prevent pollution in storm water discharge. Typical BMPs that could be used during
construction include good-housekeeping practices (e.g., street sweeping, proper waste disposal, vehicle
and equipment maintenance, concrete washout area, materials storage, minimization of hazardous
materials, proper handling and storage of hazardous materials, etc.) and erosion/sediment control
measures (e.g., silt fences, fiber rolls, gravel bags, storm water inlet protection, and soil stabilization
measures, etc.). The SWPPP would be subject to review and approval by the City for compliance with the
City’s Development Best Management Practices Handbook, Part A, Construction Activities.
Additionally, all Project construction activities would comply with the City’s grading permit regulations,
which require the implementation of grading and dust control measures, including a wet weather erosion
control plan if construction occurs during rainy season, as well as inspections to ensure that sedimentation
and erosion is minimized. Therefore, through compliance with NPDES requirements and City grading
regulations, Project construction impacts related to water quality would be less than significant.
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During the Project’s construction phase, in accordance with the City’s Low Impact Development (LID)
Ordinance, the Project Applicant would be required to incorporate appropriate stormwater pollution
control measures into the design plans and submit these plans to the City’s Department of Public Works,
Bureau of Sanitation, Watershed Protection Division (WPD) for review and approval. Upon satisfaction
that all stormwater requirements have been met, WPD staff would stamp the plan approved. Through
compliance with the City’s LID Ordinance, the Project would meet the City’s water quality standards.
Therefore, Project impacts related to operational water quality would be less than significant.
Would the project place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
g)
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation
map?
No Impact. The Project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area. Thus, the Project would
not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map. Therefore, no impacts related to this
issue would occur.
Would the project place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
h)
impede or redirect flood flows?
No Impact. The Project site is not located within a 100-year flood hazard area. Thus, the Project would
not place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows.
Therefore, no impacts related to this issue would occur.
Would the project 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?

0

No Impact. The Project site is not located in any area susceptible to floods associated with a levee or
dam. Thus, the Project would not 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. Therefore, no impacts
related to this issue would occur.
Would the project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
j)
involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
No Impact. The Project site is not in an area susceptible to seiches, tsunamis, or mudflows. Thus, the
Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Therefore, no impacts related to this issue would occur.
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10.

LAND USE AND PLANNING

a)

Would the project physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The Project site is located in an urbanized area of the City. The site is surrounded by existing
single- and multi-family residential uses and roadways. The site is zoned and designated for residential
land uses. Thus, the Project would not physically divide an established community. Therefore, no impacts
related to this issue would occur.
Would the project conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an
b)
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?
No Impact. The Project site is currently zoned Rl-1 (One-Family Home). The Northeast Los Angeles
Community Plan land use designation for the site is Low Residential. The development of proposed
single-family homes and the proposed density of one dwelling unit per lot are allowed as a “by-right”
development at the Project site. The existing zoning, land use designation, and the City’s General Plan
buildout already take into account the proposed development. As such, the Project would be consistent
with the existing General Plan and zoning for the Project site. The Project would be required to comply
with other standards applicable to development of the Project site, such as the LAMC and the Mount
Washington-Glassell Park Specific Plan. For these reasons, the Project would not conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy or regulation, and no significant impacts related to this issue would occur.
Would the project conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
c)
community conservation plan?
No Impact. The Project site is not subject to any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.

11.

MINERAL RESOURCES

Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would
a)
be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
No Impact. The Project site is located in a fairly urbanized part of the City. There are no known mineral
resources on the Project site or in the vicinity. Thus, the Project would not result in the loss of
availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state.
Therefore, no impacts related to issue would occur.
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Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource
b)
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
No Impact. The Project site is located in a fairly urbanized part of the City. The Project site is not
identified as a mineral resource recovery site. Thus, the Project would not result in the loss of availability
of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or
other land use plan. Therefore, no impacts related to issue would occur.

12.

NOISE

a)
Would the project result in 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?
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The information below is based on a noise study
prepared for the Project by DKA Planning (refer to Appendix B Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions,
and Noise Technical Reports).
Construction Noise

During construction, ground clearing, grading, structural, and other noise-generating activities would occur at
the Project site between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. in accordance with the LAMC. Land uses on the
properties surrounding the Project site include single- and multi-family residential throughout the
neighborhood. For purposes of assessing noise impacts, the following nearby sensitive receptors to the
Project site were identified:
4869 Glenalbyn Drive, a single-family residence about 45 feet south of the southerly portion of the
Project site.
3887 West Point Drive, a single-family residence about 49 feet west of the easterly portion of the
Project site.
3914 West Point Drive, a single-family residence about 38 feet east from the northern portion of the
Project site.
3919 West Point Place, a single-family residence about 51 feet north of the southerly portion of the
Project site.
To ascertain the ambient noise levels at these sensitive receptors, DKA Planning took short-term, 15-minute
noise readings at these locations on October 14, 2014 using a Quest Technologies SoundPro DL Sound Level

Mt. Washington Residential Project
Initial Study

IV. Environmental Impact Analysis
Page IV-30

City ofLos Angeles

July 2015

Meter. 12 Table IV-6 summarizes projected noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors during construction.
Predominant noise was caused by motor vehicles traveling on adjacent arterials. As shown in Table 12-3,
ambient noise levels ranged from 50.4 dBA Leq at the single-family home at 4869 Glenalbyn Drive to 60.1
dBA
at the home at 3887 West Point Drive.
Construction activities would generate noise from construction activities that would vary over the 14 months
of activity on- and off-site, and would include on-site equipment such as tractors, loaders and smaller
equipment such as saws, hammers, and pneumatic tools. Audible increases in ambient noise of 5 dBA or
more are possible at these nearby homes, due to the close proximity of these residences and the low ambient
noise levels in this quiet neighborhood. These construction-related noise impacts would exceed the 5 dBA
increase considered noticeable. However, with implementation of Mitigation Measures 12-1 through 12-5,
construction noise impacts would be less than significant (refer to Table IV-7).
Table IV-6
Construction Noise Levels - Unmitigated
Maximum
Existing
Distance
Construction
Ambient
from Site
(dBA,
Noise Level
Sensitive Receptor
(feet)
(dBA)
Leg)
77.5
Residence, 3887 West Point Drive
49
60.1
Residence, 3914 West Point Drive
38
76.0
52.3
Residence, 3919 West Point Drive
51
75.8
52.9
Residence, 4869 Glenalbyn Drive
45
76.0
50.4

New
Ambient
(dBA,
Increase
la)
17.5
77.6
76.0
23.7
75.9
23.0
25.6
76.0

Source: DKA Planning, 2014.

Table IV-7
Construction Noise Levels - Mitigated
Maximum
Existing
Construction
Distance
Ambient
from Site
Noise Level
(dBA,
(feet)
(dBA)
Sensitive Receptor
Lea)
Residence, 3887 West Point Drive
49
59.5
60.1
55.1
Residence, 3914 West Point Drive
38
52.3
Residence, 3919 West Point Drive
51
55.7
52.9
53.4
50.4
Residence, 4869 Glenalbyn Drive
45

New
Ambient
(dBA,
Leg)

62.8
56.9 !
57.5
55.2

'

Increase
2.7
4.6
4.6
4.8

Source: DKA Planning, 2014.

12

The SoundPro meter complies with the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) and International
Electrothnical Commission (IEC) for general environmental noise measurement instrumentation. The meter
was equipped with an omni-directional microphone, calibrated before the day’s measurements, and set at
approximatelyfive feet above the ground. Weather conditions were clear with negligible wind.
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Operational Noise

During Project operations, the development would produce both direct noise impacts on the site from
residential activities, as well as indirect noise impacts from vehicles traveling on local roads to access the
site. The direct impacts would include stationary noises from sources associated with building
operations, such as heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems.
Section 41.40 and Chapter XI, Articles 1 through 6, of the LAMC requires that noise generated by
mechanical equipment not exceed 5 dBA above ambient noise levels at adjacent property lines. Large
ground level HVAC systems typically generate noise levels between 50 and 65 dBA at 50 feet.13 Roof-top
mounted equipment typically produces noise levels of up to approximately 56 dBA at 50 feet. The
nearest land uses would be the residences adjacent to the Project site, where increases in noise from
stationary equipment would be up to 2.5 dBA. This increase is considered inaudible and less than the 5
dBA significance threshold for long-term ambient noise increases. Therefore, stationary noise impacts
would be less than significant.
The majority of any long-term noise impacts would be associated with traffic traveling to and from the
area. Off-site noise generated by 86 average daily vehicle trips to and from the Project site (refer to
Tables IV-13 and IV-14) would not substantially increase traffic volumes on local roadways at any point
during the days. These vehicle trips will be distributed throughout the day and throughout the local
network of roadways that connect these homes to a variety of destinations throughout the City and
beyond. As a result, any increases in ambient noise levels off-site from project traffic are expected to be
negligible, far below any threshold of audible noise impact (i.e., 5 dB) along these roadways. Therefore,
the Project’s mobile source noise impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures
Construction Noise

12-1:

The construction staging area shall be as far from sensitive receptors as possible.

12-2:

The Project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding
and muffling devices capable of attenuating sound by 3 dBA or more.

12-3:

Temporary sound barriers, capable of achieving a sound attenuation of at least 15 dBA (e.g.,
construction sound wall with sound blankets) and blocking the line-of-sight shall be installed
between-the Project site and adjacent residences.

13

Los Angeles Department of City Planning, San Pedro Community Plan Draft EIR, August 2012.
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Two weeks prior to commencement of construction, notification shall be provided to the off-site
residential uses within 500 feet of the Project site that discloses the construction schedule, including
the types of activities and equipment that would be used throughout the duration of the construction
period.

Would the project result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne
b)
vibration or groundborne noise levels?
Less Than Significant Impact. The information below is based on a noise study prepared for the Project
by DKA Planning (refer to Appendix B Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Noise Technical
Reports).
Characteristics of Vibration
Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be
described in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Unlike noise, vibration is not a common
environmental problem. It is unusual for vibration from sources such as buses and trucks to be
perceptible. Common sources of vibration include trains, buses, and some construction activities.
Vibration Definitions

There are several different methods that are used to quantify vibration. The peak particle velocity (PPV)
is defined as the maximum instantaneous peak of the vibration signal. The PPV is most frequently used
to describe vibration impacts to buildings and is usually measured in inches per second. The root mean
square (RMS) amplitude is most frequently used to describe the effect of vibration on the human body.
The RMS amplitude is defined as the average of the squared amplitude of the signal. Decibel notation
(VdB) is commonly used to measure RMS. The decibel notation acts to compress the range of numbers
required to describe vibration. 14
Effects of Vibration
High levels of vibration may cause physical personal injury or damage to buildings. However, groundborne vibration levels rarely affect human health. Instead, most people consider ground-borne vibration
to be an annoyance that may affect concentration or disturb sleep. In addition, high levels of groundborne vibration may damage fragile buildings or interfere with equipment that is highly sensitive to
ground-borne vibration.

14

Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, May 2006.
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Perceptible Vibration Changes
Unlike noise, ground-borne vibration is not an environmental issue that most people experience every
day. The background vibration velocity level in residential areas is usually 50 RMS or lower, well below
the threshold of perception for humans, which is around 65 RMS.15 Most perceptible indoor vibration is
caused by sources within buildings, such as movement of people or slamming of doors. Typical outdoor
sources of ground-borne vibration are construction equipment, trains, and traffic on rough roads. If the
roadway is smooth, the vibration from traffic is typically not perceptible.
Applicable Regulations
To counter the effects of ground-borne vibration, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published
guidance relative to vibration impacts. According to the FTA, non-engineered timber and mason
buildings can be exposed to ground-borne vibration levels of 0.2 inches per second without experiencing
structural damage, while reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber buildings can be exposed to ground-borne
vibration levels of 0.5 inches per second. 16
The FTA has also established guidelines that provide thresholds for ground-borne vibration causing
human annoyance. For residential land uses, which experience occasional events of ground-borne
vibration or noise, the FTA has established a threshold of 75 VdB.17 Some commercial buildings, such as
auditoriums and theaters have additional vibration and noise annoyance criteria.
In terms of construction-related impacts on buildings, the City has not adopted policies or guidelines
relative to groundborne vibration. While the Los Angeles County Code (LACC Section 12.08.350) states
a presumed perception threshold of 0.01 inch per second RMS, this threshold applies to groundborne
vibrations from long-term operational activities, not construction. Consequently, as both the City and the
County of Los Angeles do not have a significance threshold to assess vibration impacts during
construction, the FTA and California Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans) adopted vibration
standards for buildings are used to evaluate potential impacts related to Project construction. Based on
these standards, impacts relative to groundborne vibration would be considered significant if the
following were to occur:
•

15

Ibid.

16

Ibid.

17

Ibid.

Project construction activities would cause a PPV groundborne vibration level to exceed 0.5
inches per second at any off-site reinforced-concrete, steel, or timber structure;
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Project construction activities would cause a PPV groundborne vibration level to exceed 0.2
inches per second at any non-engineered timber and masonry buildings (i.e., “fragile
buildings);18 and
Project construction activities would cause a PPV ground-borne vibration level to exceed 0.12
inches per second at any building that is extremely susceptible to vibration damage (i.e.,
it
extremely fragile” buildings). 19
In addition, the City has not adopted any thresholds associated with human annoyance for groundborne
vibration impacts. Therefore, this analysis uses the FTA’s vibration impact thresholds for human
annoyance for long-term operational activities, not construction. These thresholds include 80 VdB at
residences and buildings where people normally sleep (e.g., nearby residences) and 83 VdB at
institutional buildings, which includes schools and churches. No thresholds have been adopted or
recommended for commercial and office uses.
Project Vibration Impacts
Groundborne vibration generated by construction activities associated with the Project would primarily
affect the off-site sensitive uses located in close proximity to the Project site. As shown on Table IV-8,
vibration velocities could range from 0.003 to 0.089 inch/sec peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet from
the source activity, with corresponding vibration levels ranging from 58 VdB to 87 VdB at 25 feet from
the source activity, depending on the type of construction equipment in use.
Table IV-8
Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment
Approximate PPV (in/sec)
Equipment
Large Bulldozer
Caisson Drilling
Loaded Trucks
Jackhammer
Small Bulldozer

25
Feet
0.089
0.089
0.076
0.035
0.003

50
Feet
0.031
0.031
0.027
0.012
0.001

60
Feet
0.024
0.024
0.020
0.009
0.0008

75
Feet
0.017
0.017
0.015
0.007
0.0006

Approximate RMS (VdB)
100
Feet
0.011
0.011
0.010
0.004
0.0004

25
Feet
87
87
86
79
58

50
Feet
78
78
77
70
49

60
Feet
76
76
75
68
47

75
Feet
73
73
72
65
44

100
Feet
69
69
68
61
40

Source: Federal Transit Administration 2006

is
19

Ibid.
Ibid.
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Vibration velocities projected to occur at the nearest off-site sensitive receptor would produce up to a
0.047 inches/second PPV at the adjacent single-family home at 3914 West Point Drive if bulldozers,
scrapers, and similar grading equipment is used. This PPV is below the 0.5 inches/second that are
considered potentially harmful levels of vibration for the reinforced timber or masonry buildings that are
adjacent to the Project site. Table TV-9 summarizes the peak particle velocity and vibration levels that
would occur at these off-site sensitive uses during construction at the Project site. Thus, vibration
impacts associated with building damage due to construction activities at the Project site would be less
than significant.
Would the project result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
c)
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in response to Checklist Question 12a, the Project would
not generate a substantial permanent increase in noise in excess of City noise standards. Therefore,
Project impacts related to permanent noise increase would be less than significant.
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Table IV-9
Vibration Levels at Off-Site Sensitive Uses from Project Construction
Estimated
Distance to
Estimated PPV Vibration Levels
(VdB) b
Sensitive Uses Offsite
Project Site (ft.)
(in/sec)a
Single-Family Residence, 3914 West Point Dr
0.047
82
38
Single-Family Residence, 3887 West Point Dr
49
0.032
78
Single-Family Residence, 3919 West Point PI
51
0.031
78
Single-Family Residence, 4869 Glenalbyn Dr
45
0.037
79
0
The vibration velocities at the off-site sensitive uses are determined with the following equation from the
Federal Transit Administration's Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Final Report:
PPVequip =PIJVref x (25/D)ls, where PPVequip = peak particle velocity in in/sec of equipment, PPVref =
reference vibration level in in/sec at 25 feet, D = distance from the equipment to the receive.
b

The vibration levels at the off-site sensitive uses are determined with the following equation from the Federal
Transit Administration's Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Final Report: Lv(D)=Lv(25 ft) 30log(D/25), where Lv = vibration level of equipment, D = distance from the equipment to the receiver, Lv(25
ft) = vibration level of equipment at 25 feet.

Source: Source: DKA Planning 2014.

Would the project result in a substantial temporary' or periodic increase in ambient noise
d)
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in response to Checklist Question 12a, the Project would
not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in excess of City noise
standards. Therefore, Project impacts related to temporary or periodic noise increase would be less than
significant.
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been
e)
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?
No Impact. The Project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport. Therefore, the Project would not expose people residing or working in the
Project area to excessive noise levels and no impact would occur.
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people
f)
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
No Impact. The Project site is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, the Project
would not expose people residing or working in the Project area to excessive noise levels and no impact
would occur.
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POPULATION AND HOUSING

Would the project induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
a)
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is currently zoned Rl-1 (One-Family Home). The
Northeast Los Angeles Community Plan land use designation for the site is Low Residential. The type of
land use proposed as part of the Project (single-family residential) and the number of dwelling units (nine)
are allowed as a “by-right” development at the Project site. The existing zoning, land use designation, and
the City’s General Plan buildout already take into account the number of dwelling units and residential
population associated with the Project. Additionally, Project traffic would use existing roadways, and the
Project would not include the development of any new roads. Also, the Project would extend utility
infrastructure onto the Project site from existing utility infrastructure in the Project area. For these
reasons, the Project would not induce substantial population growth. Therefore, Project impacts related to
population and housing would be less than significant.
Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
b)
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
No Impact. No housing exists on the Project site. Therefore, the Project would not displace any existing
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere, and no impacts related to this
issue would occur.
Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
c)
replacement housing elsewhere?
No Impact. No people live on the Project site. Therefore, the Project would not displace any residents,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere, and no impacts related to this issue
would occur.
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PUBLIC SERVICES

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

(0

Fire protection?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project includes development of a nine single-family residential
homes at the Project site, increasing the need for fire protection services at the Project site. Los Angeles
Fire Department (LAFD) considers fire protection services for a project adequate if a project: (1) is within
the maximum response distance for the land uses proposed; (2) complies with emergency access
requirements; (3) complies with fire-flow requirements; and (4) complies with fire hydrant placement.
Pursuant to LAMC Section 57.09.07, the maximum response distance between a low-density residential
neighborhood land use and a LAFD station that houses an engine or truck company is 1.5 miles. If this
distance is exceeded, all structures shall be constructed with automatic fire sprinkler systems.20 The
Project site is served by several fire stations, as shown on Table IV-10. The Project site is located
approximately 1.5 miles from Fire Station 1, which houses an engine. Since the Project site is located
within the distance identified by LAMC Section 57.09.07, the Project need not be constructed with
automatic fire sprinkler systems and any additional fire protection as required by the LAFD Chief, unless
other building and safety codes supersede this.
Table VI-10
Fire Stations Serving the Project Site
No.

Address

1
12

2230 Pasadena Avenue
5921 North Figueroa Street

44

1410 Cypress Avenue

Distance from Project Site
1.5 miles
2.3 miles
1.8 miles

Source: http://lafd.ors/fire stations/station results/%2A ?zwcode=90065. accessed November 6, 2014. Captain
Luke Milick, Los Angeles Fire Department, November 21, 2014 (refer to Appendix E Public Services
Response Letters).

All ingress/egress associated with the Project would be designed and constructed in conformance to all
applicable City Building and Safety Department and LAFD standards and requirements for design and

20

LAFD website: http://lafd.com/prevention/hydrants/division_9Jc.html, accessed October 21, 2014.
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construction. Therefore, the Project would not result in any significant impacts related to emergency
access. Approximate fire-flow requirement for the Project is 4,000 gallons per minute with a 20 poundsper-inch residual pressure. Final fire-flow demands, fire hydrant placement, and other fire protection
equipment would be determined for the Project during LAFD’s plan check process. Through compliance
with these requirements, Project impacts related to fire protection services would be less than significant.
Police protection?

(ii)

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project includes development of nine single-family residential
homes at the Project site, increasing the need for police protection services at the Project site. In
accordance with the City’s Standard Condition of Approval, the Project developer would be required to
refer to "Design Out Crime Guidelines: Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design," published by
the LAPD. Contact the Community Relations Division, located at 100 W. 1st Street, #250, Los Angeles,
CA 90012; (213) 486-6000. The Project would include standard security measures such as adequate
security lighting, controlled residential access, and secure parking facilities. These measures for the
Project shall be approved by the LAPD prior to the issuance of building permits. Through compliance
with the requirements of the LAPD, Project impacts related to police protection services would be less
than significant.
(Hi)

Schools?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site falls within the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Unified
School District (LAUSD). As shown on Table IV-11, the Project would generate a total of approximately
3 students, including 4 elementary students, 2 middle school students, and 2 high school students.
Pursuant to California Government Code 65995, payment of the school fees established by the LAUSD in
accordance with existing rules and regulations regarding the calculation and payment of such fees would,
by law, provide full and complete mitigation for any potential direct and indirect impacts to schools as a
result of the Project. Therefore, Project impacts to school services would be less than significant.
Table IV-11
Estimated Project Student Generation

Use Type

Residential

Amount of
Development

9 du

Student
Generation
Factor *

Total
Students
Generated

Elementary School (K-5)

0.1266/du

1

Middle School (6-8)

0.0692/du

1

High School (9-12)

0.0659/du

1

School
Type
—..
■

_

Total
du = dwelling unit

3

Number ofstudents has been rounded to the nearest whole number.

Los Angeles Unified School District, Student Generation Rate Calculation, Februaty 25, 2008.
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Parks?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would consist of nine single-family residential homes, which
w-ould generate an estimated 31 residents, 21 The standard minimum parkland-to-population ratio,
provided in the City’s General Plan Framework Element, is two acres of parkland per 1.000 residents
generated. Therefore, implementation of the Project would require approximately 0.062 acre of
parkland.22 However, the Project Applicant shall pay all required parkland fees pursuant to the LAMC,
including, in consultation with the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks, the Project
Applicant shall be required to comply with one or more of the following: 1) dedicate two acres of
parkland per 1,000 residents, 2) pay in-lieu fees for any land dedication requirement shortfall, or 3)
provide on-site improvements equivalent in value of the in-lieu fees, or any portion thereof. Through
compliance with the LAMC, Project impacts related to parks and recreational facilities would be less than
significant.
(v)

Other public facilities?

Libraries
Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Los Angeles Public Library (LAPL) provides library services
throughout the City. The LAPL’s Branch Facilities Plan includes criteria for new libraries and
recommends new size standards for the provision of LAPL facilities: 12,500 square feet for communities
with a population of less than 45,000; 14,500 square feet for communities with a population of more than
45,000; and up to 20,000 square feet for a regional branch. It also recommends that when a community
reaches a population of 90,000, an additional branch library should be considered for the community.
As discussed previously, the Project would introduce approximately 31 residents to the Project site. (It
should be noted that some or all of the 31 residents could already live in the Project area or City with an
existing demand for library services that would not be increased with implementation of the Project.)
However, the number of residents generated by the Project is minimal and would not require the need for
new or expanded library facilities. Therefore, Project impacts to library service would be less than
significant.

21

3.41
per
household.
Source:
City
Los
Angeles,
people
of
htlD://citvnlanninz.lacitv.orz/DRU/Locl/LocFrame.cfm?zeo=CP&loc=NLA&szo=ct&rvt=PnH&vrx=YQO.
October 20, 2014.

22

[(31 residents) (1,000)] = 0.061 thousand residents. [(2 acres ofparkland) x (0.031 thousand residents)]
0.062 required acre.
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RECREATION

Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other
a)
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?
Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above in response to Checklist Question 14iv (Parks), the
Project Applicant would be required to either dedicated approximately 0.062 acre of parkland, pay in-lieu
fees, or provide on-site improvements equivalent in value to in-lieu fees (or any portion thereof). The
Project would not cause substantial deterioration of parks and recreational facilities. Therefore, impacts
related to this issue would be less than significant.
Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
b)
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project includes development of nine single-family residential
homes, which include open space areas that are inclusive of the proposed residential development and is
required to meet the City’s open space requirements. The assessment of impacts associated with
development of these open space facilities is inclusive of the assessment of impacts associated with the
Project in its entirety. No direct significant impacts would occur as a result of development of the open
space facilities.

16.

TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC

Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
a)
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?
Less Than Significant Impact. During the Project’s construction phase, construction-related traffic trips
would be generated. Table IV-12 outlines the Project’s construction phases and the associated traffic. As
shown on the table, the Project would result in five daily trips during the Site Preparation phase, four
daily trips during the Grading phase, seven daily trips during the Construction phase, four daily trips
during the Architectural Coating phase, and five daily trips during the Paving phase.
All construction-related traffic trips would occur outside of the peak hours for traffic conditions in the
Project area (7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM). Construction workers would arrive at the
Project site around 7:00 AM and would leave around 3:00 PM. All construction equipment and vehicles
(including workers’ cars) would be parked/staged on the Project site and not on the streets near the
Project site. Haul truck traffic would be limited to one trip per day for the Site Preparation and Grading
phases. No haul trips would occur in any of the other construction phases. The roadways providing access
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to and from the Project site would not be blocked by construction equipment during any phase of
construction. Overall, construction-related traffic would be minimal. Therefore, construction-related
traffic impacts would be less than significant.

Construction
Phase
Site Preparation

Table IV-12
Approximate Project Construction Schedule and Traffic
Start Date/
Total Months
Trips Per Day
End Date
2
4/1/15-6/1/15
Employees = 3 trips
Vendors = 1 trip
Haul Trucks = 1 trip
Total = 5 trips

Grading

6/1/15-8/1/15

2

Employees = 2 trips
Vendors = 1 trip
Haul Trucks = 1 trio
Total = 4 trips

Construction

8/1/15-5/1/16

9

Employees = 6 trips
Vendors = 1 trip
Haul Trucks = 0 trip
Total = 7 trips

Architectural Coating

3/1/16-5/1/16

2

Employees = 3 trips
Vendors = 1 trip
Haul Trucks = Q trip
Total = 4 trips

Paving

5/1/16-6/1/16

2

Employees = 4 trips
Vendors = 1 trip
Haul Trucks = 0 trio
Total = 5 trips

Source: Newport Property Holding, LLC, 2014.

The Project includes development of nine single-family residential homes, which would generate
approximately 7 AM peak-hour trips, 3 PM peak-hour trips, and 86 daily trips (refer to Tables IV-13 and
IV-14) during the Project’s operational phase. These peak-hour and daily trips are minimal and would not
result in any LOS impacts at the intersections within the Project area. Therefore, operational-related
traffic impacts would be less than significant.
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Land Uses
Single-Family
Residential
/

2

ITE
Code

Table IV-13
Project Trip Generation Rates 1
AM Peak Hour
Units2

210

DU

PM Peak Hour

Daily

In

Out

Total

In

Out

Total

0.19

0.56

0.75

0.63

0.37

1.00

9.52

Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012.
DU = Dwelling Units

Table IV-14
Project Trip Generation
AM Peak Hour

Land Uses
Single-Family
Residential

PM Peak Hour

Units

In

Out

Total

In

Out

Total

Daily

DU

1.71

5.04

6.75

5.67

3.33

9

85.68

Quantity
9

Source: Based on generation rates from Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation, 9th Edition, 2012.

Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including,
b)
but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards
established by the count congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?
No Impact. The Congestion Management Plan (CMP) is a State-mandated program that serves as the
monitoring and analytical basis for transportation funding decisions in the County made through the
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) and State Transportation Improvement Program
(STIP) processes. The CMP requires that a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) be performed for all CMP
arterial monitoring intersections where a project would add 50 or more trips during either the morning or
afternoon weekday peak hours and all mainline freeway monitoring locations where a project would add
150 or more trips (in either direction) during the morning or afternoon weekday peak hours.
Because the Project would not add 50 or more trips during the morning or afternoon peak hours at CMP
monitoring intersections, no significant impacts would occur as a result of the Project, and no further
review of potential impacts to intersection monitoring locations that are part of the CMP system is
required.
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Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in
c)
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?
No Impact. The Project includes development of nine single-family homes, reaching approximately 39.2
feet in height, a height that is within the height range of the existing buildings in the Project area. The
Project site is not located near any airports. Thus, the Project would not 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. Therefore, no impacts related to this issue would occur.
W ould the project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves
d)
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
No Impact. The Project does not include development of any roadway infrastructure. The Project
includes development of nine single-family homes, similar to those found in the immediate vicinity of the
Project site. The Project would not create any hazards, and no impacts would occur as a result of the
Project.
e)

Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project includes development of nine single-family homes, similar to
those found in the immediate vicinity of the Project. Each home would include a driveway that extends
from West Point Drive to the garages associated with the homes. All parking associated with the homes
would be provided at the site of the homes and not on the roadways. Additionally, all ingress/egress
associated with the Project would be designed and constructed in conformance to all applicable City
Building and Safety Department and City Fire Department standards and requirements for design and
construction. Therefore, the Project would not result in any significant impacts related to emergency
access.
Would the project conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative
f)
transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
No Impact. The Project would generate approximately 31 people, which would not put a great demand
on transit services in the Project area. No impacts related to this issue would occur as a result of the
Project.

17.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable regional
water quality control board?
a)

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is located within the service area of the Hyperion
Treatment Plant (HTP), w'hich has been designed to treat 450 million gallons per day (mgd) to full
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secondary treatment. Full secondary treatment prevents virtually all particles suspended in effluent from
being discharged into the Pacific Ocean and is consistent with the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board’s (LARWQCB) discharge policies for the Santa Monica Bay. The HTP currently treats an
average daily flow of approximately 362 mgd. Thus, there is approximately 88 mgd available capacity.
The Project would generate approximately 1,800 gallons of wastewater per day (or 0.00491 mgd) (refer to
Table IV-15.23 With a remaining daily capacity of 88 mgd, the HTP would have adequate capacity to
serve the Project. Therefore, Project impacts related to wastewater treatment would be less than
significant.

Residential Dwelling Units
3-bedroom

Table IV-15
Estimated Water Consumption
Size
Consumption Rate
9
200 gpd/du

Total (gallons/day)
1,800

Source: City ofLos Angeles Bureau ofSanitation, Sewer Generation Rates Table, March 20, 2002.
Note: Water generation rates are approximately 110% ofthe wastewater generation rates._______

Would the project require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
b)
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
Less Than Significant Impact. The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) owns and
operates the Los Angeles Aqueduct Filtration Plant (LAAFP) located in the Sylmar community of the
City. The LAAFP treats City water prior to distribution throughout LADWP’s Central Water Service
Area. The designated treatment capacity of the LAAFP is 600 mgd, with an average plant flow of 550
mgd during the summer months and 450 mgd in the non-summer months. Thus, the facility has between
approximately 50 to 150 mgd of remaining capacity depending on the season.
As shown on Table IV-15, the Project would consume approximately 1,800 gallons of water per day.
With the remaining capacity of approximately 50 to 150 mgd, the LAAFP would have adequate capacity
to serve the Project. Therefore, Project impacts related to water treatment would be less than significant.

23

This conservatively assumes the amount ofwastewater equals water consumption.
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Would the project require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
c)
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in response to Checklist Question 9e, the Project would not
exceed the capacity of the existing or planning drainage system. Therefore, Project impacts related to
stormdrain capacity would be less than significant.
Would the project have significant water supplies available to serve the project from
d)
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
Less Than Significant Impact. As shown on Table IV-15, the Project would consume approximately
1,800 gallons of water per day. According to the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
(LADWP), if a project that is consistent with the City’s General Plan, the projected water demand
associated with that project is considered to be accounted for in the most recently adopted Urban Water
Management Plan (UWMP), which is prepared by the LADWP to ensure that existing and projected
water demand within its service area can be accommodated.24 As discussed previously in response to
Checklist Question 10b, the Project is consistent with the City’s General Plan land use designation for the
Project site. As such, the Project would not require new or additional water supply or entitlements.
Therefore, Project impacts related to water supply would be less than significant.
Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which
e)
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?
Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in response to Checklist Question 17a, with a remaining
daily capacity of 88 mgd, the HTP would have adequate capacity to serve the Project. Therefore, Project
impacts related to wastewater treatment would be less than significant.
Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate
0
the project’s solid waste disposal needs?
Less Than Significant Impact. Most of the solid waste generated in the City is disposed of at the
Sunshine Canyon Landfill and Chiquita Canyon Landfill. The Sunshine Canyon Landfill is jointly
operated by the City and the County (each operates separate portions of the landfill). The Sunshine
Canyon Landfill currently has a remaining capacity of 80,500,000 tons, with a permitted intake of 12,100
tons per day (tpd) and currently accepts an average of 6,949 tpd and therefore, has a remaining daily

24

LADWP, 2011 UWMP, page 249.
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intake availability of 5,151 tpd..25 The Chiquita Canyon Landfill currently has a remaining capacity of
6,233,000 tons, with a permitted intake of 5,000 tpd and currently accepts an average of 3,804 tpd, with a
remaining daily intake availability of 1,196 tpd.26 Thus, the Sunshine Canyon Landfill and the Chiquita
Canyon Landfill have a combined remaining permitted daily intake of 6,347 tpd. The Sunshine Canyon
Landfill has an estimated remaining life of 23 years, and the Chiquita Canyon Landfill has an estimated
remaining life of 5 years.27 An expansion of the Chiquita Canyon Landfill is currently proposed and
would add a capacity of 23,872,000 tons (a 21-year life expectancy). 28
The Project is estimated to generate an increase of approximately 90 pounds per day (or 0.045 tons/day)
of solid waste. With a remaining daily capacity of 6,347 tpd, the existing landfill capacity would be
adequate to accommodate the Project’s solid waste generation. Therefore, Project impacts related to solid
waste would be less than significant.
Would the project comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to
g)
solid waste?
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would be required to comply with the City’s Curbside
Recycling Program and the Construction and Demolition Waste Recycling Ordinance related to solid
waste generation, and no significant impacts related to this issue would occur.

18.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
a)
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. For the reasons stated in this Initial Study, with
incorporation of the identified mitigation measures, the Project would not have the potential to degrade
the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or

25

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, Solid Waste Information Management System,
httv://dDw.lacountv.eov/evd/swims/OnlineServices/search-solid-waste-sites-esri.asDX . accessed October 20,
2014.

26

Ibid.

27

Ibid.

28

Ibid.
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wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.
Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
b)
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects)?
Less Than Significant Impact. For the reasons stated in this Initial Study, the Project would not result
in any significant impacts would not have the potential to contribute to significant cumulative impacts.
Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse effects on
c)
human beings, either directly or indirectly?
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. For the reasons stated in this Initial Study, with
incorporation of the identified mitigation measures, the Project would not cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.
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