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July 23, 2019

Jack Chiang
Associate Zoning Administrator 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Response to Dale La Forrest & Associates Report (June 25, 2019) 
1888 Lucille Avenue & 3627 Landa Street Project 
Case No. ZA-2015-1567-ZAA-ZAD-1A 
Case No. ZA-2015-1569-ZV-ZAD-1A

Re:

Dear Mr. Chiang:

This firm represents Thomas Porter (“Applicant”) in connection with the above- 
referenced project (the “Project”).

On June 25, 2019, Dale La Forrest & Associates prepared a report that commented on the 
construction noise analysis in the Project’s Initial Study and supporting documentation (the “La 
Forest Report”). Garrett Zuleger, P.E. of Z Consulting Company subsequently prepared a 
response thoroughly detailing the many problems in the La Forest Report (the “Zuleger 
Response”).

For your review and consideration, we herein provide the City with additional analysis 
and legal authority in support of the Zuleger Response.

A. General Legal Principles

A reviewing court does not conduct an independent review of the record. It must affirm 
an agency’s factual determination that a project fits within an exemption category as long as its 
determinations are supported by substantial evidence. Don’t Cell Our Parks v. City of San Diego 
(2018) 21 Cal. App. 5th 338, 358. As to an agency’s factual determination of whether a project 
presents unusual circumstances, courts also apply the substantial evidence standard. Berkeley 
Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal.4th 1086, 1114; Berkeley Hillside 
Preservation v. City of Berkeley (2015) 241 Cal. App. 4th 943 (Berkeley Hillside II) (applying 
this standard of review on remand and finding no unusual circumstances).

mailto:ddennis@hillfarrer.com
http://www.hillfarrer.com


Jack Chiang
July 23, 2019
Page 2

The definition of “substantial evidence” is codified in Public Resources Code section 
21080, subdivision (e): “[Substantial evidence includes fact, a reasonable assumption predicated 
upon fact, or expert opinion supported by fact.” Pub. Res. Code § 21080(e)(1). Substantial 
evidence “is not argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence that is 
clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts that do not contribute 
to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment.” Id., subd. (e)(2); see Porterville 
Citizens for Responsible Hillside Development v. City of Porterville (2007) 157 Cal. App. 4th 
885, 900.

Speculation, unsubstantiated opinion, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, 
do not constitute substantial evidence. Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of 
Eureka (2007) 147 Cal. App.4th 357, 372,495, as modified (Feb. 1, 2007). Where an appellant 
presents evidence and analysis of a project different than the one approved, utilizing standards 
that do not apply, the flawed evidence does not constitute substantial evidence. See id.

“Expert” letters that amount to nothing more than “argument” and “unsubstantiated 
opinion or narrative,” misapplying requirements and misinterpreting the project as approved, do 
not constitute substantial evidence. Pub. Resources Code § 21080, subd. (e)(2); CEQA 
Guidelines, § 15384. (a); see Parker ShattuckNeighbors v. Berkeley City Council (2013) 222 
Cal. App. 4th 768, 786 (demand for further investigation is not evidence of impact). Likewise, 
opinions based entirely on speculation are improper. See Hines v. California Coastal Com. 
(2010) 186 Cal. App. 4th 830, 857 (“The claims are based entirely on speculation. Opinions 
which state nothing more than ‘it is reasonable to assume’ that something ‘potentially ... may 
occur’ do not constitute substantial evidence ‘necessary to invoke an exception to a categorical 
exemption.’” (quotingMagan v. County of Kings (2002) 105 Cal. App. 4th 468, 477)).

Similarly, dire predictions by nonexperts regarding the consequences of a project do not 
constitute substantial evidence. Newberry Springs Water Assn. v. County of San Bernardino 
(1984) 150 Cal.App.3d 740, 748-749; Leonoff v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 
222 Cal. App. 3d 1337, 1352.

Nor do purportedly “scientific” analysis based on inapplicable standards and incorrect 
descriptions of the project amount to substantial evidence that the City’s decision—relying on 
proper analysis and reliable expert input—are wrong. See Jensen v. City of Santa Rosa (2018) 
23 Cal. App. 5th 877, 891-896 (“Appellants’ argument that the noise from residents’ outdoor 
activities would constitute a significant environmental impact is also based on a flawed 
analysis.”) In Jensen, the Court of appeal (in applying a fair argument standard to a City’s 
Negative Declaration), reversed the trial court’s issuance of a writ that would have required 
preparation of an EIR. The Court of Appeal disregarded the appellant’s flawed analysis because 
the Court lacked confidence in appellants’ predicted noise impacts, appellants’ predictions were 
based on speculation, appellants’ reading of the applicable noise ordinance was wrong, and 
appellant’s noise consultant’s credentials were dubious. See id.
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An agency may rely on the expertise of its planning staff in determining whether a 
project will not have a significant impact on the environment. Porterville Citizens for 
Responsible Hillside Development v. City of Porterville (2007) 157 Cal. App. 4th 885, 901. As 
the court stated in Eureka Citizens for Responsible Government v. City of Eureka (2007) 147 
Cal.App.4th 357:

Our Supreme Court has cautioned reviewing courts against 
performing our own scientific critiques of environmental studies, a 
task for which we have neither resources nor scientific expertise. 
[Citation] Our duty is not to pass on the validity of the conclusions 
expressed in the EIR, but only on the sufficiency of the report as an 
informative document. The issue is not whether the studies are 
irrefutable or whether they could have been better. The relevant 
issue is only whether the studies are sufficiently credible to be 
considered as part of the total evidence that supports the findings. 
[Citation] In this instance, the City staff conducted its own 
analysis of noise impacts in its initial study, and the City found that 
both the SHN and Winzler & Kelly engineering firms were “well 
respected and qualified to prepare such studies.

Id. at 372.

La Forest is Not a Professional Noise Engineer.B.

Mr. La Forest’s opinion is not substantial evidence because he is not a professional noise 
engineer. Wollmer v. City of Berkeley (2011) 193 Cal. App. 4th 1329, 1352 (finding that 
technical assertions by layperson on technical CEQA subject “does not rise to the level of 
substantial evidence supporting a fair argument”). In Jensen v. City of Santa Rosa (2018) 23 
Cal. App. 5th 877, 891-896, the Court criticized the flawed analysis from a purported “expert” 
whose qualifications were “dubious.” “Although they present their numbers as scientific fact, 
we find appellants’ calculations are essentially opinions rendered by nonexperts, which do not 
amount to substantial evidence.” Id., at 894.

In contrast to the La Forest Report, there is substantial evidence presented from qualified, 
licensed, professional engineer experts with appropriate credentials in support of their reasoned 
and detailed analyses providing substantial evidence in support of the City’s findings.

C. The La Forest Report Fails to Consider the Project as Approved.

Under CEQA, courts must consider the analysis of the Project as approved. Berkeley 
Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal.4th 1086, 1119-1120. In contrast, the La 
Forrest Report invokes standards and assumptions that do not apply to the project as approved, 
presents analyses and conclusions beneath those inapplicable standards, and does not include 
regulatory control measures identified in the initial study that are mandated by applicable City
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building requirements for the project. In disregarding the project requirements, appellant’s 
approach cannot possibly establish that the project as approved will violate the City’s noise 
standards and requirements applicable to all similar projects, or will have a significant 
environmental effect, because the project as approved actually requires compliance with those 
very standards and requirements. See Walters v. City of Redondo Beach (2016) 1 Cal. App. 5th 
809, 823.

La Forest’s analyses and conclusions based on inapplicable standards and a hypothetical 
project different than the one proposed are unavailing. The City and Applicant’s analysis and 
conclusions applying the standards and requirements applicable to the project as approved 
provides substantial evidence to support the City’s determinations.

The La Forest Report Fails to Factor in Regulatory Control Measures.D.

La Forest’s arguments and analysis regarding construction noise harm is based on an 
analysis done without factoring in the variety of regulatory control measures in the Project’s 
design conditions. This defect in the appellant’s analysis is fatal to appellant’s argument on 
noise, and does nothing to deter the City from reliance on the substantial evidence presented by 
applicant in support of the City’s determinations.

The Court in Walters v. City of Redondo Beach (2016) 1 Cal. App. 5th 809, 823-826, 
upheld similar types of noise design conditions (e.g., the project was required to comply with 
City noise standards and methods) for a categorical exemption, finding that the petitioner’s noise 
expert could not show a certain significant impact would occur. The court further found that the 
project’s design features to reduce noise were consistent with the Supreme Court’s holding in 
Berkeley Hillside and that a finding of environmental impacts must be based on the proposed 
project as actually approved. See id. at 824.

When Reviewing a Statutory Exemption, a Project’s Environmental Impact 
Is Irrelevant.

E.

When reviewing a statutory exemption, the nature and extent of the project’s 
environmental impacts are ordinarily irrelevant. Courts do not balance the policies served by a 
statutory exemption against the goal of environmental protection. Sunset Sky Ranch Pilots Ass’n 
v County of Sacramento (2009) 47 Cal. 4th 902, 907; Del Cerro Mobile Estates v. City of 
Placentia (2011) 197 Cal. App. 4th 173; County of Ventura v City of Moorpark (2018) 24 Cal. 
App. 5th 377, 382, 386. Unless the statute includes an exception to the exemption, the sole 
question is whether the project has the elements necessary to find that the exemption applies. 
Napa Valley Wine Train, Inc. v. PUC (1990) 50 Cal.3d 370.

There are No Unusual Circumstances.F.

Appellant speculates that the Project is unusual, but under Berkeley Hillside, courts must 
defer to the agency’s determination of whether unusual circumstances apply. The Supreme
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Court in Berkeley Hillside held that the determination of whether unusual circumstances apply is 
subject to the substantial evidence test, where the court’s task is “resolving all evidentiary 
conflicts in the agency’s favor and indulging in all legitimate and reasonable inferences to 
uphold the agency’s finding.. .contradicted or uncontradicted, to support it” and “not to weigh 
conflicting evidence and determine who has the better argument” or whether “an opposite 
conclusion would have been equally or more reasonable.” Berkeley Hillside, 60 Cal.4th at 1114
1115.)

The Berkeley Hillside deferential standard in the review of an agency’s determination of 
no unusual circumstances has subsequently been applied in several appellate cases upholding use 
of categorical exemptions. See remand on Berkeley Hillside, Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. 
City of Berkeley (2015) 241 Cal. App. 4th 943, 951-958 (upholding city’s determination that a 
large, hillside home was not unusual); Citizens for Environmental Responsibility v. State of 
California (2015) 242 Cal. App. 4th 555, 576-588 (upholding agricultural district’s 
determination that a rodeo at a fairground was not unusual); CREED-21 v. City of San Diego 
(2015) 234 Cal. App. 4th 488, 513-515 (upholding city’s determination that revegetation plan on 
steep, sensitive habitat was not unusual); Protect Telegraph Hill v. City and County of San 
Francisco (2017) 16 Cal. App. 5th 261, 270-271 (upholding city’s determination that condo 
project in aesthetically-recognized, heavily-trafficked part of city was not unusual).)

Additionally, examples of similar projects are critical to the determination of whether 
unusual circumstances exist. See Walters v. City of Redondo Beach (2016) 1 Cal. App. 5th 809 
(the presence of comparable facilities in the immediate area adequately supports an implied 
finding that there were no unusual circumstances precluding a categorical CEQA exemption).

The La Forest Report focuses on, analyzes, and complains about construction tools, 
techniques, and methods that are commonly utilized in the construction of single family 
residences on similar properties. There is nothing “unusual” about the project’s use of the same 
techniques, tools, and methods typically utilized in the construction of similar single family 
homes in hillside neighborhoods in Los Angeles, including the hillside home owned by 
Appellant himself:

We are convinced from our review of the record that no substantial 
evidence was presented supporting a reasonable possibility that 
construction of this residence would have a significant effect upon 
the environment due to unusual circumstances. Neither the size of 
the house (2,700 square feet), nor its height, nor its hillside site is 
so unusual in the vicinity as to constitute the type of unusual 
circumstance required to support application of this exception. The 
house would have been exempt as a ministerial project (requiring 
only a building permit and no exercise of discretion by the City) 
but for the narrowness of the lot. Association argues that the 
project was unusual because the lot was nonconforming so that a 
site development permit was required. The lot width at the building
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set back line is 51 feet instead of the minimum 60 feet required by 
the Ukiah City Code. The lot exceeds the minimum single-family 
residential lot size in the City by more than 2,000 square feet and 
complies with side yard setback requirements. (Ukiah City Code, § 
9019.) A site development permit was required only because the 
lot is nine feet narrower than the minimum lot width. Objections 
raised by the Association, however, relate to the height of the 
house and not its width. The potential environmental impacts 
which Association posits seem to us to be normal and common 
considerations in the construction of a single- family residence and 
are in no way due to “unusual circumstances.”

Assoc. for Protection etc. Values v. City of Ukiah (1991) 2 Cal. App. 4th 720, 736.

Similarly here, the few features of the home that are not “by right” are mandated by the 
subject property’s physical attributes, not aesthetic or optional development features applicant 
might desire, and there is nothing unusual about the construction necessary to complete the 
project. Substantial evidence supports the City’s findings that no unusual circumstances exist.

Finally, La Forest focuses on alleged impacts to Appellant from development of a 
previously undeveloped lot and the homes on lots that immediately surround it in this hillside 
neighborhood (all of which were previously developed using the same “usual” tools, techniques, 
etc.), rather than to the environment in general. This is improper:

In examining this [unusual circumstances] exception, we must 
differentiate between adverse impacts upon particular persons and 
adverse impacts upon the environment of persons in general. As 
recognized by the court in Topanga Beach Renters Assn. v. 
Department of General Services (1976) 58 Cal.App.3d 188 [129 
Cal.Rptr. 739]: “[A]ll government activity has some direct or 
indirect adverse effect on some persons. The issue is not whether 
[the project] will adversely affect particular persons but whether 
[the project] will adversely affect the environment of persons in 
general. (§ 21083, subd. (c).)” (Id, at p. 195.) There was no 
evidence presented that construction of a single-family dwelling on 
this lot - the last to be developed in a neighborhood of single
family residences - would adversely affect the environment of 
persons in general.

City of Ukiah, 2 Cal. App. 4th at 734.
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Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions regarding the above.

Very truly yours,

DEAN E.tn-NNIS
OF

HILL, FARRER & BURRILL LLP
DED

HFB 2087051.1 P7462002
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CONSULTING COMPANY
ENVIRONMENTAL & SAFETY

July 24, 2019

Jack Chiang
Associate Zoning Administrator 
Department of City Planning 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street, Room 763 
Los Angeles, CA 90012

response to dale la forest & associates report (June 25, 2019) 
1888 LUCILE avenue & 3627 LANDA STREET PROJECT 
case no. ZA-2015-1567-ZAA-ZAD-1A 
case no. ZA-2015-1569-ZV-ZAD-1A

RE:

Dear Mr. Chiang,

Attached to this letter, please find my responses to the comments in Dale La Forest & Associates’ 
Report on Construction Noise Impacts for New Homes at 1888 North Lucile Avenue and 3627 West 
Landa Street, dated June 25, 2019 (La Forest Report). The La Forest Report comments on the 
construction noise analysis in the subject project’s (Project) Initial Study and supporting 
documentation (Initial Study). My noise-specific resume is also attached to this letter.

All comments in the La Forest Report are presented (with only minor formatting changes) in a small, 
black, serif font with a small indentation. After each comment, a numbered reply is provided in a 
larger, navy blue, sans-serif font without indentation. Section and subsection identifiers match those 
in the La Forest Report, but comment numbers are new to this letter. To improve readability, 
footnotes in the La Forest Report have been converted to endnotes and the numbering has been 
updated.

Respectfully,

7

)^ y'(vtrf'
Garrett Zuleger, P.E. 1 
Z Consulting Company

m

y
La Forest Report Comments & Reponses 
Preparer’s Noise Resume

att.:

Lucile&Landa_noise response_final.docx www.zconco.com
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ii . Substantial Evidence Shows that Project Construction Noise Will Create Significant Noise Impacts Within 
Neighborhood Affecting Dozens of Surrounding Homes

The following significant construction noise impacts are discussed briefly here for the reader's 
convenience, and are analyzed in greater detail in later sections of this Report. Contrary to the 
unsupported and erroneous determinations in the Initial Study, construction noise will be very 
significant at many surrounding homes to this Project's site.

Construction Noise Level Increases Will Exceed City's Maximum 5 dBA Standards Above Ambient Noise Levels

The Project's construction noise increases will be significant and will greatly exceed the City's 
2006 CEQA Threshold Guide's standards of increasing ambient exterior noise levels in this neighborhood 
by over 5 dBA1 for more than 10 days in a three-month period. For example, the loudest phases of 
construction (excavation/grading and finishing) will potentially generate noise levels upwards of 99 
dBA Lmax at the nearest homes located perhaps just 10 feet from the proposed Project site. This noise 
level will not be reduced by any temporary noise barrier because those barriers are only required for 
foundation and retaining wall caisson drilling. Such construction noise levels would massively exceed 
the Project site's 55.7 dBA L daytime ambient noise level by 43 dBA at nearby homes. That noise level 
would be 39 dBA greater than the City's most lenient 10 dBA exceedance threshold of significance at the 
nearest residential property lines. (L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. I.1:3).

Such construction noise would also generate noise levels that exceed ambient noise levels on neighboring 
properties by more than 5 dB and that would violate the City's Noise Ordinance, LAMC sections 112.01(a) 
and 112.04 (b) . Loud increases in noise above ambient conditions would be a significant noise impact of a 
type that the Initial Study never even considers, much less analyzes. Such construction noise increases 
would exceed City standards at dozens of homes in the neighborhood.

Response II-1
The City of Los Angeles’ policy is to assess noise impacts associated with construction of 
residential projects using the City’s Noise Ordinance, specifically Section 112.05. The La 
Forest Report’s attempt to apply significance thresholds from other sources (in this case, the 
City’s 2006 CEQA Thresholds Guide) does not reflect current City policy. As such, 
conclusions drawn with respect to such thresholds are not applicable.

Furthermore, the La Forest Report’s claims regarding the Project’s construction noise levels 
are unsubstantiated.

Construction Noise Will Exceed City's Maximum 75 dBA L at 50 feet in Residential Area

Not only will Project construction noise create significant noise level increases at many neighboring 
homes, but the heavy equipment proposed for use on this steep residential property will generate noise 
levels that exceed other City standards. The Initial Study offers little to quiet that equipment's use; 
with no temporary noise barrier use being required during excavation and grading operations, that heavy 
equipment construction noise would greatly exceed the City's noise regulation setting a maximum of 75 
dBA L when measured at 50 feet.

It should be clear to City officials that any of the construction equipment listed in the Initial
Study's equipment noise emissions, PDF p. 184, Table 1, as generating more than a maximum of
75 dBA Lmax at 50 feet, will exceed the City Noise Ordinance § 112.05 maximum limit. For example, 
using a single jackhammer without additional sound barriers can create maximum noise level of 89 
dBA L
that list of 56 equipment types emit less than a maximum noise level of 75 dBA L
the other equipment types listed in that Table 1 emit greater noise levels than that, and thus
should be restricted per LAMC § 112.05 or require noise mitigation in this Project's residential 
setting. There are feasible ways with appropriate noise mitigations to reduce such construction 
noise levels, but the Initial Study fails to consider such measures. If the applicant proposes to 
proceed with equipment that does not comply with § 112.05's 75 dBA Lmax at 50 feet standard, and also 
does not prove compliance is infeasible, then that clear evidence of a significant noise impact 
will require the City to prepare an EIR for this Project.

at 50 feet so that equipment does not comply with the Noise Ordinance. Only three items in
at 50 feet. All

2

The applicant's Noise Study also fails to actually consider this "maximum" permissible noise 
standard because it erroneously evaluates a different, irrelevant average noise threshold of 75 dBA 
L._ at 50 feet, a noise standard that does not exist in Los Angeles.3 Dozens of neighborhood homeseq

Lucile&Landa_noise response_final.docx 1 www.zconco.com

http://www.zconco.com


1888 Lucile Avenue & 3627 Landa Street La Forest Report Comments & Responses
July 24, 2019

would be exposed to loud Project construction noise that exceeds the City's maximum of 75 dBA L 
50 feet standard with only the very sparse Project Design Features and conditions proposed in the 
Initial Study. In using the wrong standard, the Initial Study does not have substantial evidence to 
support its less-than-significant noise impact determination.

at

Response II-2
The LA Forest Report’s claims that most of the equipment used for construction of the 
Project will exceed the Noise Ordinance limits are incorrect for two primary reasons. First, it 
does not include any noise reductions that will result from the regulatory control measures 
(RCM) identified in the Initial Study. Second, it incorrectly compares noise data in the L 
unit of measurement to the Noise Ordinance Limits (see additional discussion in Response 
IV-7). Note that the La Forest Report’s noise calculations are addressed in more detail when 
they are presented in subsequent comments.

max

The Initial Study, which does include the effects of the RCMs and utilizes the correct unit of 
measurement (the maximum hour Leq) accurately demonstrates that the equipment will 
produce noise levels that are below the Noise Ordinance limits.

Construction Noise Will Exceed City's Interior Room Maximum Noise Level of 45 dBA L

Project construction will expose interior rooms in homes in the neighborhood to significant and 
excessive noise levels during caisson drilling or other loud construction activities. Neighbors in 
their interior rooms could be at significant risk from the greater than the maximum daily average noise 
level limit of 45 dBA L . This City standard is meant to protect neighbors against unreasonable 
annoyance impacts from loud construction even during the daytime.

4

Many neighbors will not be able to block out that excessive noise by closing their windows. For example, 
if three jackhammers are used at the same time, they could generate a combined noise level of 93.8 dBA 

at 50 feet. If they are used for four hours in a day, their combined noise level averaged over the 
remainder of a 24-hour day without that noise would be 86 dBA Ldn at 50 feet. For neighbors as far away 
as 300 feet, that noise level would diminish to about 70.4 dBA L . If they close their windows to try to 
block out that jackhammering noise, that would not be sufficient. Closed windows would reduce the 
exterior noise within their rooms by about 25 dB, resulting in an interior noise level exposure of about 
45.4 dBA L , but that is still in excess of the City's maximum 45 dBA Ldn standard. Dozens of homes are 
within 300 feet of this Project's construction site where jackhammering will be conducted. Thus dozens 
of families would be exposed to significant noise impacts even within their interior rooms yet with 
nothing they could do about it. Yet the Initial Study never even discloses this interior room noise 
standard nor evaluates this kind of significant noise impact.

L

Neighbors should be worried because even use of a single piece of heavy equipment doing grading and 
excavating for 11 hours during a 14-hour workday will generate noise levels that exceed this City's 
interior room noise standard with the windows closed. Equipment such as an excavator or backhoe 
generating a noise level of 85 dBA Leq at 50 feet, when operated for 11 hours a day, produces an average 
noise level of 81.6 dBA Ldn at 50 feet. For the closest homes with their windows closed at that 50-foot 
distance, their interior room noise levels would be reduced by about 25 dB to 56.6 dBA Ldn. But that 
noise level is still greatly in excess of the City's maximum allowed 45 dBA Ldn. Another dozen homes up 
to 180 feet away would also be exposed to excessive construction noise where their interior rooms with 
windows closed would exceed this 45 dBA Ldn noise standard.5 This example shows that even the former 
MND's mitigation XII-20 limiting construction to avoid operating several pieces of equipment 
simultaneously will not reduce the Project's construction noise impacts to less than significant.

Response II-3
As stated in Response II-1, the City of Los Angeles’ policy is to assess noise impacts 
associated with construction of residential projects using the City’s Noise Ordinance, 
specifically Section 112.05. The La Forest Report incorrectly applies noise standards derived 
from the Los Angeles General Plan and Building Code to the Project.
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Furthermore, the noise levels attributed to the construction equipment are inaccurate for 
numerous reasons, including:

Day-night noise levels are incorrectly calculated from on L 
levels as is appropriate.

The substantial noise reductions provided by the RCMs in the Initial Study (e.g., 
mufflers and the demolition procedure) are not included.

The substantial shielding effects of terrain, intervening structures, vegetation, fences, 
surface roughness, etc. are not included.

The backhoe and excavator calculation provided uses an unsubstantiated noise level 
(it uses 85 dBA Leq when the actual Leq for that equipment, as presented in the Initial 
Study, is 75 dBA and 77 dBA, respectively).

noise levels, not Leq noisemax

iii No Substantial Evidence Exists to Support that Some of Project's Types of Noise Impacts Will be Less-Than-
Significant

The Initial Study and the Project applicant's Air Pollution and Noise Impact Assessment ("Noise Study") 
entirely ignore several foreseeable and significantly loud construction noise sources. The Project's May 
8, 2019 Initial Study contains no evidence whatsoever, much less substantial evidence, that this Project 
will have a less-than-significant noise impact caused by the following construction activities:

Use of backup alarms on heavy equipment as mandated by federal laws 
Ground-borne Vibration impacts resulting from earth-disturbing activities

Neither the Project's Initial Study nor the applicant's Noise Study6 even identifies or analyzes the 
noise impacts that typical backup warning alarms used on heavy equipment make. As shown below, such 
noise impacts will be significant in the Project's neighborhood.

Response III-1
Equipment back-up alarms occur infrequently (i.e., when equipment backs up), for a short 
duration (i.e., only while the equipment is backing up), and only include brief impulses of 
sound (i.e., short beeps separated by silence). For these reasons, backup alarms have a 
negligible effect on the Leq noise levels used to determine significance of construction noise 
impacts in the Initial Study. The impacts presented in the Initial Study are accurate.

Please note that, while back-up alarms would likely influence L 
to Argument IV-7 explains why the significance threshold is not meant to be applied to L 
noise levels.

noise levels, the responsemax

max

The same can be said for this Project's ground-borne vibration impacts to the nearest neighboring homes. 
The Initial Study presents just two paragraphs about construction-caused ground-borne vibration impacts 
and it concludes vibration impacts will be less-than-significant.7 But neither there nor anywhere else 
in the Initial Study are these bare conclusions of this Project having less-than-significant ground- 
borne vibration impacts supported with any evidence at all. No Project Design Features are proposed by 
the applicant to limit construction vibration impacts. The applicant's Noise Study does not even address 
ground-borne vibration impacts. But as demonstrated below, this Project will create significant and 
severe ground-borne vibration impacts to neighboring residents. Such disturbance will result because the 
Project's demolition phase, excavation operations, site grading and drilling for foundation pilings or 
caissons will cause serious ground-borne vibrations at homes as close as 10 to 15 feet away.
Construction vibration will cause significant annoyance impacts to neighbors and could cause potential 
structural damage to their homes. As shown below, such ground-borne vibration impacts will exceed 
typical vibration standards used by the City for other construction projects.
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Response III-2
The Project’s slope does not make its construction unique (see Response IV-2) and the 
neighboring homes are not uniquely susceptible to vibration damage. There is no reason 
that construction vibration impacts would be a special cause for concern for this Project.

The claim that vibration impacts will exceed typical vibration standards is incorrect. The La 
Forest Report attempts to apply inapplicable vibration standards and incorrectly calculates 
vibration impacts. The initial study’s conclusions regarding construction vibration impacts 
are correct. See Response VI-23 for a more details assessment of vibration impacts.

These issues of significant backup alarm noise and ground-borne vibration impacts were raised in my 
previous letter of December 14, 2018, but the City's current Initial Study and previous 
2016 MND offer no evidence to the contrary.

Additionally, the Initial Study presents clearly erroneous conclusions that the noise impacts from the 
operation of heavy equipment (other than drill rigs) on the Project site will be less-than- significant 
during construction. Besides drilling, the Project will use heavy equipment like an excavator, 
jackhammer, tractor, loader, backhoe, dump truck, crane, and concrete truck. But no temporary noise 
barrier is proposed to shield noise from these equipment types. The upper proposed home's lot at 3627 
Landa Street that is not as steep and may not need caisson drilling would not be required to install 
temporary noise barriers. But neighboring homes are very close on the east, south and west sides. The 
Initial Study offers no substantial evidence that the Proj ect's noise impacts from use of this other 
heavy equipment will be less-than-significant as heard anywhere in the neighborhood. All of the 
construction equipment noise levels predicted in the Project's Noise Study Table 7 are not substantiated 
with calculations or reasonable assumptions. As an indication of their unreliability, those equipment 
noise level characterizations are significantly lower than what are estimated in the City's 2006 CEQA 
Threshold Guide.8

Response III-3
The RCMs identified in the Initial Study are sufficient to ensure that Project construction 
noise impacts are less than significant with a considerable safety margin. The Initial Study 
assumes a 10-dBA reduction from the collective effect of the RCMs, while the muffler RCM 
alone is actually sufficient to achieve this reduction, per the Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (EPA) Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, 
and Home Appliances (excerpt included with Initial Study). The portable barrier RCM is 
included to provide an additional level of noise reduction for the neighbors who are 
expected to experience the most construction noise, those to east and west of the Project. 
Receptors to the north and south of the Project will experience lower noise levels than the 
receptors to the east and west (see Response IV-3), so the additional reduction provided by 
the portable barrier is not necessary for those receptors.

The calculations used to determine the Project’s construction noise levels presented in the 
Initial Study are, in fact, included in Appendix C of the included Air Quality and Noise Impact 
Assessment. Excerpts from the sources of data used for those calculations, including the 
Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model Users Guide, 
the EPA’s Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and 
Home Appliances and the FHWA’s Noise Barrier Design Handbook are included in Appendix 
D of the Air Quality and Noise Impact Assessment.
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iv. Project Noise Levels Will Be Severe and Significant at Homes to the North and Downhill Due to Unusual
Steepness of Project Site

This Project poses unusual circumstances that may preclude the use of a Categorical Exemption. The 
Project site, especially for the lower home to be built along Lucile Avenue, is very steep with a slope 
as steep as about 60%.9 However, the 2002 City's CEQA Guidelines, on page 14, for Class 4 minor 
alterations to land, only allows a CEQA Categorical Exemption for grading of land up to 15% slope.
The Initial Study does not explain why the part of this Project that requires grading and excavating on 
this Project site's steep site that has a slope percentage greatly in excess of the City's Class 4 
standards is categorically exempt.

10

Response IV-1
As explained in the Initial Study, the Project qualifies for a Class 3 Categorical 
Exemption, not a Class 4 Categorical Exemption. As such, the Project does not need 
to meet the Class 4 Categorical Exemption requirements.

Additionally, please note that the Project’s slope is not unique for the hillside area, as 
explained in Response IV-2.

The Initial Study itself twice mischaracterizes this Project site as having a "gentle slope", but in 
reality a 60% slope is sometimes defined as an "extreme slope," not a gentle slope. For example, the 
City determined that only 0.14 % of the single-family areas in the Hillside Area are greater than a 45% 
slope.11 This Project's steepness of slope not only necessitates additional noisy, time- consuming 
caisson foundation work, but also increases the construction work's noise impacts as the hillside itself 
acts like a canyon wall to reflect more noise towards homes that are at a lower elevation, unblocked by 
intervening homes, and situated to the north. Those homes to the north expose more of their roofs than 
walls to direct view from this Project site when compared to typical homes on low-slope lots. Roofs of 
homes do not block sound transmission as well as exterior walls because roofs have typically have some 
unblocked ventilation openings and roofs are often less dense than exterior walls that may have heavy 
stucco covering. Therefore, this Project site's steepness presents an unusual circumstance not allowed 
by the City's CEQA Guidelines for a Class 4 Categorical Exemption, and therefore not allowed for any 
Categorical Exemption including a Class 3 exemption as now is being requested.

Response IV-2
The LA Forest Report argues the Project is in the steepest 0.14% of hillside residential 
property because the maximum slope on the site exceeds 60%. However, this is a clear 
mischaracterization because only 10% of the site exceeds a 60% slope (1,037 square feet of 
the total 9,966 square feet). Furthermore, 79% of the site is under 45% slope (7,853 square 
feet). Most of the site has a slope of less than 30% (6,002 square feet), which is equal to or 
less steep than 50% of hillside residential property, according to the LA City Planning source 
referenced by the La Forest Report (endnote 11). The Project site’s slope is not unique for the 
hillside area.

Just as the Project’s slope is not unique for hillside properties, the Projects construction will 
not be unique for hillside properties.

Homes that are at a lower elevation will not experience higher noise levels on account of the 
Project’s slope (see Response IV-3).

The claim that roofs block less noise than walls is unsubstantiated and irrelevant, given that 
the Noise Ordinance standards are based on exterior noise levels, not interior noise levels.
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The Project's noise impacts would be more severe at neighboring homes because of the site's steepness:

Figure 1
simulated view looking downhill to north from project site12
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Due to this site's steepness, such Project construction noise levels from auger drilling and even louder 
construction activities will exceed the City's interior noise exposure standards of 45 dBA L at some 
homes in a downhill direction with their windows open.

In any case, there is no question that the Project as proposed will create significant noise impacts in 
its neighborhood. This Report will document various types of significant noise impacts that will occur 
if approved with the Initial Study as proposed by the applicant.

Caisson Drilling Noise Levels Will Be Significant At Nearest Homes to the North of Project Site Because 
They are Close and No Temporary Noise Barrier Blocks That Direction

The Initial Study provides no evidence at all that Project noise resulting from drill rig operations for 
the 1888 Lucile Avenue home's proposed foundation will be less-than-significant at some nearby homes 
across the street to the north. The Initial Study proposes no temporary noise barrier between the drill 
rigs and the homes to the north at 1887, 1881 and 1877 Lucile Avenue.

Barriers are only proposed to the east and west of the temporary drill rigs. At distances as close as 
about 70 feet from a probable drilling location to the home at 1881 Lucile Avenue with no intervening 
noise barrier, such drilling noise levels will greatly exceed the City's maximum standards. An auger 
drill rig will generate a noise level of about 85 dBA L 
the north only about 70 feet away at the closest and unshielded by any temporary noise barrier, that 
drilling noise level would be reduced by distance to about 82.1 dBA L 
near those homes is claimed in the Initial Study to be 55.7 dBA L
as much as 26.4 dBA louder than ambient noise levels at these homes to the north.

at a 50-foot distance. At the nearest homes to

The daytime ambient noise level 
Therefore drilling noise would beeq •

(82.1 55.7 26.4)
That represents a significant noise level increase because it would be more than 5 dBA greater than the 
ambient noise level at those homes. 13 The Initial Study however never evaluates drilling noise levels at
homes to the north.

Yet the Initial Study and Noise Study never disclose how loud that the Project's construction noise from 
operation of multiple pieces of heavy equipment and frequent construction vehicle traffic will be at 
these nearby homes. The Noise Study only purports to evaluate and calculate noise impacts on neighbors 
from such equipment as if they are shielded by temporary noise barriers, but no Project Design Feature 
is proposed to shield such heavy equipment's noise to the north. The Project's noise control feature for 
temporary noise barriers only applies to operation of the drill rigs during drilling and then only for 
the closest neighbors to both the east and west.14No temporary noise barrier use is proposed to shield 
drilling noise from nearby neighboring homes to the north immediately across Lucile Avenue.
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Response IV-3
The construction noise impacts presented in the Initial Study apply to receptors in all 
directions, including to the north. The Noise Ordinance requires that compliance be 
determined based on a 50-foot distance, so the result does not depend on the distance to 
the receptors.

The Initial Study noise calculations demonstrate that the portable noise barriers are not 
necessary for the drill rig to meet the applicable limits at any receptors. The muffler RCM 
alone is sufficient to achieve the 10-dBA reduction assumed in the Initial Study (per the 
EPA's Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home 
Appliances, excerpt included with Initial StudyJ. The portable noise barrier RCM is included 
to provide additional insurance that the receptors expected to experience the highest 
construction noise (the immediate neighbors to the east and west) will not experience 
impacts that exceed the significance threshold.

Noise levels at the neighbors on the downhill side of the site (i.e., to the north) will be lower 
than those on the uphill side (i.e., to the east) due to additional attenuation from increased 
distance and shielding. The neighbors to the north are significantly farther away than those 
to the east. The slope also shields much of the northern neighbors' property from a sizable 
portion of the Project site. Additionally, noise propagation near ground level experiences far 
more attenuation than free field noise propagation due to factors including surface 
roughness, variations in elevation, vegetation, and intervening structures (such sheds, 
parking structures, fences, roof overhangs, etc.). Free field noise propagation that travels 
directly from source to receptor does not encounter these attenuating factors. The 
neighbors to the south benefit from many of these shielding factors. This attenuating effect 
is even more substantial for houses beyond the adjacent neighbors.

Neighbors to the south of the Project are the least impacted of all because they are the 
farthest and experience the most of these shielding effects.

Finally, the La Forest Report drill rig noise calculations are incorrect for numerous reasons, 
including:

The calculations do not include the 10-dBA noise reduction provided by the noise 
muffler RCM.

The L
measurement (see Response IV-7).

The substantial shielding effects of terrain, intervening structures, vegetation, fences, 
surface roughness, etc. are not included.

The calculations incorrectly compare a noise level in units of L 
level in units of L

unit of measurement is incorrectly used instead of the L unit ofmax eq

to an ambient noisemax

eq
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Construction Noise Levels Will Exceed Maximum Allowable Interior Noise Levels of 45 dBA L at Nearby
Homes.

The Initial Study and its Noise Study present no evidence to show that this Project's construction noise 
will be consistent with the City's and California's noise standards that restrict noise levels in 
interior rooms of nearby homes from exceeding a day-night average noise level of 45 dBA Ldn. Calculation 
of a day-night sound level also requires measurement of noise levels at nighttime, but the applicant's 
noise consultant only obtained brief two, 1-hour noise level measurements in the daytime, not at 
nighttime. Nonetheless, as shown below, daytime construction noise even with the proposed Project Design 
Features will be so loud that the day- night averaged sound levels at homes in the neighborhood will 
exceed the permissible limit of 45 dBA Ldn.

Response IV-4
As stated in Response II-1, the City of Los Angeles' policy is to assess noise impacts
associated with construction of residential projects using the City's Noise Ordinance, 
specifically Section 112.05. The La Forest Report incorrectly applies noise standards derived 
from the Los Angeles General Plan and Building Code to the Project.

As construction will not occur during nighttime hours and the applicable significance 
threshold does not include nighttime noise, it is not necessary to monitor or calculate noise 
levels during the nighttime.

The Initial Study severely underestimates how loud the Project's construction noise will be, 
evident comparing its noise level estimations 
I.1-9, Exhibit I.1-2.
grading equipment with mufflers to generate noise levels between 62 to 68 dBA L 
comparison, the 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide estimates noise levels from equipment operating with 
mufflers during excavation and grading to be about 86 dBA L at 50 feet. The Proj ect's noise consultant 
therefore, without clearly revealing calculations, estimates Project noise levels to be between 19 to 
24 dB lower than the City's data predicts. That severe discrepancy is due to several serious factors:

as is
with data in the 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. 

For example, the Project's noise consultant estimates site preparation and
at 50 feet. By

1;

eq

Response IV-5
The noise level cited for earthwork and grading in this comment is not suitable for 
comparison to the impacts calculated in the Initial Study. Additionally, the data source used 
in the Initial Study calculations (which are included in Appendix C of the Air Quality and 
Noise Impact Assessment) is more reliable. This is evidenced by the following:

• The LA Forest Report cited noise level for earthwork and grading is from the L.A CEQA 
Thresholds Guide, which is no longer the correct source for construction noise 
assessment based on current City policy.

• The cited noise level (86 dBA Leq at 50 feet) is for the simultaneous operation of all 
equipment at the site during earthwork/grading, whereas the noise ordinance applies 
to each piece of equipment separately. This is clear based on review of the original 
source of the data, which, according to the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, is the EPA's 
Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home 
Appliances. The source document states that simultaneous operation of the 
minimum required equipment for excavation (as opposed to all pertinent equipment) 
is expected to result in 75 dBA Leq at 50 feet (page 19). Therefore, the same source 
document actually demonstrates compliance of the grading/excavation equipment 
noise levels with the Noise Ordinance limit.
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• The Initial Study noise levels are based on the FHWA's Roadway Construction Noise 
Model, which is commonly utilized to model construction noise impacts associated 
with road construction projects.

• The noise data used in the Initial Study is further supported by other sources of noise 
data, such as the Ventura County Construction Nosie Threshold Criteria and Control 
Plan, which includes a noise level of 80 dBA Leq at 50 feet for a dozer without mufflers 
(page 10). This noise level is close to the Initial Study's dozer without muffler noise 
level of 78 dBA Leq and is less than the Noise Ordinance limit when equipped with a 
muffler. Similarly, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Construction Noise Control 
regulation (Section 721.560) includes a noise level of 85 dBA Lmax at 50 feet for a 
dozer without a muffler. This noise level is close to the Initial Study's dozer without 
muffler noise level of 82 dBA Lmax at 50 feet and is also less than the Noise Ordinance
limit when converted to Leq and equipped with a muffler.

The Project's Noise Study fails to account for increased noise levels when more than a single piece of 
heavy equipment operates simultaneously. The Project proposes using multiple pieces of equipment at any 
time during all of its construction phases.16 For example, there would not be a need for three 
jackhammers if only one was being used at a time. Yet nowhere does the Initial Study evaluate the noise 
impacts from the simultaneous use of three jackhammers. Construction noise is louder when multiple 
noise sources are operated simultaneously. No Project Design Feature is proposed to prohibit multiple 
noise sources during construction. The City previously acknowledged in 2016 for this same Project that 
the use of multiple equipment at the same time would create significant noise impacts. The 2016 MND 
even included noise mitigation #XII-20 that states, in part: "Demolition and construction activities 
shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes 
high noise levelsThe applicant now however is proposing with the Initial Study and correspondence 
dated June 4, 2019 abandoning this particular approved noise mitigation without explanation.

Response IV-6
The Initial Study presents the noise level of each piece of equipment individually because 
the Noise Ordinance limit applies to a single piece of equipment. That said, the following 
table presents the combined noise level for each phase of operation assuming one piece of 
each type of equipment is operating simultaneously. Even based on this conservative usage 
scenario, all impacts are below the 75 dBA Leq Noise Ordinance limit for a single piece of 
equipment.
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Construction Noise Impact from Simultaneous Equipment Operation - dBA
Noise Level 
(Leq @ 50')

Noise Level Assuming Simultaneous 
Equipment Operation (Leq @ 50')Construction Phase Equipment Type

Excavator 67
Jackhammer 72

Demolition Phase 74.1
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 65

Dump Truck 62
Excavator 67

Tractor/Loader/BackhoeSite Preparation 65 69.9
Dump Truck 62

Dozer 68
Tractor/Loader/BackhoeGrading 65 70.4

Dump Truck 62
Drill Rig 67
Crane 63

Concrete Truck 65Building Construction 
Phase 1 73.2

Concrete Pump Truck 64
Excavator 67

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 65
Crane 63

Concrete Truck 65
Building Construction 

Phase 2 Concrete Pump Truck 64 72.0
Excavator 67

Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 65

The Noise Study erroneously uses as a threshold of significance an average noise level which is 
obviously lower than a maximum noise level, but the City' s standards prohibit construction noise that 
exceeds a maximum of 75 dBA L__.., not an averaged 7 5 dBA L 17

eq *

The Noise Study greatly underestimates maximum equipment noise levels by considering a 
"usage factor” which is the percentage of time the equipment is operating under full power.
That usage factor may be relevant when considering an average noise level, but is entirely irrelevant 
when evaluating a maximum noise level as the City's noise ordinance requires. A neighbor should not be 
subjected to excessive noise levels above the City's permissible maximum levels just because the 
equipment is only operated part of the time during a work day.

18

Response IV-7
The relevant portion of the City's Noise Ordinance Section 112.05 is provided below 
(emphasis added):

Between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., in any residential zone of the City or 
within 500 feet thereof, no person shall operate or cause to be operated any powered 
equipment or powered hand tool that produces a maximum noise level exceeding 
the following noise limits at a distance of 50 feet there from:
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The La Forest Report claims that the term “maximum” in the ordinance either directly 
represents or implies that the L 
compliance. However, this is incorrect. The term maximum does not imply a unit of 
measurement, but rather indicates that the following limits should not be exceeded over the 
duration of equipment usage. The appropriate unit of measurement is the maximum 1- 
hour Leq over the duration of equipment usage, as is utilized by the Initial Study. This 
interpretation is evidenced by the following factors:

unit of noise measurement must be used to determinemax

• It must be assumed that the word “maximum” is being utilized in the common sense 
of the word, rather than the more specific sense that requires technical knowledge. 
Furthermore, it must be assumed that, if the Ordinate intended the Lmax unit to be 
utilized to determine compliance, the term Lmax would have been defined and utilized.

is the maximum time-weighted sound level over a selected time constant (35 
milliseconds for impulse, 125 milliseconds for fast, or 1 second for slow). Leq is the 
average sound level over a specified duration of time (most commonly 1-hour). Both

Lmax

units of measurements are similar in that they are averaged over time, albeit a much 
shorter time for L does not actually represent the absolute 
maximum noise level generated by a source. The true maximum noise level is called 
the Peak (or Lpk), which is not time averaged. It is unlikely that the noise ordinance 
intends this type of measurement to be used, because the limits are likely 
unattainable using the Lpk unit of measurement.

In this way, Lmax max

• If the noise ordinance limits were meant to be applied to the Lmax or Lpk, many
commonly occurring brief noises would be prohibited, such as: vehicle horns, squeaky 
brakes, backup alarms, and even doors being closed. It is doubtful that the noise 
ordinance intends to prohibit these common sources of noise.

• Leq is utilized throughout the industry to evaluate environmental noise impacts. Lmax is 
generally reserved for very loud and short noise impacts, such as blasting at a quarry 
or pile driving. This is also true in the City of Los Angeles, where Leq is utilized to 
evaluate noise impacts, including those from construction activities.

• Leq is a better indicator of the potential for a noise to cause hearing damage or
generate noise complaints. On the other hand, by focusing on only a small portion of 
the noise generated by a source, Lmax ignores a large amount of noise that may or may 
not contribute to hearing loss or discomfort.

The Noise Study assumes without evidence or calculations that various Project Design Features will 
reduce noise impacts at neighboring homes by 10 dBA. There is no substantial evidence in the Project's 
Noise Study or Initial Study that a 10 dBA reduction will occur with any of the equipment types when 
abiding by the Project Design Features. Instead, the applicant's noise consultant jumped to that 
conclusion without supporting that determination with meaningful facts and calculations. Those Features 
are quite inadequate.
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Response IV-8
The claim that the noise reduction provided by the RCMs in the initial study is overestimated 
is incorrect and unsubstantiated. The Initial Study intentionally underestimates the amount 
of noise reduction that neighbors can expect from the included RCMs to ensure that the 
analysis is conservative. Each of the RCM's presented in the Initial Study may achieve a 10- 
dBA reduction in noise (except for the limitation on construction hours, which does not 
affect equipment noise levels during construction), as evidenced by the following sources 
(excerpts included with the Initial Study):

• The Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Noise from Construction Equipment 
and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances indicates that mufflers 
result in a noise reduction of 10 dBA.

• The Federal Highway Administration's Noise Barrier Design Handbook (see excerpt in 
Appendix D) indicates that 10 dBA of reduction is “attainable” from a noise barrier.

The Initial Study only assumes a total of 10-dBA reduction from the RCMs, even though 
each RCM may achieve that individually. This redundancy of RCMs helps to ensure that 
actual noise impacts during Project construction will not exceed the significance thresholds.

For example:
Restricting construction to daytime hours does not lower Project noise levels in the daytime 

Such a restriction would only be meaningful when calculating a project's day-night 
or CNEL) noise level, but the Initial Study does not evaluate that

A.
at all. 
weighted average (dBA Ldn
noise metric anywhere.

If anything, the newly proposed Project Design Feature that would allow weekday construction to 
occur from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. will increase the Project's harmful noise impacts. The 2016 
MND restricted weekday construction from only 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Now the applicant is 
seeking to extend a construction workday by 27% by adding another three hours per day of 
construction work. That longer workday also potentially increases the Project's day-night 24- 
hour average noise level, but nothing in the Initial Study discloses this consequence.

Response IV-9
The Initial Study does not assume the hours restriction RCM produces any reduction in 
daytime noise levels. The hours restriction RCM is taken directly from the Noise Ordinance 
section 41.40. As explained in Response IV-4, the applicable significance threshold for this 
Project does not include nighttime noise levels and construction does not occur at 
nighttime.

The demolition procedure is described leaving the existing home's east-facing wall during 
demolition intact until the last. But it does not limit construction noise levels at homes to 
the north because that remaining home's remaining wall before demolition is in the wrong 
position and will not shield the northern neighbors from construction noise.

B.

Response IV-10
Neighbors to the north, west, and south will experience lower noise levels from demolition 
activities than the neighbors to the east due to increased shielding from terrain and other 
intervening features (see Response IV-3). The residences to the North and South also 
benefit from increased distance from the demolition activities. As this RCM can only be 
applied in one direction, it is applied to the east neighbors where demolition noise levels will 
be the highest.
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C. Requiring mufflers does not reduce equipment noise by 10 dBA because most heavy construction 
equipment already had mufflers when their noise levels were evaluated. Besides, the City 
estimates that mufflers only reduce equipment noise by between 1 to 3 dBA, not 10 dBA.19 That 
applicant's Noise Study is essentially double-counting the decibels and the benefit of mufflers, 
and as such, is severely underestimating how loud construction noise will be. Previously the 
MND included as a noise mitigation: "The project contractor shall use power construction 
equipment with state-of-the-art noise shielding and muffling devicesThe Initial Study 
however abandons this noise mitigation and replaces it with this ineffective measure: "All heavy 
construction equipment that is able to use mufflers will do so.” That measure is so vague and 
weak that it cannot be enforced, and as such, offers no realistic evidence of any reduction in 
construction noise levels. That measure surely does not support any conclusion of a less-than- 
significant noise impact. For example, j ackhammers do not have conventional mufflers, for much 
of their noise is generated where their metal pointed end breaks up concrete, and therefore this 
measure offers no reduction in jackhammer noise when these loudest of equipment types are used.

Response IV-11
The La Forest Report does not provide adequate evidence for the claim that the mufflers will 
not reduce the noise levels by the amount assumed in the Initial Study. The derivation of the 
claimed 1 to 3 dBA reduction from mufflers is unclear given that the same source (EPA's 
Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home 
Appliances via the L.A. City Thresholds Guide) clearly states that a 10-dBA reduction is 
associated with mufflers. Additionally, as explained in Response IV-5, the cited noise levels 
are not suitable for determining the noise associated with individual pieces of equipment. 
Finally, the demolition procedure RCM effectively addresses jackhammer noise impacts.

D. The temporary noise barriers on the east and west sides of the drilling rigs would not 
block any line-of-sight between the drill rigs and homes to the north .Therefore those 
barriers will not reduce drill rig noise at those homes by any decibels, much less by 10 dBA 
as the Initial Study claims.20 There is no evidence in the Initial Study that the proposed 
temporary noise barriers will actually interrupt the line-of-sight between the drill rigs 
and all exterior walls of nearby homes to the east and west so as to produce claimed drill 
rig noise level reductions.

For that matter, because the Project's steep hillside has grades up to 60%, that steep slope 
also elevates some neighboring homes. As the result, temporary noise barriers will not even 
block the line-of-sight from the drill rigs to the upper floors of homes to the east or 
southeast of the construction site when drilling caisson holes on the west of the Project 
site. (See illustrations on next pages) In that case where neighboring walls will remain
visible without blocking line-of-sight, these noise barriers will have negligible 
attenuation effect, not 10 dBA of noise reduction. The upper floor windows and northern deck 
of the home at 3625 Landa Street will not be blocked from line-of-sight to the drill rig 
because it is not to benefit from the Project Design Feature. 
Moreover, the Noise Study itself documents that a noise barrier that just barely blocks the 
line-of-sight from the noise source to the receiver only reduces the noise by 5 dB at most, 
and maybe only 3 dB for homes that are more distant from the noise barrier. Similarly, there 
is no evidence in the Initial Study that the proposed temporary noise barriers will actually 
interrupt the line-of-sight between the drill rigs and any other nearby homes to the north 
so as to produce any drill rig noise level reductions in that direction.

the nearest home to the east

Response IV-12
The Initial Study noise calculations demonstrate that the portable noise barriers are not 
necessary for the drill rig to meet the applicable limits at any receptors. The muffler RCM 
alone is sufficient to achieve the 10-dBA reduction assumed in the Initial Study (per the 
EPA's Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home 
Appliances, excerpt included with Initial StudyJ. The portable noise barrier RCM is included 
to provide additional insurance that the receptors expected to experience the highest 
construction noise (the immediate neighbors to the east and west) will not experience 
impacts that exceed the significance threshold. As explained in Response IV-3, noise levels 
at the neighbors to the north and south will be lower than those to the east and west due to 
increased attenuation from distance and shielding effects.
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The significant discrepancies in the applicant's predicted noise levels and his consultants' errors 
using the wrong noise metric, rather than what the City' s municipal code requires, demonstrates that the 
City does not have substantial evidence to support the Initial Study's determination of a less-than- 
significant noise impact.

Response IV-13
The responses in this Section demonstrate that the Initial Study noise analysis uses the 
correct noise metric, accurately predicts Project construction noise levels, and presents 
substantial evidence to support the less-than-significant noise impact.

Figure 2
SIMULATED VIEW LOOKING SOUTH ACROSS LUCILE AVENUE TO THE PROJECT SITE SHOWING THAT 

PROPOSED NOISE BARRIERS TO THE EAST AND WEST WILL NOT ADEQUATELY BLOCK DIRECT LINE-OF- 
SIGHT TO TWO- STORY EXISTING HOMES ON SUCH A STEEP HILLSIDE

* i

m

^4

Figure 3
SIMULATED VIEW LOOKING NORTH FROM PROJECT SITE TO SEVERAL EXISTING HOMES ACROSS LUCILE AVENUE THAT WILL 

NOT BE SHIELDED FROM PROJECT DRILLING NOISE BY ANY PROPOSED TEMPORARY NOISE BARRIER

u«
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Figure 4
SIMULATED VIEW LOOKING SOUTH ILLUSTRATING HOW TEMPORARY NOISE BARRIERS CANNOT BLOCK DIRECT LINE-OF-SIGHT 

FROM DRILL RIGS TO TWO-STORY HOMES ON STEEP HILLSIDE FROM DRILLING NOISE IMPACTS

=__—na---------

V. Categorical Exemptions Cannot Rely on Weak De facto Mitigation measures to Evade CEQA's Requirement for a 
MND or EIR.

Critical to the CEQA review process under a MND or EIR is a lead agency's consideration of project 
design features ("PDF"), regulatory compliance measures ("RCM"), and other mitigation measures ("MM") 
intended to reduce potentially significant environmental impacts.
CEQA document's Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting and Program ("MMRP"), which can subsequently be made 
enforceable via conditions of approval ("COA") attached to the project approvals, thus making MMRP 
compliance mandatory and ensuring impacts will be either less than significant or mitigated to the 
fullest extent feasible.

21 This is typically proposed in the

Here, because this Landa/Lucile Project is now being reviewed under a Categorical exemption, no 
explicit mitigation measures or MMRP are being considered or publicly vetted. Nevertheless, based on the 
relevant documents and admissions, it is clear that this Project was designed with Project Design 
Features and approved subject to RCMs/COAs (i.e., de facto mitigation measures) to purportedly ensure 
the Project would not cause excessive noise to surrounding single-family homes during construction, "to 
help attenuate noise to the east," and to provide additional confidence that the construction noise 
impacts will be less than significant by complying with the Los Angeles Noise Ordinance.22 However, these 
statements serve as an implicit admission by the City that the proposed construction activities have 
the potential of causing a significant noise impact, which necessitates a more thorough CEQA review 
(i.e., MND, EIR).

The City previously proposed and approved a MND for a similar Project on this same Site on or about 
February 10, 2016.23 That MND determined that the Project's construction noise would be potentially 
significant unless mitigated.24 The MND proposed noise mitigation measure XII-20:

Increased Noise Levels (Demolition, Grading, and Construction Activities)
• Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to 6:00 pm

Monday through Friday, and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday.
• Demolition and construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating

several pieces of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels.
• The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the-art noise

shielding and muffling devices.

The current Initial Study makes no reference to that previous DCP determination. That 2016 MND is not 
even mentioned, as if it did not exist or apply to this Project. The current Initial Study also abandons 
the MND's noise mitigations about operating several pieces of equipment simultaneously and using state- 
of-the-art noise shielding. Now instead the Initial Study claims with this proposed Categorical 
Exemption there will be no significant noise impacts because of various Project Design Features and de 
facto mitigation measures. The City provides no explanation for this relaxed interpretation.
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Response V-1
Project documents prepared before the Initial Study are no longer relevant and may be 
ignored.

Moreover, as discussed below, these de facto mitigation measures are inadequate and improper under 
CEQA.

1. Applicant's Noise-Attenuating Project Design Features

Under CEQA, a lead agency may not use project-specific mitigation measures to reduce project impacts 
as a means to qualify for a categorical exemption and evade a more demanding CEQA review.25 Mitigation 
measures are not appropriate for categorical exemptions because lead agencies are not required to 
evaluate mitigation measures during the preliminary review of a project; instead, consideration of 
mitigation measures are reserved (as relevant here) for MNDs subject to CEQA' s fair argument standard 
whereby the lead agency shall treat an impact as significant if there is a disagreement between 
experts over the significance of an effect.26 While the distinction between elements of a project and 
measures designed to mitigate impacts of the project may not always be clear, any mischaracterization 
is significant if it precludes or obfuscates required disclosure of the project’s environmental 
impacts and analysis of potential mitigation measures. 27

Here, as discussed above, the Project includes jackhammering rock foundations and caisson drilling to 
prevent a home from sliding down a steep hillside, construction methods which are byno means common and 
typical construction for single-family home projects as intended by the State Legislature when it 
proposed the Class 3 Categorical Exemption category. 28

Response V-2
As discussed in Responses IV-1 and IV-2, the Project site's slope is typical for area hillside 
residences, the Project's construction will utilize practices common for area hillside 
residences, and the Class 3 Categorical Exemption does apply.
As such, the Project includes a couple of noise-attenuating Project Design Features to purportedly 
mitigate these Project-specific construction noise impacts that would occur "due to the close 
proximity of surrounding single-family residential land uses, //2 9 including:

Temporary Noise Barriers. This Project includes temporary noise barriers just for the use of 
stationary equipment such as drill rigs. Those temporary noise barriers are to reduce noise 
impacts associated with that type of construction during drilling of the home's foundation 
caissons on steep hillsides.30 They are to be positioned on the east and west side of the drill 
rig to break the line-of-sight between the drill rig' s engine and the nearest neighbors to both 
the east and west. There is no mention, much less requirement, that the temporary noise barrier 
be of sufficient height, girth, material, or absorptive properties that will achieve a 
specified acoustical performance rating (e.g., STC or OITC rating.31 At most, they will 
partially block direct noise from the barriers but some direct noise will diffract (bend) 
around such barrier wall surfaces and continue directly toward neighboring homes, or bounce to 
the north from uphill ground surfaces that reflect such loud noise toward nearby homes along 
Lucile Avenue.

The Project's temporary noise barriers as proposed would not block any construction noise 
emitted toward homes to the north or south, homes that are still close enough for those 
construction noise levels to be excessive. As such, this Project Design Feature has unknown 
sound absorption/ attenuation properties. Thus, it is entirely speculative whether it will 
sufficiently reduce noise levels to prevent significant impacts to those neighboring receptors.

Response V-3
The Initial Study noise calculations demonstrate that the portable noise barriers are not 
necessary for the drill rig to meet the applicable limits at any receptors. The muffler RCM 
alone is sufficient to achieve the 10-dBA reduction assumed in the Initial Study (per the 
EPA's Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home 
Appliances, excerpt included with Initial StudyJ. The portable noise barrier RCM is included 
to provide additional insurance that the receptors expected to experience the highest 
construction noise (the immediate neighbors to the east and west) will not experience
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impacts that exceed the significance threshold. As explained in Response IV-3, noise levels 
at the neighbors to the north and south will be lower than those to the east and west due to 
increased attenuation from distance and shielding effects. For these reasons, the noise 
barrier RCM specifications provided in the Initial Study are adequate. Any purpose-built 
portable noise barriers that blocks line-of-site from the drill rig's engine to the immediate 
neighbors to the east and west will be sufficient, in combination with the other RCMs, to 
ensure that construction noise impacts are less than significant.

Demolition Procedures : The Proj ect proposes to shield some demolition noise impacts to neighboring 
homes on the east of the Site by starting demolition activities on the west side and progressing 
to the east. The east-facing wall of the structure would be preserved for as long as possible. 
The Initial Study concludes, but without substantial evidence, that "[f]ollowing this procedure, 
much of the demolition noise will be shielded from the receptors to the east." The Applicant has 
failed to provide any meaningful information about this project design feature and, therefore, 
it is entirely speculative whether this PDF will sufficiently reduce noise levels to prevent 
significant impacts to receptors.

32

Response V-4
As explained in Response IV-9, the demolition procedure RCM is provided to reduce noise 
impacts from the demolition activities to the receptors expected to experience the most 
demolition noise (the immediate neighbors to the east). As this RCM can only be applied in 
one direction, it is applied to the east neighbors where demolition noise levels will be the 
highest. The demolition procedure RCM specified in the Initial Study is adequate, in 
combination with the other RCMs, to ensure that construction noise impacts are less than 
significant.

Mufflers. The Project also proposes that "[a]ll heavy construction equipment that is able to use 
mufflers will do so." The Initial Study fails to demonstrate that this measure will reduce the 
Project's overall noise levels significantly. This measure is vague and unenforceable by not 
defining which equipment is considered to be heavy equipment. The three jackhammers proposed for 
use during Project construction are likely not considered to be heavy equipment because they can 
be carried by workers and jackhammers have no engines.33 Yet jackhammers are one of the loudest 
types of construction equipment being proposed for use on this Project.34 Noise from jackhammers 
can be quieted but not clearly by this Project Design Feature.

Response V-5
The heavy construction equipment is clearly listed in the Initial Study. The demolition 
procedure RCM effectively addresses noise associated with jackhammers.

The above-listed Project Design Features are not merely measures taken to comply with building codes, 
but rather minor steps taken by the Applicant to minimize noise impacts that were relied upon by DCP, 
which is not allowed for categorical exemption projects. Additionally, the Applicant has failed to 
provide any meaningful information about these Project Design Features and, thus, their effectiveness 
is entirely speculative when considering the many factors that that must be considered when designing 
competent noise barriers and crafting other useful mitigation measures (as discussed below).

Response V-6
The RCMs in the Initial Study are used to ensure compliance with the Noise Ordinance.

While temporary noise barriers can reduce noise levels by up to 10 dBA if they are tall and long 
enough,35 their effectiveness is highly dependent on a multitude of factors, most notably that they are 
of sufficient height to break the line-of-sight between the noise sources and receivers (i.e. 
diffracted noise); have sufficient thickness and density of material to cause sufficient transmission 
loss of noise traveling through the barrier and ultimately reaching the receiver (i.e., transmitted 
noise); and placement of the barrier, with optimal performance occurring when placed near either the 
noise source or receiver.36 Ineffective noise barriers include those that are not tall enough to break 
the line-of-sight,37 where transmission loss is not at least 10 dBA more than the desired noise 
reduction,38 or when placed approximately halfway between the noise source and receiver.39 Like with noise 
barriers, transmission loss of outside noise through a building structure (i.e., barrier insertion loss)

,
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is highly variable and can range from a 5 to 35 dBA reduction depending on materials used (e.g., light 
frame, masonry, brick), sound rating of material used (i.e., STC/OITC),40and whether windows are 
generally open or closed. 41

Here, however, the Project's Initial Study fails to provide many details about the temporary noise 
barriers, including their heights in relation to noise source, thickness, materials, STC/OITC rating, or 
locations in relation to all the most-affected noise sources and receivers. All that the Initial Study 
states, and only about the temporary noise barriers' locations, is:

42

"The noise barriers will be placed on both the east and west side of the drill rig in an 
orientation that breaks line-of-site between the drill rig's engine and the nearest neighbors to 
both the east and west. The noise barrier will be located as close to the drill rig as possible 
to maximize effectiveness."

That restriction will have no benefit to nearby homes to the north if only the east and west sides are 
blocked by temporary noise barriers.

Moreover, merely breaking the line-of-sight from the noise source to the homes will not reduce 
construction drilling noise by 10 dBA. The Project's Noise Study43 itself states: "Typically, a 5- dBA 
[insertion loss] can be expected for receivers whose line-of-sight to the roadway is just blocked by 
the barrier, " meaning that at most only a 5 dBA reduction can be expected, not a 10 dBA reduction as 
claimed in the Noise Study.44 The Noise Study's Figure 13 (Line-of-Sight) also shows that a line-of- 
sight blockage as proposed by this Project's Project Design Feature only results in a 5 dBA reduction 
in noise levels. The Initial Study therefore significantly exaggerates the amount of noise reduction 
that neighbors can expect.

Similarly, no meaningful data is provided in the Initial Study about the proposed temporary noise 
barriers to reasonably estimate noise attenuation at any of the surrounding homes most likely to be 
impacted by this Project's construction noise. Moreover, the Noise Study fails to indicate the (1) 
individual noise levels generated by the Project's various heavy equipment sources at each home; (2) 
combined noise levels for all these noise sources when added together (i.e., composite noise levels); or 
(3) compare composite noise levels against the 3- or 5-dBA increase thresholds under the City Threshold 
Guide, or any other threshold supported by substantial evidence. By failing in the first instance to 
provide a good-faith estimate of actual noise impacts, the Noise Study cannot justify with substantial 
evidence that noise impacts to receptors are less than significant. Nor can it claim that de facto 
mitigation measures provide sufficient noise attenuation because the Applicant has failed to even 
determine what level of attenuation is necessary in the first place.

In sum, contrary to CEQA, the Applicant has precluded and obfuscated the Project's noise impacts and 
analysis of potential mitigation measures by seeking to abandon the MND's noise mitigation measures and 
now relying on de facto mitigation measures not tethered to actual and competent analysis.

Response V-7
The Initial Study noise calculations demonstrate that the portable noise barriers are not 
necessary for the drill rig to meet the applicable limits at any receptors. The muffler RCM 
alone is sufficient to achieve the 10-dBA reduction assumed in the Initial Study (per the 
EPA's Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, and Home 
Appliances, excerpt included with Initial StudyJ. The portable noise barrier RCM is included 
to provide additional insurance that the receptors expected to experience the highest 
construction noise (the immediate neighbors to the east and west) will not experience 
impacts that exceed the significance threshold. As explained in Response IV-3, noise levels 
at the neighbors to the north and south will be lower than those to the east and west due to 
increased attenuation from distance and shielding effects. For these reasons, the noise 
barrier RCM specifications provided in the Initial Study are adequate. Any purpose-built 
portable noise barriers that blocks line-of-site from the drill rig's engine to the immediate 
neighbors to the east and west will be sufficient, in combination with the other RCMs, to 
ensure that construction noise impacts are less than significant.

As explained in Response II-1, the construction noise threshold applicable to the Project is 
the Noise Ordinance, Section 112.05, not the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide or any other source.
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2. City's Noise—Attenuating Regulatory Compliance Measures & Conditions of Approval

Under CEQA, mitigation measures ("MM") are to include enforceable performance criteria capable of 
reducing, minimizing, rectifying, compensating, or avoiding the impact altogether45 which ensures the 
integrity of the public decision-making process by precluding stubborn problems or serious criticism 
from being swept under the rug.46 To this end, CEQA requires: (1) mitigation measures to be fully
enforceable, actually implemented, and not mere expressions of hope;47 (2) lead agencies cannot rely on
compliance with existing laws of uncertain efficacy;48 and (3) agencies can defer crafting of mitigation 
measures to post project-approval only when guided by performance standards and armed with meaningful 
information reasonably j ustifying an expectation of compliance. 49

Here, Department of City Planning' s proposed Initial Study includes some noise-attenuating 
regulatory compliance measures ("RCM") and conditions of approval ("COA") to mitigate Proj ect- 
specific impacts, including:

Construction will be confined to daytime hours only, asRESTRICTED CONSTRUCTION HOURS:
defined by the City of Los Angeles Construction Noise Ordinance (7:00 AM- 9:00 PM, Monday 
through Friday, 8:00 AM-6:00 PM Saturdays). Construction activities that generate noise will 
also be prohibited on Sundays and all federal holidays. 50

The Initial Study bases its finding the Project would have a less-than-DECIBEL LIMITS:
significant noise impact upon the applicant's compliance with the City's Municipal Code 
§ 112.05 which sets some decibel limits on the operation of power equipment and tools. 51

The above-listed RCMs/COAs, however, are not enforceable or reasonably expected to be complied with so 
as to ensure neighbors are not adversely impacted. First, restricting construction hours does not 
include a specific performance criterion (e.g., dBA or dBC noise level) that would constitute a 
sufficiently negative impact or nuisance. Nor does the condition requiring the Applicant to monitor 
noise via sound metering include any criterion. Nor does it specify mandatory actions to be taken by 
the Applicant when noise levels are excessive (e.g., cease construction). Hence, implementation is 
merely aspirational and subject to Applicant's voluntary actions. Nor does the City take a "'belt and 
suspenders' approach" by requiring the Applicant to perform noise testing upon the start of and during 
operations to ensure compliance with the City's Noise Ordinance. 52

Response V-8
The Initial Study does not assume the hours restriction RCM causes any reduction in 
daytime noise levels. The hours restriction RCM is taken directly from the Noise Ordinance 
section 41.40. As a Noise Ordinance requirement, this RCM is not voluntary and is 
enforceable.

The Noise Ordinance does not require self-monitoring of construction noise impacts, nor is 
this a standard practice for residential construction projects.

Second, the Initial Study admits the City's decibel noise limitations shall not apply where compliance 
is technically infeasible. (ibid) The Initial Study does not define which of the Project's 
construction activities will be infeasible to adequately mitigate. The Initial Study states that 
"[n]oise barriers are not practical for phases of construction that require constant mobility around 
the site, such as site preparation and grading.
noise is not practical to regulate, such construction noise generated during site preparation and 
grading would not be restricted by the City's RCM and would remain potentially significant at 
neighboring homes. Therefore, it is entirely speculative whether this RCM will sufficiently reduce 
noise levels to prevent significant noise impacts to neighbors.

53 Thus since the City claims such mobile equipment

Response V-9
The Initial Study's noise calculations demonstrate that, with the provided RCMs, noise levels 
will be less than the applicable Noise Ordinance limits. Therefore, the Initial Study does not 
depend on the infeasibility clause of the Noise Ordinance to establish that construction 
noise impacts are less than significant.
Third, the COAs and RCMs requiring compliance with the Noise Ordinance, including LAMC § 112.05 (limiting 
construction noise levels to 75 dBA L at 50 feet) and LAMC § 112.01 (5-dBA increase in ambient noise 
levels limit due to operation of a radio, boombox, backup warning beeper, or similar device often found 
on construction sites) are inadequate because the conditions do not require noise metering by the
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Applicant. Additionally, the Code would allow an additional 5-dB increase for powered equipment or 
devices (including, e.g., leaf blowers, which are not construction equipment) which creates a loud, 
raucous or impulsive sound (LAMC § 112.04) . While the Code may allow up to a 5-dB increase for 
individual noise sources, the City Threshold Guide imposes a 5-dB increase threshold for all noise 
sources—something ignored by the Noise Study. Additionally, it is impractical to expect police officers, 
much less a lay member of the public, to compute complex noise calculations to determine whether noise 
levels are exceeded over a sufficient period of time to trigger the 5-dBA CNEL increase in ambient noise 
levels. Lastly, the codified noise standards are A-weighted that (as discussed above) ignores low- 
frequency noise impacts. Hence, enforcement/compliance is entirely speculative and insufficient under 
CEQA.

Response V-10
As explained in Response II-1, the construction noise threshold applicable to the Project is 
the Noise Ordinance Section 112.05, not Noise Ordinance Section 112.01 (Section 112.01 applies 
to “radios, television sets, and similar devices”, not heavy construction equipment), Noise 
Ordinance Section 112.04 (Section 112.04(b) does not apply to “equipment and operations 
specifically mentioned and related elsewhere in this Chapter”), or the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide.

Noise Ordinance Section 112.05 is, like all ordinances, enforceable. Additionally, noise 
measurements in the CNEL unit of measurement are not utilized to determine compliance 
with this ordinance. Finally, the Noise Ordinance clearly states that A-weighted noise levels 
should be used to determine compliance. A-weighted noise levels most accurately 
represent the human response to noise and are used as standard throughout environmental 
noise analysis industry.

Fourth, compliance with the City's Noise Ordinance presumes noise complaints will be timely inspected 
by LAPD' s Noise Enforcement or the local police station (i.e., Central Community Police Station) with 
properly calibrated sound meters. However, according to LAPD,54only Noise Enforcement is routinely 
equipped with said meters, leaving the local police station' s VICE unit unequipped to make an 
objective investigation. Additionally, no aggregated data or reports are made available to the public 
regarding the number of complaints received, citations issued, or how often the City follows up a 
lengthy nuisance abatement process, often a two-year process until final resolution. Yet again, 
enforcement/compliance is entirely speculative.

Response V-11
Noise Ordinance Section 112.05 is, like all ordinances, enforceable. Consistent with the 
Noise Ordinance 112.05, the Project applicant has identified equipment that is technically 
feasible for use in the construction of the Project and complies with the City's Noise 
Ordinance. The appellant presumes, with no evidence, that the equipment identified by the 
Project applicant does not comply with the ordinance. Appellant's vague references to 
phone calls with LAPD officers is speculative with respect to this project and does not 
constitute substantial evidence demonstrating non-compliance with the City's Noise 
Ordinance.

Fifth, even if compliance with the City noise regulations is achieved, compliance alone is not 
dispositive on the question of whether Project-related noise may have significant noise impacts. 
agencies may not ignore substantial evidence to the contrary.

55 Lead

Response V-12
As explained in Response II-1, it is the City's policy to utilize the Noise Ordinance as the basis 
of noise analysis for residential construction projects.

Lucile&Landa_noise response_final.docx 20 www.zconco.com

http://www.zconco.com


1888 Lucile Avenue & 3627 Landa Street La Forest Report Comments & Responses
July 24, 2019

Sixth, the newly-proposed measures increase the number of hours per day that construction may occur.
The 2016 MND limited construction to "the hours of 7:00 am to 6:00 pm Monday through Friday, and 8:00 
am to 6:00 pm on Saturday." Now however three additional hours per day are being proposed where the 
mitigation limits construction to only the hours between 7:00 AM - 9:00 PM, Monday through Friday and 
8:00 AM
and could significantly increase the total construction noise level that the neighborhood is exposed to 
when averaged over a 24-hour day. That change would allow loud construction to occur from 6 p.m. to 9 
p.m. when many neighbors may be home relaxing and having dinner. That change would allow noisy 
construction work to occur for 27% more time each weekday than the mitigation allowed. 
hrs.
reader's attention to this change or explain why this longer-work change might not lead to a 
significant increase in noise impacts.

(emphasis added) That change is inconsistent with the MND's mitigation,6:00 PM Saturdays.

_________________________________________________________ (14 hrs. / 11
1.27 ) Yet nothing is stated in the applicant's June 4, 2019 Initial Study to direct the

Response V-13
The hours restriction RCM is taken directly from the Noise Ordinance section 41.40. Project 
documents prepared previous to the Initial Study are not relevant and may be ignored.

The abovementioned issues are symptomatic of a poorly crafted noise ordinance that prove difficult 
to enforce.
sweep under the rug the problems of loud construction noise. The City cannot rely on illusory 
mitigation measures of unknown efficacy when the Applicant has failed to disclose, much less 
analyze, reasonably foreseeable impacts to nearby receptors. Nor, can the City cure the Applicant's 
flawed Categorical Exemption request by merely adopting additional noise- related COAs because 
recirculation of the Project's CEQA review would be required.

56 Here, the Initial Study's claim that COA/RCM compliance will suffice serves only to

57

Response V-14
The Initial Study does analyze and disclose noise impacts to the nearby receptors and the 
proposed RCMs are not “illusory mitigation measures of unknown efficacy”, as evidenced by 
the responses in this Letter. This claim is unsubstantiated.

VI. CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACTS WILL BE SIGNIFICANT

A. Initial Study Fails to Provide Sufficient Information to Assess Project's Noise Impacts

The L.A. CEQA Threshold Guide (p. I.1:2-3) provides clear construction-related screening thresholds 
that require "further study" in an expanded Initial Study ("IS"), Negative Declaration ("ND"), MND, or 
EIR if construction activities are within 500 feet of noise sensitive uses, such as residential uses. 
In evaluating this screening threshold, applicants are to provide "information on construction 
activities" (id.), yet not enough is presented in the Initial Study's noise discussion.

These screening thresholds assist the City and DCP in responding to the questions in the State's 
Initial Study Checklist58 and to determine the appropriate environmental document (e.g., ND, MND, EIR) 
(id. at p. vii). These are less demanding than the City's significance thresholds that assist the City 
and DCP to determine "whether a project's impacts would be presumed significant under normal 
circumstances and, therefore, require mitigation to be identified" (id.). Here, the Initial Study 
lacks basic information and analysis required to satisfy even the minimal standards for screening 
evaluations under the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide—much less satisfy the more demanding requirements for 
significance determinations (discussed below).

When determining if construction noise impacts are significant under the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (pp. 
I.1:4, I.2:5), applicants are required to establish ambient noise levels by either taking field 
measurements, by implementing a noise-monitoring program consistent with the City Code, or by using the 
"presumed Ambient Noise Levels" (LAMC § 111.03) The applicant did not submit nighttime field 
measurements of ambient noise levels near the Project site. Without such information, and pursuant to 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, the presumed Ambient Noise Levels set forth in LAMC § 111.03 should 
apply, which provides a 40-dBA nighttime (10 p.m. -7 a.m.) baseline. Under the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide (pp. I.1:3-5), applicants are required to provide specific facts and analysis when making 
significance determinations, which the Initial Study's noise discussion fails to satisfy as demonstrated 
below:

Environmental Setting Requirements: including the identification of noise sensitive land uses within 
500 feet of the project site, and quantification of ambient noise levels (existing and projected at 
the time of construction) measured in CNEL.59
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The Project applicant did not submit nighttime ambient noise level measurements and the Initial 
Study does not contain such measurements obtained from other sources. The Initial Study also does 
not predict the construction noise levels that will occur at neighboring homes.

Response VI-1
Ambient noise measurements were collected for the Project and are provided in the Initial 
Study. Nighttime noise measurements are not necessary because the Project construction 
activities will not occur at night (per the Noise Ordinance prohibition) and because the Noise 
Ordinance Section 112.05 limits applicable to the Project are not based on day-night 
averaged noise levels (such as Ldn or CNEL).
Project Impact Requirements: including the duration of construction activities, identify the type, 
amount, and scheduling of construction equipment to be used during each construction 
phase, and the distance from construction activities to noise sensitive uses.

Here, the Project's noise discussion fails to provide the location of equipment in relation to 
the residential uses adjacent or near to the Project site. Because the applicant has failed to 
provide sufficient information regarding equipment phasing and equipment usage, it is impossible 
for the applicant or public to assess the collective noise impacts from numerous construction 
equipment and activities operating during any phase of the 16- month construction period—much 
less demonstrate with substantial evidence that said impacts would be less than significant 
under applicable thresholds and standards.

Calculation of Noise Emissions Requirements: including the noise levels provided in the L.A. CEQA 
Threshold Guide or other applicable references, or other noise models if appropriate, and determine the 
combined noise levels from equipment that will be operated simultaneously.

Here, the Project's noise discussion fails to accurately disclose the maximum typical heavy 
equipment noise levels included in the L.A. CEQA Threshold Guide, much less determine or 
calculate the combined noise levels from equipment operating simultaneously. The Initial 
Study's Project Design Feature no longer requires, as the previous mitigation measure did, 
for demolition and construction activities to be scheduled so as to avoid operating several 
pieces of equipment simultaneously. This Project consists of the construction of two separate 
homes, both of which may have construction occurring at the same time with cumulative noise 
impacts louder than for just one home's construction.

Response VI-2
These claims are inaccurate. The Initial Study provides adequate information regarding the 
Project's construction. Furthermore, the applicable noise limits are attributed to each piece 
of equipment separately. Nonetheless, Response IV-6 presents the total noise level for each 
phase of construction based on a conservative scenario for construction and the total 
impacts are lower than the noise limit applicable to individual pieces of equipment. The 
Initial Study adequately accounts for noise impacts from construction of the entire Project, 
including both structures.

Comparison to Ambient Noise Levels/Significance Threshold Requirements: in establishing the change in 
noise level from construction activities at the location of sensitive receptors, applicants are to 
subtract the projected noise level without construction equipment from the projected noise level 
during construction activities. Considering the number of days various noise levels are projected, the 
applicant shall determine whether construction activities would exceed both the number of days, times 
of day, and dBA increases in the significance threshold.

Here, the Initial Study' s noise discussion fails to identify most of the applicable 
thresholds under the L.A. CEQA Threshold Guide, fails to quantify and determine the 
significance of the temporary increases in ambient noise during construction, and does not 
mention the City's General Plan Noise Element or Municipal Code that sets permissible interior 
noise level limit of 45 CNEL,60 much less demonstrate that the Project's construction noise 
will not exceed this 45 CNEL limit at neighboring homes.

Response VI-3
As explained in Response II-1, the City's policy is to utilize the Noise Ordinance Section 112.05 
to assess construction noise impacts from residential projects, not the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide or the General Plan.
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Cumulative Impacts: including the identification of construction activities for related projects that 
would coincide with the project's construction operations; calculate noise levels using the same 
above-listed methodology and logarithmically add the noise from these construction activities to the 
project-related construction noise to determine the cumulative effect of the construction activities. 

Here, the Initial Study's noise section fails to consider, calculate and mitigate for the 
cumulative and thus potentially louder noise impacts of building two homes at one time.

Response VI-4
This claim is inaccurate. The Initial Study accounts for noise impacts from construction of 
the entire Project, including both structures.

To summarize, the Project's noise discussion in the Initial Study is fundamentally flawed 
because it lacks sufficiently meaningful information, much less analysis supported by substantial 
evidence, that informs the City and the public of all the potentially significant construction noise 
impacts. Moreover, the omission of most of the City's applicable thresholds conceals the true noise 
impacts of this Project. Based on my review and the facts/analysis discussed herein, there is a fair 
argument that construction noise will exceed the City' s thresholds and, therefore, be significant. In 
fact, there is substantial evidence supported by facts and scientific calculations demonstrating that 
such noise impacts will be significant during construction. As such, the Initial Study is inadequate, a 
Categorical Exemption is inappropriate, and a more thorough noise analysis is warranted in accordance 
with the City's L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide and best practices exercised by other public agencies. 
Critically, this review should be pursuant to an EIR, where specific mitigation measures can be 
considered and made enforceable.

Response VI-5
This claim is unsubstantiated. The Initial Study provides an adequate assessment of 
construction noise impacts. Additionally, the City's policy is to utilize the Noise Ordinance 
Section 112.05 to assess construction noise impacts from residential projects, not the L.A. 
CEQA Thresholds Guide.

To demonstrate the various ways the Project's construction noise impacts will be significant, one must 
first recognize the applicable noise standards pertinent to this Project, which in some cases the noise 
discussion fails to do, and includes the following:

B. THE INITIAL STUDY DOES NOT DESCRIBE ALL APPLICABLE THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE FOR MAXIMUM 
CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS.

The City must analyze if construction of these two homes at the same time would result in a 
substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?61 The Initial Study points to two thresholds of significance where the Project's 
construction noise level is not permitted to exceed 75 dBA L 
construction is not allowed between 9 p.m. 
other important and applicable City noise standards such as not increasing ambient noise levels in the 
neighborhood outdoors at any residential property line by more than 5 dBA CNEL, or increasing interior 
residential noise levels above 45 dBA L . By failing to evaluate the Project's significant noise level 
increases compared to ambient noise levels using these other applicable noise standards, the Initial 
Study fails to comply with CEQA. The Initial Study also does not describe what threshold of 
significance applies to ground-borne vibration during construction.

at a distance of 50 feet and
62 But the Initial Study does not identify several7 a.m.

The Project applicant has only submitted two noise level measurements, each about one-hour long in the 
daytime, and both indicating noise levels of 55.7 dBA L
nighttime hours. The City in this case assumes that the daytime ambient noise level in this 
residential area is 55.7 dBA Leq but the nighttime ambient noise level is 40 dBA L 
ambient noise level of 55.7 dBA Leq should have been used in part to evaluate this Project' s 
construction noise level increases based upon the Ldn or CNEL metric. But the City overlooked this 
obligation. It is required to evaluate the day-night average noise level during Project construction to 
compare to the City' s ambient noise levels or other noise standards, but it has not done so in the 
Initial Study.

No measurements were reported during

63 This daytimeeq •

64The City elsewhere than this Project' s Initial Study defines 
significant impact on noise levels from construction if:

that a project would normally have a
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1) Construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient exterior noise 
levels by 10 dBA (CNEL) or more at a noise sensitive use. (L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. I.1:3) (In 
this case and only if construction lasts shorter than 10 days, Project noise levels would be 
significant if they exceed 65.6 dBA CNEL at homes in the neighborhood. (55.6 dBA CNEL calculated 
daytime ambient level + 10 dBA = 65.6 dBA CNEL)) This standard is not applicable to this Project 
though due to the length of Project construction exceeding 10 days in three months.

2) Construction activities lasting more than 10 days in a three-month period would generate noise 
levels that exceed existing 24-hour weighted average ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more 
at a noise sensitive use or at any neighbor's residential property line outdoors. 
because Project construction will certainly last more than 10 days in a three-month period,
Project noise levels would be significant if they exceed 60.6 dBA CNEL at residential property 
lines in the neighborhood. (55.6 CNEL + 5
calculation of this 60.6 dBA CNEL threshold of significance.) The Initial Study does not analyze 
this threshold of significance contained in the 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. I-2.3,

65 (In this case, 
the66

60.6 CNEL) See page 48 below for explanation and

3) Another standard is that the City's Municipal Code § 112.05(a) defines that a project's 
maximum allowed noise level resulting from use of construction equipment like an auger drill rig 
or a crane is 75 dBA L^ as measured at a distance of 50 feet from that equipment.67 The Initial 
Study purports to consider this standard, but mistakenly uses 75 dBA Leq instead which is the 
wrong metric. The Initial Study uses an averaged noise level and not the required maximum noise 
level the City's Noise Ordinance actually regulates. Nearly all of the heavy construction 
equipment emits noise levels greater than this 75 dBA Lmax threshold of significance, so absent 
careful noise mitigations, this standard may become a barrier for the Project.

4) One other standard to be considered is the California Noise Insulation Standards (Building Code 
Title 24, Section 3501 et seq.). This standard for residential land uses sets a maximum interior noise 
level of 45 dBA Lto in any habitable room, averaged over a 24-hour period. The City's General Plan 
Noise Element also sets that permissible interior noise level limit of 45 dBA Lmor 45 CNEL.68As also 
does LAMC section 91.1207.14.2. This standard protects against sleep disturbance impacts at 
nighttime, and more pertinent here to actual construction noise, against unreasonable annoyance 
impacts during the daytime. The Initial Study never evaluates this standard.

5) The General Plan Noise Element identifies an exterior sound level greater than 70 dBA CNEL for a 
single family residential neighborhood as "normally unacceptable," requiring analysis and noise 
insulation features for projects. The Initial Study also never evaluates this standard which will be 
exceeded by construction noise impacting neighboring properties.

6) The Project construction vibration impact would be significant if it exceeded the Federal Transit 
Administration ("FTA") vibration threshold of significance of 80 VdB at residences, or exceeded the 
Caltrans' recommended level of 0.2 in/sec PPV. 
either.

69 The Initial Study never evaluates this standard

7) Project construction occurs between 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. on weekdays, in part.

Of the seven applicable construction noise standards listed above, the Initial Study only discloses two 
of them (#3 and #7) as existing and being relevant to this Project. (Maximum of 75 dBA Lmax at 50 feet 
and allowable construction hours) The lack of any analysis in the Initial Study of the Project's 
consistency with the other five noise/vibration standards demonstrates the City has no substantial 
evidence supporting its determination that Project construction noise impacts will be less-than- 
significant.

Response VI-6
As explained in Response II-1, the City's policy is to utilize the Noise Ordinance Section 112.05 
to assess construction noise impacts from residential projects, not the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide, General Plan, Building Code, or CalTrans. The La Forest Report's argument that the 
City must apply all available standards to the Project is inaccurate.

Response IV-7 explains why the applicable Noise Ordinance limit is meant to be applied to 
noise levels using the Leq unit of measurement, not the L unit of measurement.max
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C. DOZENS OF HOMES NEAR THE PROJECT SITE COULD BE SUBJECTED TO EXCESSIVE CONSTRUCTION NOISE 
LEVELS FROM OPERATION OF HEAVY EQUIPMENT THAT EXCEED THE CITY'S MAXIMUM LIMIT OF A NOISE LEVEL OF 75 dBA 
LMAX AT 50 FEET FROM THE SOURCE, AND ALSO EXCEED THE CITY'S THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE IN GENERATING AN 
INCREASE IN EXISTING AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS BY MORE THAN 5 OR 10 dBA LEq.

Based on the acoustical principles and math discussed below, it is apparent that this Project will 
generate and expose dozens of neighboring residents to noise levels in excess of the above-listed 
thresholds and standards.

Predictable Construction Noise Levels for Proposed Foundation Construction

To evaluate the significance of this Project's construction noise impacts, the first step is to 
review these standards listed above, including those in the City of L.A.'s CEQA Threshold Guide 
for its definition of applicable thresholds of significance for noise impacts.

The Project's likely noise levels to be generated during foundation construction activities should be 
compared to all of those above-listed thresholds of significance. This Project's Lucile/Landa homes 
construction will generate loud noise levels during pile or caisson drilling operations. The Project's 
"Geology and Soils Report Approval Letter" dated January 7, 2015 identifies that these will be "two new 
pile-supported single family residences." These two homes are recommended to have conventional and/or 
drilled-pile foundations bearing on competent bedrock. Those piles or caissons may extend 10 feet or 
more into bedrock, likely similar to foundations of adjacent homes.

As will be demonstrated, this Project's foundation construction activities with noisy caisson drilling 
operations will generate noise levels in excess of all of the noise standards identified above. As 
such, this Project will create significant noise impacts in its neighborhood. As shown below in Figure 
A, dozens of homes exist within a few hundred feet of this Project site.

FIGURE A
Map of Neighboring Homes Exposed to Significant Construction Noise Impacts
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The noise generated during caisson drilling will likely be the most significant noise source during 
the Project's foundation construction. To drill a possible 12 or more caisson holes, an auger drill 
rig and crane will likely be used near constantly for more than one day. The City needs to know how 
many hours per day such drilling will occur, and also how many days such construction activities will 
last.
be. The more days that construction goes on, the less tolerant neighbors will become of continuing 
noise. To address such reduced tolerance for persistent construction noise, the City's standards even 
compel a reduction in a project's allowable noise levels when such noisy construction takes longer 
than 10 days within a three-month period.

The more hours a day that drilling occurs, the greater the Project' s averaged noise levels will
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Response VI-7
As explained in Response II-1, the City's policy is to utilize the Noise Ordinance Section 112.05 
to assess construction noise impacts from residential projects, not the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide. This noise limitation is applied to each piece of equipment's peak hour Leq noise level. 
As such, the noise impacts do not depend on the number of days of operation.

The claim that the homes in Figure A are exposed to significant construction noise impact is 
incorrect and unsubstantiated.
Duration of Construction Activities for Foundation Caisson Drilling

On February 9, 2018, I personally spoke to Mr. Darnell Tapia, a construction estimator with Leon Kraus 
Drilling70, about his experience drilling in Los Angeles' hillsides. He estimated that drilling for 
caisson installations would proceed at a rate of about 125 linear feet to 150 linear feet of depth per 
day with unknown soil conditions, and a maximum of 200 linear feet per day under the best of conditions. 
He also estimated from his experience that auger drill rigs are used nearly full time during such deep 
drilling operations.
The Project documents that have been made available do not reveal how many caissons and piles will be 
drilled for these two homes' foundations. To roughly estimate how many caissons might be drilled, we 
contacted a local architect with experience with such foundations, Michael Mekeel of Offenhauser/Mekeel 
Architects He obtained a site plan and cross-sections of foundation details and needed retaining walls 
for the 1888 Lucile Avenue home.72 He estimated that at least 12 piles would be needed below two 
retaining walls along the home site's east and west side property lines. There may more piles for as 
many as four to seven retaining walls needed.

71

73

To estimate the depth of these new caisson holes, the least amount of drilling would require about 15 
feet of depth per caisson. This depth is approximated from the caisson depths shown in Project 
documents for the two neighboring homes which scale to about 15 feet each. 74

For the two Lucile/Landa homes, assuming 12 caissons at 15 feet of depth each, approximately 180 linear 
feet of caisson holes would need to be drilled. ( 12 x 15 
to drill those caissons holes. 
equipment, sawing, hammering that exceed City standards at close by homes will also create significantly 
intrusive noise sources lasting for months.

180). It will likely take more than one day 
Other construction noise sources such as bulldozers, excavation75

Response VI-8
This claim is speculative and irrelevant. As explained in Response II-1, the City's policy is to 
utilize the Noise Ordinance Section 112.05 to assess construction noise impacts from 
residential projects, not the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. This noise limitation is applied to 
each piece of equipment's peak hour Leq noise level. As such, the noise impacts do not 
depend on the number of days of operation.

D. THE PROJECT'S CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVEL INCREASES WILL EXCEED EXISTING AMBIENT EXTERIOR NOISE 
LEVELS BY 5 dBA FOR MORE THAN 10 DAYS IN A THREE- MONTH PERIOD IN ITS NEIGHBORHOOD, AND THAT IS 
CONSIDERED A SIGNIFICANT NOISE IMPACT WHICH WOULD IMPACT BETWEEN 24 TO 59 NEIGHBORHOOD HOMES.

Noise level increases during Project construction will exceed the City' s thresholds of significance. With 
neighboring homes as close as 15 feet to this Project, and as close as 10 feet to the Project' s retaining 
walls, significant levels of construction noise will likely exceed City thresholds at these homes for 
more than 10 days in a three-month period. Such longer construction periods occur for other similar Los 
Angeles home construction projects.76 This Lucile/Landa Project will be noisier than ordinary single
family home projects because it consists of the demolition of one existing home, site excavation and 
grading on a steep hillside, and the construction of two new homes and their garages. As demonstrated 
below, noise limit exceedances of City thresholds will occur regularly during Project site preparation, 
caisson drilling, and other construction equipment use.

Foundation Construction Noise will be Excessive

First, consider just the noise impacts in building these homes' foundations. Even if only the site work 
and foundation construction noise levels exceed City standards, and not other onsite construction noise 
levels, this Project will generate noise increases above ambient noise levels by more than 10 dBA, and 
that would be significant.77 If more caissons are required than roughly assumed or if greater depths of
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drilling are required, then the caisson construction period could increase to more than 10 days. Caisson 
construction activities exceeding 10 days would trigger the stricter 5 dBA increase standard. 
excessively noisy construction from operation of heavy equipment and vehicles lasting a total of more 
than 10 days within a 3-month period would invoke that stricter 5 dBA increase standard.

78 Or other

The exact locations for proposed caisson drilling were not made available, but this generalized 
diagram on the next page, Figure "B, " as based upon advice from a local architect, illustrates their 
approximate positions for my firm's Report noise impact analysis.

Many neighboring homes will be exposed to more than this significant noise level because of this 
Project' s steep hillside lots, the foundation work being proposed, and the close proximity of many 
neighboring homes. To calculate such noise levels, the following assumptions are made as to how loud 
the equipment is, how many hours per day it will be used, whether noise muffling will also occur, and 
the distances to neighboring homes in the vicinity.

Response VI-9
This claim is unsubstantiated and irrelevant. As explained in Response II-1, the City's policy is 
to utilize the Noise Ordinance Section 112.05 to assess construction noise impacts from 
residential projects, not the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide.
Auger Drilling Equipment Operational Noise Levels

For this calculation, the caisson installation equipment or auger drill rig will generate about
85 dBA L
even this Initial Study's Appendix D, 
distance, as does the FHWA.

79at a 50-foot distance. Numerous equipment noise prediction reference sources, including 
identify auger drill rigs producing 85 dBA Lmax at a 50-foot

80

This Project's May 2019 Initial Study's estimation of a drill rig generating a noise level of 77 dBA 
L.„ at 50 feet81 is irrelevant and erroneous because that is a calculated average noise level, not aeq
maximum noise level that must be used when compared to the City's noise ordinance LAMC § 112.05. If 
the Initial Study had correctly implemented § 112.05, it would have used a maximum noise level of 85 
dBA L for drill rigs found in the fourth column of the table on PDF p. 184, a value of 85 dBA L from
the Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model.

Response VI-10
This claim is incorrect. Response IV-7 explains why the applicable Noise Ordinance limit is 
meant to be applied to noise levels using the Leq unit of measurement, not the L 
measurement.

unit ofmax

Equipment Noise Mitigation

The Project's Initial Study vaguely requires a de facto mitigation measure for the use of mufflers if 
that heavy construction "equipment is able to use mufflers" to somewhat quiet the noise from the 
equipment during its operations. 82
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Figure B
APPROXIMATE LOCATION FOR CAISSON DRILLING
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83Calculation of Auger Drilling Equipment Noise Levels

To evaluate whether this Project's construction noise levels will be significant and will exceed City 
standards by exceeding ambient noise levels by more than 10 dBA, it is necessary to calculate how loud 
that construction noise will be at neighboring homes some distance from this Project's drilling 
operations.

In this Project's neighborhood, some homes are significantly higher in elevation compared to this 
Project's hillside site, and their upper floors may have direct line-of-sight exposure to such equipment 
activity. Accordingly some neighboring homes will not be shielded from direct noise paths during 
drilling. Calculations can provide relatively accurate estimations of noise exposure when such direct 
views exist unblocked by topography or intervening structures.

The distance from the noise source to a receptor is a primary consideration in determining the actual 
noise level experienced at the receptor. Most reference noise levels are specified at a distance of 50 
feet from the source. The calculation of noise from a point source, such as construction equipment, at 
other distances uses the following "Equation 1" for noise attenuation over distance:

= L1-\20loglo(^)\,(I) L J
Where:

L\ = known sound level at d\
Li = desired sound level at di
d\ — distance of known sound level from the noise source 
dz = distance of the sensitive receptor from the noise source

This equation is the 
doubling of distance

mathematical expression for a noise level being reduced by 6 dBA for each 
from the source. 84

Typical noise levels for construction equipment are shown in Tables 1 and 2 below.

Table 1:
Typical Construction Noise Levels, Equipment Powered by Internal Combustion Engines

(U.S. EPA, 1971, NTID300.1 Report)

I Noise Levels (dBA) at 50 FeetType
Earth Moving

Compactors (Rollers) 73 - 7fi
Front Loaders 73-84
Backhoes 73-92

75-95Tractors
Scrapers, Graders 78-92

85-87Pavers
Trucks 81 - 94

Materials Handling
Concrete Mixers 72 - 87
Concrete Pumps 
Cranes (Movable)

81 - 83
72-86

Cranes (Derrick) 85-87
Stationary

Pumps 68-71
Generators 71-83
Compressors 75 - 86

Impact Equipment
Noise Levels (dBA) at 50 FeetType

Saws 71 - 82
Vibrators 68 - 82
Notes:
1 RefererKed Noise Levels from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
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Table 2
Noise Level Ranges of Typical Construction Equipment

(L.A. CEQA Threshold Guide, p. I.1-8)

Level*; in dBA at ?0 feet”Equipment
Front Loader 
Trucks
Cranes (moveable)
Cranes (derrick)
Vibrator
Saws
Pneumatic Impact Equipment 
Jackhammers

73-86
82- 95 
75-88 
86-89 
68-82
72- 82
83- 88 
81-98 
68-72 
71-83 
75-87 
75-88 
81-85
73- 95 

95-107 
77-98 
80-93 
85-88

Punps
Generators
Compressors 
Concrete Mixers 
Concrete Pumps 
Back Hoe
Pile Driving (peaks) 
Tractor
Scraper Grader 
Paver

Machinery equipped with noise control device; or other notse-redncing 
denar features does not generate the same level of emissions as that shown 
in this table.

Source EPA. Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations. Braiding 
Equipment and Home Appliances. PB 206717.1971.

Response VI-11
Please note that both of the above references for noise source data are from the same 
source, EPA's Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations, Building Equipment, 
and Home Appliances. Also, note that these noise levels do not include the use of mufflers, 
which the same source states reduce noise levels by 10 dBA. The La Forest Report 
contradicts itself by arguing the 10-dBA reduction for mufflers is inaccurate, while then 
using the same source for noise levels. See Response IV-5 for an explanation of why the 
noise source data used in the Initial Study is correct.

Equipment Acoustic utilization Factor
If heavy equipment is operated full time and at full power throughout a day, its noise impact in the 
neighborhood will be greater than if operated intermittently or for just a few hours of a day. Equipment 
noise levels are cumulative when averaged over hours, so they are higher when not interrupted by long, 
quiet periods. During drilling at this Project site, such an auger drill rig would be operated nearly 
constantly for much of the work day according to Mr. Tapia who was consulted about similar drilling.
With the estimated number of caissons to be drilled, such construction would take at least one day.
While continuous use of individual equipment may not be realistic, the applicant has failed to provide 
the City or the public any information regarding construction timing or likely concurrent equipment 
usage. Nevertheless, the construction impacts raised herein identify numerous construction equipment and 
activities that will be likely employed and that will generate significant noise levels on an ongoing 
basis that require adequate analysis and mitigation. This constitutes substantial evidence supporting a 
fair argument that the Project will have significant construction noise impacts that can be feasibly 
mitigated
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In the circumstance of this Project with its caisson hole drilling, the auger drill rig equipment will 
remain relatively stationary for long hours as deep holes are slowly drilled. For construction 
equipment, the average noise level, L , is related to the maximum noise level, L , by the following 
equation:

+ 10 log (AUF), where,L Leq

is the average noise level from a piece of construction equipment at 50 feet, 
is the maximum noise level from a piece of construction equipment at 50 feet, and 

AUF is the acoustic utilization factor, which is the fraction of time that a piece of 
construction equipment is typically at full power.

Leq
L

and AUF data for construction equipment noise from operation of the auger drill rig areThe L
tabulated in the impact analysis calculations below in this Table 3:

Table 3:
CALCULATION OF AUGER DRILL NOISE LEVELS AT DIFFERENT DISTANCES

Max.
Auger AUF%

| Noise use
i Level: factor
(dBA Lmax) (dBA Leq) (dBA Leq)

Average
Auger
Noise
Level:

Distance in feet from noise source

25 50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400

Loudness at specified distance in dBA Leg
85 20% 78

40% 81
85 60% 82.8
85 80%  84
85 100% 85

84.0 78.0 72.0 68.5 66.0 64.0 62.4 61.1 59.9 20%
85 87.0 81.0 75.0 71.5 69.0 67.0 65.5 64.1 63.0 40%

88.8 828 76.8 73.2 70.7 68.8 67.2 65.9 64.7 60%
90.0 84.0 78.0 74.5 72.0 70.1 68.5 67.1 66.0 80%
91.0 85.0 79.0 75.5| 73.01 71.Oj 69.4| 68.1 66.9| 100%

e>/6M|R CANOS 
65.7'JBA

c. OF80 20% 73
40% 76

80 60% 778
80% 79

80 100% 80

79.0 73.0 67.0 63.5 61.0 59.0 57.4 56.1 54.9 20%
80 82 0 76.0 70.0 66.5 64.0 62.0 60.5 59.1 58.0 40%

65.7838 77.8 71.8 68.2 63.8 62.2 60.9 59.7 60%
80 85.0 79.0 73.0 69.5 67.0f65.1| 63.5 62.1 61.0 80%

86 0 80.0 74.0 70.5 68.0 66.0 64.4 63.1 61.9 100%

&5*7dBA Leq threshold of significance if drilling for more than 1 day 
6O.7 dBA Leq threshold of significance if noise for more than 10 days

where Ld = Lref - 20 log (d/ref) and where Leq = Lmax + 10*log (AUF)

Note: these calculations show that Project drilling noise levels will exceed City standards 
of a 10 dB maximum increase above presumed ambient noise levels at all distances 
of up to 400 feet from source of drilling for a 80% or 100% use factor, not taking into 
account either decreases in loudness due to shielding of other structures or increases in 
loudness due to reflections of noise from steep hillside surfaces or other structures.

The threshold of significance under the circumstance that the Project's foundation caisson 
construction drilling occurs for more than one day and less than 10 days is 65.7 dBA Leq 8«.That 
means that if drill rig noise levels exceed 65.7 dBA Leq at a neighboring residence, its noise 
impact just based upon an increase in loudness during drilling would be significant. Table 3 above 
shows that this City's 10 dBA maximum increase noise standard for drilling is exceeded at 
distances up to about 400 feet from possible caisson drilling locations where drill rig noise is 
not effectively shielded by temporary noise barriers or other existing structures on other 
properties.

The Table 3 shows that noise standard exceedance would also occur during drilling as measured at homes 
and their outdoor yards within 200 feet, even when a muffler or the applicant's proposed temporary 
noise barrier that just breaks the line-of-sight is used on an auger drill rig to reduce its noise by 5 
dBA.

Response VI-12
As stated in Response II-1, the City of Los Angeles' policy is to assess noise impacts 
associated with construction of residential projects using the City's Noise Ordinance, 
specifically Section 112.05. The La Forest Report uses an incorrect threshold of significance 
from the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guidelines.
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Furthermore, the calculations used to determine the noise levels presented in this claim are 
inaccurate for numerous reasons, including:

The calculations do not include the 10-dBA noise reduction provided by the noise 
muffler RCM, as stated in the same document that the La Forest Report uses for noise 
source data (see Response VI-11)

The calculations do not include any reduction in noise from the portable barrier RCM, 
which is expected to provide a 5 to 10-dBA reduction in noise for the most impacted 
neighbors to the east and west.

The substantial shielding effects of terrain, intervening structures, vegetation, fences, 
surface roughness, etc. are not included.

The calculation is based on inaccurate and speculative acoustic utilization factors 
(AUF). The appropriate AUF for the drill rig is 20%, based on the FHWA's Roadway 
Construction Noise Model. The La Forest Report utilizes AUFs up to 100% (which are 
not theoretically possible for this type of construction equipment) for these 
calculations. This is based on a misunderstanding or mischaracterization of the AUF. 
The AUF does not represent the percentage of time the equipment is used, as the La 
Forest Report implies. Rather, it represents the percentage of time the equipment is 
used at full load. In other words, the AUF is the combination of the percentage of 
time the equipment is utilized and, more importantly, a load factor that represents 
the intensity of use during that time. Construction equipment does not operate 
constantly at full load (i.e., always running the engine at 100% of capacity). All 
equipment has a load cycle over which the power output of the engine and, therefore, 
the amount of noise generated changes.

Calculating Number of Days of Excessive Construction Noise to Determine Threshold of Significance for 
Noise Impacts above Existing Ambient Noise Level

Some assumptions must be made to determine which thresholds of significance for noise level increases 
should be used. As discussed above, there is good reason to predict that all of this Project's 
excessively noisy construction phases will last for more than 10 days in a 3-month period. The Project 
application documents do not comply with the City' s CEQA Thresholds Guide to contain required 
information about the type and amount of equipment, description of construction phasing or scheduling of 
equipment, or the location of equipment in relation to the residential uses adjacent to the Project 
site. Regardless of whether excessive construction noise levels occur for less than or for more than 10 
days in a 3-month period, this Project' s noise levels will exceed these City standards pertaining to 
excessive construction noise levels:

L.A.'s CEQA Threshold Guide (2006), page I-1.3, states that:
A project would normally have a significant impact on noise levels from construction if:

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

Drilling for the Project home's foundation caissons will undoubtedly take more than one day. So at a 
minimum, the threshold of significance would be exceeded if construction noise levels at neighboring 
homes would exceed 10 dBA above the existing ambient exterior noise level. If drilling and other noisy 
construction lasts for more than 10 days, a 5 dBA threshold of exceedance would apply.

The Initial Study states that measurements reveal that this Project' s site daytime ambient noise levels 
are about 55.7 dBA L Therefore if this Project generates construction noise during foundationeq
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drilling of greater than 65.7 dBA Leq at neighboring homes, its noise impact will be considered to be 
significant. This threshold of significance of 65.7 dBA Leq can be compared to Table 3 above to evaluate 
at what distance the Project's noise impacts will be significant. Similarly, a 60.7 dBA L._ threshold 
can be compared if that drilling lasts for more than 10 days.

eq

For example, the loudest phases of construction (excavation/grading and finishing) will potentially 
generate noise levels upwards of 99 dBA at the nearest homes located perhaps just 10 feet from the 
proposed Project site.87 Such construction noise levels would exceed the Project site's 55.7 dBA L 
daytime ambient noise level by 43 dBA.88 That noise level would be 39 dBA greater than the City's 10 dBA 
exceedance threshold of significance at the nearest residential property lines. (L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide, p. I.1:3). This would be a significant noise impact.

eq

Response VI-13
As stated in Response II-1, the City of Los Angeles' policy is to assess noise impacts associated 
with construction of residential projects using the City's Noise Ordinance, specifically Section
112.05. The La Forest Report uses an incorrect threshold of significance from the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds. The significance threshold for this Project does not depend on the number of 
days of construction activity.

Furthermore, the calculations used to determine the noise levels presented in this claim are 
inaccurate for the reasons outlined in Response VI-12.

Site Excavation Noise Levels will be Significant
Or for example, site excavation of at least 11 feet in depth for the Project's lower floors will also 
last more than one day. The center of these excavation areas would be about 25 feet from the Project' s 
adjacent residential property lines. Excavation activities from just one piece of heavy equipment like 
a backhoe produces noise levels of up to 95 dBA at 50 feet. At 35 feet, such equipment noise is 
increased by the shorter distance to about 98 dBA.89 No temporary noise barriers are proposed for 
excavation equipment noise reduction, only for drill rig noise. That noise level from excavation of 98 
dBA or louder when excavation occurs in the center of the Project's site would exceed the presumed 
daytime ambient noise level of 50 dBA by about 48 dBA. Excavation activities closer than 35 feet would 
produce even louder noise, especially when more than a single piece of heavy equipment is operated 
simultaneously.90 That noise level would greatly exceed the City's presumed daytime threshold of 
significance of 5 dBA during excavation and is considered significant.91 Therefore, the consideration of 
mitigation measures and alternatives is required.

Response VI-14
As stated in Response II-1, the City of Los Angeles' policy is to assess noise impacts associated 
with construction of residential projects using the City's Noise Ordinance, specifically Section
112.05. The La Forest Report uses an incorrect threshold of significance from the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds.

Furthermore, the calculations used to determine the noise levels presented in this claim are 
inaccurate for numerous reasons, including:

The calculations do not include the 10-dBA noise reduction provided by the noise 
muffler RCM, as stated in the same document that the La Forest Report uses for noise 
source data (see Response VI-11)

The substantial shielding effects of terrain, intervening structures, vegetation, fences, 
surface roughness, etc. are not included.

The La Forest Report's source for noise data indicates that backhoes produce 73-95 
dBA at 50 feet (without mufflers). The La Forest Report utilizes the maximum end of 
this broad range. This noise level is much higher than other reliable sources of noise 
data (see Response IV-5).
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From Table 3 above, it can be seen that construction noise levels from auger drilling would exceed a 
65.7 dBA L threshold of significance up to 200 feet from the drilling locations for any acoustic 
utilization factor.92 If auger drilling occurs for more than 60% of the time as can be expected and 
temporary noise barriers are used as proposed, that threshold would be exceeded at 200 feet from the 
drilling location even to the east and west and would include another couple of dozen homes.93 This Table 
3 also shows that if construction noise exceedances above City standards occur for more than 10 days in 
a 3-month period, and thus results in a lower, 60.7 dBA L threshold of significance, then homes within 
400 feet of the Project could be exposed to significant noise impacts for nearly all calculated acoustic 
utilization factors, or essentially any feasible drilling operations. Within 200 feet of this Project's 
construction, there are 24 homes. Within 300 feet of such construction, there are about 59 homes. See 
Figure C below on page 43.

Response VI-15
As stated in Response II-1, the City of Los Angeles' policy is to assess noise impacts associated 
with construction of residential projects using the City's Noise Ordinance, specifically Section
112.05. The La Forest Report uses an incorrect threshold of significance from the L.A. CEQA 
Thresholds.

Furthermore, the calculations used to determine the noise levels presented in this claim are 
inaccurate for the reasons outlined in Response VI-12.

E. Project Construction Noise From Combined Use of Other Equipment will be Significant at Homes Because
it will also Exceed City's Noise Limit of 75 dBA ^at 50 feet and be Clearly Audible at Distant Homes.

Construction activities that generate a noise level greater than 75 dBA L at 50 feet would produce a 
significant noise impact according to the City's Noise Ordinance.94 One can determine approximately how 
many homes will be exposed to such excessive and significant noise levels from this Project's other 
heavy construction equipment that will be unblocked by any temporary noise barriers. Individual 
operations of each jackhammer will each emit maximum noise levels of about 89 dBA L 
more than one jackhammer will at times be operating on this Project site,

at 50 feet.95 But
and the combined noise levels 

from more than one being operated will be louder than from just one's use. The applicant proposes using 
three jackhammers, presumably at the same time.96 During demolition, other equipment may be operating at 
the same time including a mini excavator, two backhoes, and one dump truck. Consider however the 
significance of the Project's noise impact on neighbors of just the operation of three jackhammers at 
the same time.

If three jackhammers (or three other heavy equipment units) each generate 89 dBA L at 50 feet, when 
combined they would produce a noise level of 93.8 dBA L^x at 50 feet.97 This is a noise level that would 
significantly exceed the City's threshold of significance of 75 dBA Lmax at 50 feet by more than 18 dBA.
If operated equidistant from any home in the Project's neighborhood, their combined maximum noise level 
would drop to about 87.8 dBA L at 100 feet, 81.8 dBA Lmax at 200 feet, and 75.8 dBA Lmax at 400 feet.
Those noise levels would be excessive as defined by the Noise Ordinance, LAMC § 112.05, and would create 
significant noise impacts because they would be starkly audible as they would greatly exceed the ambient 
noise levels at those homes. Even at 400 feet, their combined noise level of 75.8 dBA Lmax would greatly 
exceed the City's presumed daytime noise level of 50 dBA Leq by over 25 dBA.

98

99

There are dozens of homes within 300 to 400 feet of this Project site as shown on Figure C below that 
could be exposed to significant noise impacts from the operation of multiple equipment during Project 
construction. Even at a distance of 800 feet from the Project site, the noise level from simultaneous 
operation of three loud jackhammers would be about 69.8 dBA L 100 At that noise level and distance, the 
Project' s noise would be clearly audible above the presumed 50 dBA L daytime ambient noise level by 
over 19 dBA. Within 800 feet are likely more than 100 homes which could be exposed to this Project's 
excessive construction noise.

There is an additional factor pertinent to jackhammer noise because of its unique, impulsive character 
that is particularly annoying to people. But the Initial Study entirely fails to identify the City's 
Noise Ordinance requirement per LAMC § 111.02(b)(2) that predicted noise levels from certain
construction equipment like jackhammers be increased for purposes of significance analysis by 5 dB to 
account for its The predicted noise impacts of three jackhammers used 
simultaneously for Project demolition would have to be increased by those 5 dB, resulting in a 
significantly greater noise impact than calculated above of 98.8 dBA L 
as adjusted for the jackhammer noise character would be over 23 dBA greater than the City's threshold of 
significance of 75 dBA L

repeated impulsive noise.

101 That noise levelat 50 feet.

at 50 feet.
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By comparison, the Initial Study evaluates jackhammer noise as if it would emit only 72 dBA Leqat 50 
feet. The Initial Study ignores that three may be used, ignores the 5-dB adjustment from LAMC § 111.02, 
and ignores that the City's requirement that maximum, not average, noise levels must be referenced.

Even acknowledging that many of these homes will be blocked from direct line-of-sight by intervening 
residential structures between them and these three combined noise sources, and thus not exposed to the 
total noise level just calculated, that still leaves a large number of homes to be significantly 
impacted by this Project's construction noise that will still be above the City's threshold of 
significance.

Response VI-16
While this claim uses the correct significance threshold for this Project's construction noise 
impacts, the calculations used to determine the noise levels are inaccurate for numerous 
reasons, including:

• The calculations incorrectly use the Lmax unit of measurement, not the Leq (see 
Response IV-7).

• The calculations do not include any reduction provided by the demolition procedure 
RCM, which is expected to reduce jackhammering noise levels at the maximum 
exposed receptor by 5 to 10 dBA.

• The substantial shielding effects of terrain, intervening structures, vegetation, fences, 
surface roughness, etc. are not included.

• The calculations sum the noise level of multiple pieces of equipment together while 
the significance threshold is applied to each piece of equipment individually.

• The calculations apply a 5-dBA adjustment to jackhammer noise inappropriately by 
claiming that the noise is impulsive. Impulsive noise is defined as "sound of short 
duration, usually less than one second, with an abrupt onset and rapid decay. By 
way of example “impulsive sound” shall include, but shall not be limited to, 
explosions, musical base drum beats, or the discharge of firearms." Due to the rapid 
action of a jackhammer, its noise is perceived as a constant noise (i.e., each impact of 
the jackhammer with the surface is not heard independently), not an impulsive noise.

• The calculations assume an ambient noise level of 50 dBA, while measurements 
documented an ambient noise level of 55.7 dBA.
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Figure C
Homes within 200 or 300 feet of Project Construction of Lucile House or Landa House
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Map of Neighboring Homes Exposed to Significant Construction Noise Impacts
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F. Initial Study Fails to Consider Significant Noise Impacts of Use of Heavy Construction Equipment Warning
Beepers or Backup Alarms that Could Exceed City's Maximum Noise Level Limits.

The Initial Study fails to disclose that noise from heavy equipment backup warning beepers would be very 
audible and would generate significant noise impacts at dozens of homes near this Project site. Backup 
alarms or beepers are a frequent source of complaints from neighbors, even when used only during the 
daytime. Backup alarms must generate a noise level at least 5 to 10 dBA above the background noise in 
the vicinity of the rear of the machine where a person would be warned by the alarm. Thus, they are 
significantly louder than the drilling equipment and site grading equipment's noise. Yet the Initial 
Study fails to describe their decibel rating or suggest placing limits on their loudness. Backup alarms 
typically produce from 97 to 112 decibels at four feet, 
feet,
their use would exceed the City's maximum limit of 75 dBA L
about once per second at a penetrating frequency of about 1,100 Hertz designed to be easily heard by 
most people.

102 which attenuates to about 75 to 91 dBA at 50
103 and can even be heard at the distances where the nearest neighbors live. At those noise levels,

These backup alarms beep104at 50 feet.
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A single backup warning beeper emitting 91 dBA Lmax at 50 feet could be as loud as 72 dBA L
away. (Calculated being 6 dB quieter for each doubling of distance.) No temporary noise barrier would be 
used during construction where backup alarms are operated. Noise levels of 72 dBA Lmax which would be over 
16 dBA greater than ambient noise levels105 would exceed the City's maximum 5 or 10 dB increase standard 
in its CEQA Thresholds Guide as discussed above. Use of such backup beepers that amplify sounds, disturb 
the quiet, and generate a noise level that exceeds ambient noise levels on neighboring properties by 
more than 5 dB also would violate the City's Noise Ordinance, LAMC sections 112.01(a) and 112.04(b).
The Initial Study never evaluated such backup alarm noise impacts. Such significant noise level increases 
could impact dozens of homes within 400 feet of this Project. The City is therefore without substantial 
evidence to conclude there would be a less-than-significant construction noise impact during this 
Project's heavy equipment use.

at 400 feet

106

Response VI-17
Equipment back-up alarms occur infrequently (i.e., when equipment backs up), for a short 
duration (i.e., only while the equipment is backing up), and only include brief impulses of 
sound (i.e., short beeps separated by silence). For these reasons, backup alarms have a 
negligible effect on the Leq noise levels used to determine significance of construction noise 
impacts in the Initial Study. See Response IV-7 for an explanation of why the significance 
threshold is not meant to be applied to L noise levels.max

As stated in Response II-1, the City of Los Angeles' policy is to assess noise impacts associated 
with construction of residential projects using the City's Noise Ordinance Section 112.05, not 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide or Noise Ordinance Section 112.01 (Section 112.01 applies to 
“radios, television sets, and similar devices”, not heavy construction equipment).

Furthermore, the calculations used to determine the noise levels presented in this claim are 
inaccurate for numerous reasons, including:

The calculations incorrectly use L

The substantial shielding effects of terrain, intervening structures, vegetation, fences, 
surface roughness, etc. are not included.

The calculations assume that the adjustable volume backup alarms would be set on 
their highest of 3 settings (97, 107, 112 dBA at 4 feet), which is unlikely for a small- 
scale construction operation in a relatively quiet area.

The calculations include an error in the free field propagation calculation (112 dBA at 
4 feet is equivalent to 90 dBA at 50 feet, not 91 dBA).

instead of Leq (see Response IV-7).max

G. Project Construction will Expose Neighbors ’ Outdoor Yards to Significant and Excessive Increases in 
Exterior Noise Levels of More than 5 dBA Above Existing Ambient Noise Levels Measured in CNEL.

Los Angeles additionally evaluates the significance of this Project's noise impact by examining how 
much louder construction noise will be than the average ambient noise level that exists at a neighbor' s 
property lines during a 24-hour day. If the Project causes the average daily noise level there at any 
neighbor's property line to increase by 5 dBA CNEL107 or more, that increase would be significant. 
threshold is important to protect neighbors' use of their outdoor yards from nearby excessive 
construction noise.

108 This

At this Lucile Avenue Project site, with a reported ambient noise level during the day of 55.7 dBA Leq
and at night a presumed noise level of 40 dBA L , the day-night average CNEL noise level is currently 
about 55.6 dBA CNEL. 109 (See below footnote for both the calculation and the formula used on the next
page.) As will be shown, this Project will generate noise levels that greatly exceed this City
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threshold of significance of an additional 5 dBA CNEL at not only adjacent properties, but also at many 
other residential outdoor yards in the neighborhood.

First though, here is how the CNEL for the existing ambient day/night averaged noise level is 
calculated:

Community Noise Equivalent Level

CNEL is the same as Ld„ except for an additional weighting of almost 
5 dBA for the evening hours between 7 p.m. and 10 p.m. The equation is 
essentially the same as Equation 2-23, with an additional definition of 
Wj= 101ogio(3), which is 4.77. Calculations for CNEL are similar to Ldn. 
The result is normally about 0.5 dBA higher than Ld„ using the same 
24-hour data. The equation for the CNEL is as follows:

101°g,o[(^)Z |0Lcq<h)i + Wi/,0°CNEL = (2-24)

Where:
W, = 0 for day hours (7 a.m. to 7 p.m.)
W, = 101og10(3) = 4.77 for evening hours (7 p.m. to 10 p.m.) 
Wj = 10 for night hours (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.)
Leq(h)j = Leq for the /th hour

Cal. Dept of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol, Sept. 2013; p. 2-53
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/TeNS Sept 2013B.pdf

Source:

Or the above CNEL formula (#2-24) can be formatted slightly differently but with the same result:

(Night: 7 hrs-) (Day: 12 hrs\ (Evening: 3 hrs) (Night: 2 hrs)
I'M. -■'I .■■ii >.i

si X(i+IO)/!0 
11 ]

|J. ■ !■:i( 10 <L + 5)/lfl
Z" ICNEL ■-NH»S 10 IiIn

•MM. QTEffl ]<HH> W-i

http://www.modalshop. com/filelibrary/831-Appendix%2 0C.pdfSource:

With this formula, one can calculate what the City would consider to be the existing ambient noise 
level in this Project's vicinity, which on a day-night averaged basis, is 55.6 dBA CNEL:

Calculation:
CNEL=101og10[(l/24)x{(10(4C,+10>/10x7 hrs)+(10(55-7yloxl2 hrs)+( ]0(557+5)/10x3 hrs)+(10<40+10yl0x2 hrs))] = 

= 1 Olog l0[( 1 /24)x 1700,000 + 4,458,423 + 3,524,693 + 200,000)
10 xlog10[370.129] =10x5.56 = 55.6 CNEL= 101oglo[(l/24)x8,883,116]

Thus the calculated ambient noise level at the Project site is 55.6 CNEL. This is one of several 
baselines for measuring the Project's noise impacts. Also the City considers a project's construction 
noise level increase of 5 dB greater than this ambient noise level to be significant. Therefore the 
threshold of significance for Project construction noise increases at nearby residential property 
lines is 60.6 dBA CNEL. (55.6 + 5
threshold at neighboring property lines (i.e. their outdoor yards) is considered to be a significant 
noise impact.

60.6) Any construction noise exceedance of this 60.6 dBA CNEL

Response VI-18
As stated in Response II-1, the City of Los Angeles' policy is to assess noise impacts 
associated with construction of residential projects using the City's Noise Ordinance Section
112.05, not the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Additionally, as construction will not occur 
during nighttime hours, the use of nighttime noise levels to determine the significance of 
Project construction noise impacts is not logical.
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Next, several examples are presented showing such excessive construction noise levels:

(1) .
CITY’S THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE.

noise level from caisson drilling for EVEN 6 hours per day would greatly exceed

The likely noise levels during caisson drilling will be calculated below first without the proposed 
temporary noise barrier, and then with a barrier reducing that noise level as much as purportedly 
claimed in the Initial Study by 10 dB. 110

If heavy construction noise during caisson drilling occurs, for example, for six hours in a work day 
(where the allowable construction workday is 7 a.m. - 6 p.m., even less than the permitted 7 a.m. - 9 
p.m. workday specified in the Initial Study), and if the drilling auger generates a noise level of 85 
dBA Leq at a 50-foot distance, and the drill rig or auger's source of the noise (engine) is located 10 
feet from a neighboring property line near where drilled caissons for retaining walls are likely to be 
installed, and the job site is relatively quiet for the five hours of that permissible work day, the 
CNEL calculation for the noise level the closest neighbors would be exposed to is as follows:

Because an auger drill rig produces a noise level of 85 dBA L at 50 feet,
10 feet away from auger equipment, the construction noise level would be 99.0 dBA L 
calculation is based upon noise increasing by 6 dB for each halving of distance between source and 
receiver, and the standard formula.)

111 then at a property line 
(Thiseq *

112

Then, assuming the other Project construction noise levels during all the other hours during that 
workday are no higher than the existing ambient noise level, calculations show that the neighboring 
property line would be exposed to a day-night average noise level of about 93.0 dBA CNEL:

Calculation:
CNEL=

101og,c[(l/24)x{(10(4(woyl\7 hrs)+(10(Wlox6 hrs)+ (10<55 wlox6 hrs>+( 10,55'7+5V10x3 hrs)+(10(Wtl<n'lox2 hrs)}] 
=101og,o[{l/24)x{ 700.000 + 47,659,694,408 +13,375,268 +3,524.693 + 200,000}
=101ogio[(l/24)x47.677,494.04?] = 10 x log,,,[1,986,562,252] = 10 x 9.30 = 93.0 dBA CNEL

(This formula is similar to the previous one above that calculated the ambient noise level except 
that 6 hours of drilling auger noise of 99 dBA Leq at 10 feet is increased during the daytime, 
representing how loud drilling activity will be 10 feet from the Project site's side lot property 
lines to the east or west.)

The City's threshold of significance is any construction noise level increase of more than 5 dB greater 
than the presumed 55.6 dBA CNEL ambient level here, which then is 60.6 dBA CNEL. But, for example, with 
six hours of drilling producing 93.0 dBA CNEL at a property line 10 feet away, drilling noise would 
exceed this City threshold of significance by over 32 dBA CNEL. (93.0 - 60.6 = 32.4 dB ) This
exceedance would be an extremely significant noise impact that requires analysis in an MND or EIR and
effective mitigations. This impact would be greater yet if during the Initial Study's permissible 14 
hour work-day, more than 6 hours of drilling occurred. Caisson drilling for longer than 6 hours a day 
is common in order to efficiently use the heavy equipment. Or this type of noise impact would be more
significant yet if the drilling occurs even closer to the property line where the applicant's
architectural drawings indicate retaining walls will be constructed, and will likely need pile 
foundations. (See Figure B above for approximate locations for this Project's proposed retaining wall 
caisson drilling.)

Now, with the use of temporary noise barriers that reduce caisson drilling noise levels at 
neighboring lots to the east and west by as much as 10 dB as the Initial Study purportedly 
asserts,113 this Project's construction noise levels will still be extremely significant and 
disturbing to this neighborhood. With six hours of drilling producing a drilling noise level of 
93.0 dBA CNEL at a neighbor's property line 10 feet away, and reducing that noise level by 10 dB 
with the use of temporary noise barriers, that drilling noise level would exceed this City 
threshold of significance by over 22 dBA CNEL. (93.0 - 60.6 - 10.0 = 22.4 dBA) This exceedance
would still become an extremely significant noise impact that requires analysis and effective 
mitigations. Clearly, the proposed Project Design Features or de facto noise mitigation of using 
temporary noise barriers will be ineffective in reducing the Project's noise impacts to a less- 
than-significant level. 114
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Response VI-19
As stated in Response II-1, the City of Los Angeles' policy is to assess noise impacts 
associated with construction of residential projects using the City's Noise Ordinance Section
112.05, not the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Additionally, as construction will not occur 
during nighttime hours, the use of nighttime noise levels to determine the significance of 
Project construction noise impacts is not logical.

Furthermore, the drill rig noise calculations are incorrect for numerous reasons, including:

The calculations do not include the 10-dBA noise reduction provided by the noise 
muffler RCM.

The L
measurement (see Response IV-7). While the calculations say that a noise level of 85 
dBA Leq is utilized, the actual noise level being utilized is 85 dBA L

The substantial shielding effects of terrain, intervening structures, vegetation, fences, 
surface roughness are not included.

The calculations are for a highly speculative scenario in which the drill rig operates 
constantly at 100% load for 6-hours in a day within 10 feet of a neighbor.

The main, emphasized noise levels do not include the noise reduction provided by the 
portable noise barrier RCM.

unit of measurement is incorrectly used instead of the L unit ofmax eq

max

(2) .
CITY’S THRESHOLD OF SIGNIFICANCE.

noise level from caisson drilling for even one hour per day would greatly exceed

With the same facts assumed in the above example, including that no other construction noise occurs 
except with only one hour per day of caisson drilling, those Project noise levels would still 
significantly impact adjacent residences. It would produce a noise level of 75.2 dBA CNEL at adjacent 
property lines with the use of temporary noise barriers reducing drilling noise purportedly by 10 dB.
(85.2
threshold of significance identified above. (i.e. 14.6 dB greater than threshold of significance) Even
one-hour per day of caisson drilling would create a significant noise impact.

75.2) That 75.2 dBA CNEL noise level would be much greater than the City's 60.6 dBA CNEL10

Calculation:
CNEL=101og,„[(l/24)x((10C4O4l°yl°x7 hrs)+(10wvit>xl hr)+ (10,55-7>/10xl 1 hrs)+ (10<55-7+5ylox3 his)+(10(4O+10vmx2 

hrs)}] =
= 1 Olog |0[< 1 /24)x{ 700,000 + 7,943,282,347 + 371,535+4.986,888 + 200,000}
= 101oglo[{ 1 /24)x7,948,640,770] = 10 xlog10[331,193,365] = 10 x 8.52 = 85.2 dBA CNEL without 

barriers

Response VI-20
As stated in Response II-1, the City of Los Angeles' policy is to assess noise impacts 
associated with construction of residential projects using the City's Noise Ordinance Section
112.05, not the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Additionally, as construction will not occur 
during nighttime hours, the use of nighttime noise levels to determine the significance of 
Project construction noise impacts is not logical.
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Furthermore, the drill rig noise calculations are incorrect for numerous reasons, including:

The calculations do not include the 10-dBA noise reduction provided by the noise 
muffler RCM.

The L
measurement (see Response IV-7). While the calculations say that a noise level of 85 
dBA Leq is utilized, the actual noise level being utilized is 85 dBA L

The substantial shielding effects of terrain, intervening structures, vegetation, fences, 
surface roughness are not included.

unit of measurement is incorrectly used instead of the L unit ofmax eq

max

(3) .
THRESHOLD of SIGNIFICANCE EVEN 200 FEET AWAY.

noise level from caisson drilling for six hours per day would EXCEED CITY’S

Other apprehensive residents in the Project's neighborhood might want to know if the Project would 
significantly impact their property with construction noise even if they are more distant than those 
who live on adjacent parcels. Calculations provided below demonstrate that auger drilling without 
better noise mitigations lasting 6 hours per day, without other Project construction noise during 
those hours or other work hours, would exceed the City's threshold of significance at some residential 
lots even 200 feet away.

First, consider that numerous homes exist to the north and south of this Project site that will not 
have such drilling noise blocked by the temporary noise barriers only proposed on the east and west 
sides of the drill rigs. Moreover, the temporary noise barrier height is only proposed to just break 
the line-of-sight to those nearest homes to the east and west, and that height will decrease noise 
levels by at most 5 dBA. 
would be about 73 dBA L

115 The noise level from just the auger drilling at 200 feet away from homes 
if the auger produces 85 dBA L at 50 feet. 

temporary noise barriers, they would be exposed to about 68 dBA L of drilling noise. Then that 
drilling noise level can be calculated in terms of the day-night average CNEL metric at homes 200 feet 
away from the drilling.

116 For homes blocked by theeq

With that construction noise level continuing for six hours at a measurable level of 73 dBA L 
feet away, and with existing reported or presumed ambient noise levels for the other 18 hours of a day, 
more distant residential lots could be exposed to Project noise level increases of a day-night averaged 
noise level of 67.2 dBA CNEL:

at 200eq

Calculation:
CNEL=lOlog,o[(l/24)x{(10(40l40>,,0x7 hrs)+(10<7W°x6 hrs}+ (10,55-7ylox6 hrs)+ (10<5i7+5)'lox3 hrs)+{10l4(M0,/,ox2 

hrs)}]
=101oglo[(l/24)x{ 700.000 + 119,715,739 + 2,229,211 +1.114,606 + 200,000)
=101oglo[(l/24)x 123,959,556] = 10 x log10[5,164,982] = 10 x 6.72 = 67.2 dBA CNEL

That noise level of 67.2 dBA CNEL would create a significant noise impact even 200 feet away where not 
blocked by the temporary noise barriers because it would exceed the City's threshold of significance 
of 60.6 dBA CNEL by more than 5 dBA. (67.2
homes with outdoor years within 200 feet of where this Project's drilling would occur. 
them are partially shielded to some extent by intervening homes from such construction noise, and some 
will be partially screened by temporary noise barriers, many of the neighborhood homes in direct line- 
of-sight of this 1888 Lucile Avenue hillside lot will be closer and thus will not be adequately 
buffered. This too demonstrates that heavy construction noise on this Project site will generate a 
significant noise impact by increasing the 24-hour average noise level in many neighbors' yards by more 
than 5 dBA CNEL.

6.6 dB increase.)60.6 There are about three dozen
While some of117

For homes to the east and west that would be partially shielded by temporary noise barriers, those 
within 100 feet will also be exposed to excessive, significant noise levels. A noise level of 67.2 dBA 
CNEL at 200 feet is about 73.2 dBA CNEL at 100 feet. If reduced by 5 dB by temporary noise barriers, 
that drilling noise level would be about 68.2 dBA CNEL, and still greater than the City's 60.7 dBA CNEL 
threshold of significance in this neighborhood with the data that has been presented. Even with a 10 
dB reduction due to some form of a noise barrier, that resulting noise level of 63.2 dBA CNEL would 
still exceed the City's 60.6 dBA CNEL threshold of significance by 2.6 dB.
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The Initial Study, p. 65, Section XIII(a) accordingly incorrectly evaluates this Project's temporary 
construction noise level "generating a substantial temporary . . . increase in ambient noise levels in
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards ..." where the Initial Study determines this impact 
would be less-than-significant. This finding is not supported in the Initial Study or attached Noise 
Study. With the few de facto noise mitigations as proposed, none of which effectively and sufficiently 
lessen caisson drilling noise at adjacent property lines, the Project's noise level increases will 
still be quite excessive as shown above in examples (1), (2), and (3). Therefore, the Project as
proposed is not compliant with CEQA in protecting neighbors' outdoor yards (and homes) from excessive 
construction noise.

Response VI-21
As stated in Response II-1, the City of Los Angeles' policy is to assess noise impacts 
associated with construction of residential projects using the City's Noise Ordinance Section
112.05, not the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Additionally, as construction will not occur 
during nighttime hours, the use of nighttime noise levels to determine the significance of 
Project construction noise impacts is not logical.

Furthermore, the drill rig noise calculations are incorrect for numerous reasons, including:

The calculations do not include the 10-dBA noise reduction provided by the noise 
muffler RCM.

The L
measurement (see Response IV-7). While the calculations say that a noise level of 85 
dBA Leq is utilized, the actual noise level being utilized is 85 dBA L

The substantial shielding effects of terrain, intervening structures, vegetation, fences, 
surface roughness are not included.

unit of measurement is incorrectly used instead of the L unit ofmax eq

max

H. Project Construction Will Expose Neighboring Homes to Significant and Excessive Interior Noise Levels During 
Drilling or Other Operations of Greater than City's Maximum Daily Noise Level Limit of 45 dBA L .

The Los Angeles General Plan's Noise Element identifies a maximum residential noise standard of 45 dBA 
L in any habitable room, averaged over a 24-hour period.
disturbance impacts at nighttime, and more pertinently here to actual construction noise, against 
unreasonable annoyance impacts during the daytime. While the City does not enforce this 45 dBA L 
standard for single-family homes during applications for a typical building permit, this standard 
nonetheless remains as an identified threshold of significance for purposes of determining significant 
impacts under CEQA when other factors present here require environmental review.

118 This standard protects against sleep

dn

For example, if this Project's caisson drilling operations with a 60% acoustic utilization factor (AUF) 
generate muffled noise levels of 77.8 dBA L at 50 feet, then at a 200-foot distance such noise levels 
would be about 65.7 dBA L . (See tabular calculations above in Table 3.). There are about 24 homes 
within 200 feet of this Project's drilling locations that could be exposed to Project construction noise 
levels as high as this. (See Figure A, aerial photo map of neighboring homes with lines marking 200 foot 
distances from site drilling locations, or Figure C.) During a long work day (as permitted according to 
the Initial Study between 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. with 14 hours of drilling, with drilling using a 60% 
use factor continuing for those 14 hours, one can calculate the day-night weighed average noise level 
heard 200 feet away.119 The use of the auger drill rig would generate a calculated "day-night average" 
noise level of 63.5 dBA Ldn at that 200-foot distance for homes not blocked by the temporary noise 
barrier.120
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121The formula for calculation of the Ldn noise level is (using CalTrans equation N-2223.3)
"The Ldn descriptor is actually a 24 hour Leq, or the energy-averaged result of 24 1-hour Leq's, 
with the exception that the night-time hours (defined as 2200 - 0700 hours) are assessed a 10

Mathematically this "day-night" descriptor is expressed as:dBA "penalty"

[( —) ZioLei,h)i
1 24 \=i

+ Wj/ioL 10 Log (eq.N-2223.3)
10 for night hours (2200 - 0700); Lcq(hli = Lcq(for the ilh hour)

10dn
where: W, = 0 for day hours (0700 - 2200); W,

Calculation:
65.7/ 10) 55.7/ 10) (40+ 10}/ 10)Ldn = L Olog i o[( 1 /24)x {(10

=101ogi0[(l/24)x{37.153,522 x 14 + 371,535 x 1 + 100,000 x 9J] 
=101ogio[(l/24)x 53.236,467]

x 14 hrs-drilling)+ (10 x 1 hrs-quiet)+ (10 x 9 hrs-night}}]

10x6.35 = 63.5 dBA Ldn10 x log10[2,220,269]

For neighbors at that 200-foot distance from this Project's foundation hole drilling locations who have 
their windows open on such days, their homes would attenuate (reduce) that exterior noise level by as 
much as 15 dBA. 
approximately 48 dBA Ldn.
the City's threshold of significance of 45 dBA L

122 Thus their homes' interior noise levels in rooms facing this Project would be over 
(63.5 48.5) That residential interior noise level would be greater than 

even at that 200-foot distance.
15

dn

Moreover, this Project location presents that unusual circumstance of being perched on a steep hillside 
with a grade of up to 60% on the lower lot facing Lucile Avenue. That steepness of slope not only 
necessitates additional noisy, time-consuming caisson foundation work. The steep hillside also increases 
the construction work's noise impacts as it reflects more noise towards homes that are at a lower 
elevation, unblocked by intervening homes, and situated to the north. Those homes to the north expose 
more of their roofs than walls to direct view from this Project site. Roofs do not block sound 
transmission as well as exterior walls because roofs have typically have some unblocked ventilation 
openings and roofs are often less dense than exterior walls that may have heavy stucco covering.
Project noise levels from auger drilling and even louder construction activities would exceed the City's 
interior noise exposure standards of 45 dBA Ldn. That would create a significant noise impact, and would 
harm a substantial number of neighboring residents.

Such

Response VI-22
As stated in Response II-1, the City of Los Angeles' policy is to assess noise impacts 
associated with construction of residential projects using the City's Noise Ordinance Section
112.05, not the General Plan. Interior and day-night noise levels are not used to determine 
the significance of Project impacts.

Furthermore, the calculations used to determine the noise levels presented in this claim are 
inaccurate for numerous reasons, including:

The calculations do not include the 10-dBA noise reduction provided by the noise 
muffler RCM, as stated in the same document that the La Forest Report uses for noise 
source data (see Response VI-11).

The calculations do not include any reduction in noise from the portable barrier RCM, 
which is expected to provide a 5 to 10-dBA reduction in noise for the most impacted 
neighbors to the east and west.

The substantial shielding effects of terrain, intervening structures, vegetation, fences, 
surface roughness, etc. are not included.

The calculation is based on an inaccurate and speculative AUF of 60%. The 
appropriate AUF for the drill rig is 20%, based on the FHWA's Roadway Construction 
Noise Model.
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The calculations are based on a highly speculative scenario in which the drill rig 
operates for 14 hours per day, at 60% load, in direct line of site to a neighbor with their 
window open.

Note that the La Forest Report's claims that interior noise levels are higher when the noise 
travels through a receptor's roof than through their exterior walls is unsubstantiated and, 
especially considering the calculations assume the exterior wall has an open window, 
incorrect.

Also, note that the implication that this Project is unique based on its slope is refuted in 
Response IV-2.

i. Ground-borne Vibration Impacts will be Significant to Immediate Neighbors During Foundation Construction and 
Other Site Work.

This Project proposes demolition of an existing home, site grading, foundation excavation and drilling 
for installation of footing caissons and retaining walls. These construction activities will cause 
significant vibration impacts to neighboring homes or their occupants. The Project's Initial Study 
however concludes without evidence that there will be no impact due to ground-borne noise or vibration 
by claiming "As such, it is anticipated that vibration generated during construction of the Project 
would not cause damage to buildings nor affect sensitive receptors. Therefore, construction impacts 
associated with vibration would be less than significant.
Had the Initial Study been supported with calculations, it would be obvious that Project demolition, 
excavation operations, site grading and drilling for foundation pilings or caissons will cause serious 
ground-borne vibrations.

The Initial Study is not factually accurate.

Some homes in the immediate vicinity of the Project site would be exposed to construction- related 
vibration levels above acceptable thresholds of significance. These nearest neighboring homes would be 
exposed to even greater vibration impacts than is often assumed because they are closer to proposed 
excavation activities than 25 feet, a distance often used for vibration discussion. Some homes are only 
about 10 to 15 feet away from Project construction locations.
where deep soil excavation is proposed for the Project's basement foundation, vibration impacts at 
least can significantly disturb neighbors and exceed applicable vibration safety standards. The 
vibration impacts from this construction work at this close distance can be shown to be severe. 
Construction vibration could even damage two of those adjacent older neighboring homes built in 1939 
and 1948.
current, more stringent seismic codes and construction practices, so they are less resistant to earth- 
borne movements such as vibration caused by pile-driving or excavation.

123 At such close distances as 15 feet from

124 " Historic-period homes (i.e. constructed in 1969 or earlier) " are not generally built with,
125

A vibration level of 0.20 PPV in./sec. or greater is the threshold at which there is a risk of 
"architectural" damage to normal dwelling - houses with plastered walls and ceilings.126 This Project 
may generate ground-bourne vibrations that exceed this vibration level at adjacent homes.

Ground-borne vibration would be generated during construction of the Project by various construction 
activities and equipment, such as the demolition of existing structures and pavement, site preparation 
work, excavation of below-grade levels, foundation work, and new building erection. The City has not 
adopted any quantitative thresholds for construction vibration. However, CEQA requires the City to 
consider whether the Project would result in the exposure of persons or their structures to excessive 
ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels. As such, FTA policies and guidelines are often 
utilized to assess impacts due to ground-borne vibration for projects reviewed by the City. 
evaluate the Project's vibration impacts, one should use the FTA's vibration impact thresholds for 
sensitive buildings to determine whether ground-borne vibration would be 
velocity level of 75 VdB128 is the approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly 
perceptible levels for many people.
VdB threshold of significance at residences and buildings where people typically sleep (e.g. 
residences).

127 To

A vibrationexcessive.

12 9 Therefore, as shown in Table 5 below, the FTA recommends an 80
nearby,
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Table 5:Ground-Borne Vibration ("GBV") and 
Ground-Borne Noise ("GBN") Impact Criteria for General Assessment (FTA) 130

Land Use Category GBV Impact Levels
(VdB re 1 micro-Inch /sec)

CBN Impact Levels 
(dB re 20 micro Pascals)

Infrequent
Events3

Infrequent
Events3

Frequent
Events'

Occasional
Events2

Frequent
Events'

Occasional
Events2

Category 1: 
Buildings where 
vibration would 
Interfere with 
Interior operations. 
Category 2: 
Residences and 
buildings where 
people normally
sleep.____________
Category 3: 
Institutional land 
uses with primarily 
daytime use.______

65 VdB465 VdB4 N/A4 N/A4 N/A465 VdB4

75 VdB72 VdB 80 VdB 35 dBA 38 dBA 43 dBA

75 VdB 78 VdB 83 VdB 40 dBA 43 dBA 48 dBA

Notes:
1. “Frequent Events” is defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day. Most rapid transit projects fall

into this categoty.
2. “Occasional Events' is defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. Most commuter trunk

lines have this many operations.
3. "infrequent Events' is defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same kind per day. This category includes most

commuter rail branch lines.
4. This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment such as optical

microscopes. Vibration-sensitive manufacturing or research will require detailed evaluation to define the acceptable 
vibration levels. Ensuring lower vibration levels in a building often requires special design of the HVAC systems and 
stiffened floors.

5. Vibration sensitive equipment is generally not sensitive to ground-borne noise.

Vibration impacts during some construction activities for this demolition/two house/two garage Project 
will significantly exceed that 80 VdB threshold of significance limit at neighboring homes. The 
Project applicant has not disclosed how the Project's foundation walls will be constructed.

When caisson drilling is used to support the home's foundation and retaining walls on the steep 
hillside, the vibration impacts would be significant at the closest neighboring homes. Table 6 below 
presents typical vibration levels that could be expected from construction equipment at a distance of 
25 feet. The nearest homes are 10 to 15 feet to this Project's construction activities. Accordingly, 
the vibration levels associated with caisson drilling is 0.089 in/sec PPV and 87 VdB at 25 feet. But 
at only 15 feet from caisson drilling, the vibration level is calculated to be nearly 94 VdB:

Calculation: U(15 feet) = 87 VdB - 30 x Log( 15/25) 
87 + 6.6= 93.6 VdB.

87 VdB - (30 x-0.22) =

At a distance of 10 feet from caisson drilling for a retaining wall on the property line between this 
1888 Lucile Avenue Project site and the home adjacent to the east at 1892 Lucile Avenue, that vibration 
level is calculated to be about 99 VdB.131 The FTA's maximum acceptable level is 80 VdB for homes (See 
Table 5 above for "Category 2"). This Project's vibration levels could exceed this standard by about 14 
to 19 VdB.
damage to this home because 94 VdB is the threshold for such damage (see Table 7 on page 33 below). 
Accordingly, this Project' s demolition work, site grading, retaining wall drilling, foundation 
preparation and construction activities could result in significant vibration impacts.

132 Exposing this nearest neighboring home to a vibration level of 99 VdB could cause structural

Table 6: Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 
(FTA, 2006, Report FTA-VA-90-1003-06)

Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 
PPV at 25 ft. (in/sec)

133

TABLE 5
Equipment Approximate Li 

at 25 ft. (VdB)
Pile Driver (Impact) 1.158 112upper range

typical_____
upper range 
typical_____

0.644 104
Pile Driver (Sonic) 0.734 105

0.170 93
i>4Clam shovel drop______

Hydromill (slurry wall)
0.202

in soil 0.008 66
in rock 0.017 75

Vibratory Roller 0.210 94
Hoe Ram 0.089 87
Large bulldozer 0.089 87
Caisson drilling 
Loaded trucks

0.089 87
0.076 86

Jackhammer 0.035 79
Small bulldozer 0.003 58

Source: Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency, 1973. Legal Compilation on Noise, Vol. 1, p. 2
104.
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Table 7: Construction Vibration Damage Criteria 
(FTA, Report FTA-VA-90-1003-06) 134

Table 14 Vibration Criteria to Prevent Damage to Structures

RMSPPV
(in/sec) (VdB)Building Category

Reinforced-concrete, steel or timber (no plaster) 0.5 102

Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 98

Non-engineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 94

Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 90
Source: Federal Transit Administration, 2006. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (FTA-VA-90-1003-
06).

Vibration levels at the nearest residences immediately adjacent to the Project site (one built in 
1959 and another built 1948) would be substantially higher than 0.2 in/sec. PPV because they are closer 
than 25 feet to Project excavation activities. Construction vibration could cause a significant impact 
including potential structural damage to these homes. Neighboring homes are non-engineered timber-framed 
buildings that appear to be stucco-covered that could be damaged by vibration levels greater than 94 
VdB, as reflected in Table 7 above.

Construction activities would be located within 50 feet of four existing homes. At that distance, 
vibration impacts would exceed the Caltrans recommended level of 0.2 in/sec PPV concerning structural 
damage and FTA's maximum acceptable level of 80 VdB with respect to human response for residential uses 
(i.e., annoyance). Thus, caisson drilling during Project construction activities could result in the 
exposure of existing offsite sensitive receptors to excessive ground vibration and vibration noise 
levels. This impact would be potentially significant.

Project construction activities could create vibration levels that exceed the threshold of significance 
at some older adjacent homes. For example, a vibratory roller operating only about 15 feet from a
neighboring home could have a vibratory level of 100 VdB, a level which would greatly exceed the 80 VdB 
limit. 135 Alternatively, a large bulldozer or a caisson drilling rig operated that close during
excavations might produce a vibration level of 94 VdB that also could greatly exceed that 80 VdB 
limit. 136 Alternatively, a clam shell drop producing about 94 VdB at 25 feet could still produce a

There are about 7 homes within 70137significant vibration level of 80.6 VdB at a distance of 70 feet. 
feet of this Project's ground level excavation area that could be significantly exposed to vibration 
levels greater than 80 VdB. 138

A vibration limit of 0.20 in/sec PPV should be used to minimize the potential for cosmetic damage at 
nearby buildings of standard conventional construction. Table 6 above indicates that the Project's 
foundation work would exceed that vibration limit at a distance of 25 feet for the equipment such as 
clam shovels and vibratory rollers. If the City also accepts a vibration threshold for this Project of 
greater than 80 VdB, then the use of hoe rams, loaded trucks, caisson drilling, and large bulldozers 
would generate excessive and significant vibration impacts at that distance of 25 feet.

With Project vibration impacts being so significant to some neighboring residents and in excess of FTA 
impact thresholds, this Project' s Initial Study is not accurate and without substantial evidence in 
determining there will be "no impacts
Project application documents provide absolutely no evidence that there will be no construction 
vibration impacts to neighboring residences.

due to construction vibration. Notably, the Initial Study and

Response VI-23
The La Forest Report attempts to utilize a significance threshold for vibration from the 
Federal Transit Administration for “residences and buildings where people normally sleep” 
(Table 5). These thresholds are intended to prevent annoyance in exposed populations, not 
damage to structures. Furthermore, these thresholds are meant to be applied to 
transportation sources (e.g., railroads) that occur throughout the day (including at night), 
for every day into the future. These annoyance-based thresholds are not meant to be 
applied to construction impacts that occur during the daytime only and are temporary (i.e., 
stop occurring when construction is complete).
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Vibration impacts from construction activities can more suitably be compared to thresholds 
meant to ensure that nearby receptors are not damaged. For this type of assessment, the 
units of peak particle velocity (PPV in inches/second) should be utilized, not the units of 
vibration level (Lv in VdB). Both of La Forest Report's significance threshold sources for 
damage to structures include a threshold of 0.2 PPV for “non-engineered timber and 
masonry buildings”.

The calculations used to claim that vibration impacts exceed the structural damage 
significance threshold are inaccurate for numerous reasons, including:

• They are based on vibration levels for equipment that will not be utilized for Project 
construction, including vibratory rollers, clam shovel drops, and large bulldozers.

• Vibration levels in units of VdB are incorrectly compared to structural damage 
thresholds, instead of the units of PPV.

The piece of construction equipment that will be utilized by the Project with the highest 
vibration level based on Table 6 is the caisson drilling rig. The La Forest Report claims that 
this source's vibration impact will exceed the structural damage threshold. This is incorrect 
because the drill rig has a PPV of 0.089 inches/second at 25 feet, which is less that the PPV 
threshold of 0.2 inches/second. Even assuming the same distance as the La Forest Report 
(15 feet), the PPV from the drill rig would be 0.19 inches/second, still below the PPV 
threshold of 0.2 inches/second.

Also, note that Project's slope does not make its construction unique (see Response IV-2) 
and the neighboring homes are not uniquely susceptible to vibration damage. There is no 
reason that construction vibration impacts represent a special cause for concern for this 
Project.

j. Initial Study Fails to Consider Standard Mitigation Measures and Conditions of Approval Pursuant to an Adequate
MND or EIR.

Critical to the MND/EIR review process is the consideration of mitigation measures and project design 
features to reduce a project's impact to less than significant, which can subsequently be made 
enforceable as mandatory conditions of approval. Here, because the Initial Study recommends a 
Categorical Exemption and does not propose a Mitigated Negative Declaration, the few proposed Project 
Design Features (de facto mitigation measures) were not analyzed or knowledgeably vetted by the agency 
or public. It is unclear what will become of the 2016 MND and its noise mitigation measures if this 
newly requested Categorical Exemption is approved. Therefore, the Project Design Features proposed in 
the Initial Study are untethered to reasoned analysis. 
proposed mitigation measures for this same Project.

139 They also fail to include some previously

The Initial Study now recommends some new Project Design Features:
• Restricted construction hours that however allow weekday construction to extend for three 

additional hours than the MND did until 9:00 p.m.
• Temporary Noise Barriers only on east and west sides of drill rig operation

Demolition Procedures

• Mufflers on some heavy construction equipment "if able to use mufflers"

Decibel limits within Noise Ordinance but only if feasible
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The Initial Study no longer makes reference to these approved noise mitigations in the MND, and the 
applicant is seeking to have them be nullified:

XII-20. Increased Noise Levels (Demolition, Grading, and Construction Activities)
• Construction and demolition shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to 6:00 pm Monday through

Friday, and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday.
• Demolition and construction activities shall be scheduled so as to avoid operating several pieces

of equipment simultaneously, which causes high noise levels.
• The project contractor shall use power construction equipment with state-of-the- art noise

shielding and muffling devices.

These changes and further lack of adequate mitigation is a sharp deviation of the City's practice for 
similar projects, where it considers various standard mitigation measures and project design features 
that serve to directly or indirectly reduce a project's noise impacts below the City's thresholds of 
significance. Many of the City's typical and standard measures are entirely missing from this Project's 
measures. Among these measures considered for other projects within the City—but missing from the 
Project's approval include:

Construction-Related:

Require construction activities to be placed as far as possible from the nearest off-site 
land uses.
Require construction and demolition activities to be scheduled to avoid operating several loud 
pieces of equipment simultaneously; alternatively to reduce the overall length of the 
construction period, combine noisy operations to occur in the same time period if it will not be 
significantly greater than if operations were performed separately.
Require the replacement of noisy equipment with quieter equipment, such as utilizing vibratory 
pile driver instead of conventional pile driver (or even prohibit the use of driven (impact) pile 
systems altogether), using rubber-tired equipment rather than track equipment, or using quieted 
and enclosed air compressors with properly working 
mufflers on all engines.
Require construction contractor to avoid using vibratory rollers and packers near 
sensitive areas.
Require construction staging areas to be as far from sensitive receptors as reasonably 
possible.
Require all construction truck traffic to be restricted in hours and to truck routes approved by 
the Department of Building and Safety, which shall avoid residential areas and other noise- 
sensitive receptors.
Require the construction of noise barriers, such as temporary walls or piles of excavated 
material, between noisy activities and noise-sensitive receivers.
Require flexible sound control curtains to be placed around all drilling apparatuses, drill 
rigs, and jackhammers when in use and more extensive noise control barriers protecting adjacent 
residential structures.
Require power construction equipment operated at the project site to be equipped with effective 
state-of-the-art noise control devices (e.g., equipment mufflers, enclosures, and barriers) with 
contractors maintaining all sound-reducing devices and restrictions throughout the construction 
period and keeping documentation showing compliance.
Require contractors to use either plug-in electric or solar powered on-site generators to the 
extent feasible.
Require grading and construction contractors to use equipment that generates lower vibration 
levels such as rubber-tired equipment rather than metal-tracked equipment, such as a combination 
loader/excavator for light-duty construction operations.
Two weeks before the commencement of construction at the Project Site, require notification to 
be provided to the immediate surrounding off-site properties that disclose the construction 
schedule, including the various types of activities and equipment that would be occurring 
throughout the construction period. A noise disturbance coordinator and hotline telephone number 
shall be provided to enable the public to call and address construction-related issues.
Require all mitigation measures restricting construction activity to be posted at the 
Project Site and all construction personnel shall be instructed as to the nature of the noise 
and vibration mitigation measures.
Require a noise monitoring/control plan that includes absolute noise limits for classes of 
equipment, noise limits at lot lines of specific noise sensitive properties, specific noise 
control treatments to be utilized (such as the above-mentioned measures), and a designated 
compliance officer to respond to promptly respond to complaints and take immediate correction 
action if limits/restrictions are not complied with.
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Construction-Vibration Related:

Require the heavily-loaded trucks to be routed away from residential streets, if possible. 
Select streets with fewest homes if no alternatives are available.
Require the operation of earth-moving equipment on the construction site as far away from 
vibration-sensitive sites as possible.
Require phase demolition, earth-moving, and ground-impacting operations so as not to occur in 
the same time period. Unlike noise, the total vibration level produced could be significantly 
less when each vibration source operates separately.
Limit impact pile-driving in vibration-sensitive areas where possible. Drilled piles or the use 
of a sonic or vibratory pile driver causes lower vibration levels where the geological 
conditions permit their use.
Require demolition methods not involving impact, such as sawing bridge decks into sections 
that can be loaded onto trucks results in lower vibration levels than impact demolition by 
pavement breakers, and milling generates lower vibration levels than excavation using clam 
shell or chisel drops.
Limit vibratory rollers and packers near sensitive areas.

The above-listed measures include sample mitigation measures from the L.A. CEQA Threshold Guide (pp. 
I.1:5, I.2:7-8), control measures from the FTA's Transit Noise And Vibration Impact Assessment (pp.
12:8-10),
[https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.qov/files/docs/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf]and 
mitigation measures, design features and conditions of approval compiled from a host of other projects 
within the City.

Unfortunately, none of the three mitigation measures the City previously adopted in mitigation measure 
"XII-20" were adequately considered by the City because of the Project's conclusory noise discussion in 
its Initial Study lacks sufficiently meaningful facts or analysis of the Project's construction noise 
impacts —much less substantial evidence that the Project's impacts would be less than significant per 
the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide.

Response VI-24
Project impacts are less than significant without mitigation, as presented in the Initial Study. 
Furthermore, the RCMs presented in the Initial Study are sufficient to ensure that the Project 
complies with the Noise Ordinance. As such, the above measures are not necessary for this 
Project. The City is not required to apply all potential control measures to every project.

Also, please note that Project documents prepared before the Initial Study are not relevant 
and may be ignored.

IV. CONCLUSION

As discussed above, the Project's Initial Study's noise discussion fails to provide basic information 
required for the City to adequately assess the true noise impacts of this Project. As a result, 
significant construction and vibration noise impacts are being overlooked. This Report presents fair 
arguments that the Project as proposed with vague design features and conditions will still create 
significant noise impacts in its residential neighborhood. This Report also demonstrates that the City 
simply does not have substantial evidence to support a determination that the Project's noise impacts 
will be less-than-significant. That analysis and factual evidence in this Report above demonstrates 
the current Initial Study and proposed Categorical Exemption are inadequate for this Project's CEQA 
review. Moreover, feasible mitigation measures are available and need to be considered pursuant to a 
CEQA-compliant MND or EIR—just like similar projects reviewed by the City.

Response VII-1 (note; section number has been corrected for response)
The responses provided in this letter demonstrate that the comments presented in the La 
Forest Report are incorrect, irrelevant, and/or speculative. Further, the construction noise 
analysis in the Initial Study is accurate, complete, and represents substantial evidence of less 
than significant impacts.
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Footnotes from La Forest Report:

i A-weighted Sound Level ("dBA"): The sound pressure measured using the A-weighting filter network that de- emphasizes the very low and very 
high frequency components of the sound spectrum in a manner similar to the frequency response of the human ear and correlates well with 
subjective reactions to noise.
2 See: LAMC section 112.05: "Said noise limitations shall not apply where compliance therewith is technically infeasible. 
proving that compliance is technically infeasible shall be upon the person or persons charged with a violation of this section. Technical 
infeasibility shall mean that said noise limitations cannot be complied with despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers and/or 
other noise reduction device or techniques during the operation of the equipment."

The burden of

3 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 142, Table 8, fourth column labeled "Significance Threshold (L 
feet as that construction noise threshold. The City's actual threshold is a maximum of 75 dBA L

@ 50') where it identifies 75 dBA L at 50eq eq
at 50 feet, not an average Leq.max

4 See: General Plan Noise Element, p. 4-3, Policy P12; see also: LAMC section 91.1207.14.2: "Allowable Interior Noise Levels. Interior 
noise levels attributable to exterior sources shall not exceed 45 db in any habitable room. The noise metric shall be either the day-night 
average sound level (Ldn) or the community noise equivalent level (CNEL) . . .".
5 See Figure A that shows where homes are located within about 180 feet of this Project site.
6 See: Air Quality and Noise Impact Assessment, April 8, 2019, by Z Consulting Company, at Initial Study, PDF p.131.
7 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 69, "Construction".
See: 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. I.1-8, Exhibit I.1-1 "Noise Level Ranges Of Typical Construction Equipment", Source: EPA, 1971. 

Available online: http://planning.lacity.org/Documents/MaiorProj ects/CEQAThresholdsGuide.pdf
8

9 See: Initial Study, PDF pp. 44 and 199 where slope gradients of 2:1 are described. The Project site's slope percentage is calculated by 
dividing the vertical rise by the horizontal run. Multiply this number by 100 to arrive at the percentage slope. For instance, 1 foot 
rise divided by 2 foot run
2017 Survey Map for 1888 Lucile Avenue and 3627 Landa Street with topographic contour lines, that shows a 12-foot rise in about 20 feet 
horizontal distance on the lower lot. That topography of 6:10 represents a 60% slope. The architect's "West Elevation (Lucile Home)" 
shows a grade slope of about a 30-degree angle.

The Project's topographic mapping also supports this slope percentage.0.5 x 100 50% slope. See: May 23,

10 See: City's Dept. of Building and Safety " Categorical Exemption Questionnaire" on page 19: "Is the grading to be done on land with an 
existing slope of fifteen percent or less (< 15%) ?" http://buildingincalifornia.com/wp- content/uploads/2014/02/geology engineering.pdf
11 See: http://planning.lacity.org/Code Studies/BaselineHillsideOrd/CPC-2Q1Q-581-CAQ5271QSRpt.pdf, page A-20.
12 The 3D simulations of the Project site's topography in this Report are based upon the applicant's May 23, 2017
Survey Map for 1888 Lucile Avenue and 3627 Landa Street with its topographic contour lines, and with surrounding homes located per Google 
Earth aerial mapping.
13 See: 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide for a 5 dB increase being considered to be significant.
14 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 67.
15 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 182, "Air Quality and Noise Impact Assessment", Tbl.: Construction Equipment Noise Data"
16 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 134, Table 1, "Construction Schedule and Equipment" where three jammerhammers are listed as Project 
construction equipment.
17 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 182 where noise levels are evaluated as: "L 
"equivalent continuous noise level" (See: Initial Study, PDF p. 138). 
maximum of 75 dBA L

represents an average noise level called an 
But the LAMC § 112.05 prohibits construction noise louder than a

at 50 feet." Leq eq

max
18 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 182, "Air Quality and Noise Impact Assessment", Tbl.: Construction Equipment Noise Data", fourth column for 
"Usage Factor", and footnote B.
19 See: 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. I.1-9, Exhibit I.1-2, for difference between noise levels during different construction phases 
without and with mufflers. (e.g. only between 1 to 3 dBA).
20 See: Initial Study, PDF pp. 67, 95, and 144.
21 See e.g., Baldwin Hills Crenshaw Plaza Master Plan (DCP Case No. ENV-2012-1962) Draft EIR Noise Section, PDF pp. 22 
Selma Avenue (DCP Case No. ENV-2016-3751) MND, PDF pp. 200-201.

also see: 6533 W.

22 See: Initial Study, PDF pp. 14, 135, 141, 142.
23 See: ENV-2015-1568-MND (3627 West Landa Street, 1888 North Lucile Avenue; Case No. ZA-2015-1567- ZAD-ZAA; ZA-2015-1569-ZV-ZAD), signed 
February 10, 2016. The floor areas of the two homes then proposed are not the same but are similar to what is now proposed in 2019.
24 Ibid, MND p. 22, Item XII(d).

See e.g., Salmon Protection & Watershed Network v. County of Marin (2004) 125 Cal. App. 4th 1098, 1102-1103, 1108 (when invalidated 
categorical exemption "subject to conditions meant to minimize 'adverse physical effects on the natural environment[,]'" the court stated 
while "mitigation measures may support a negative declaration but not a categorical exemption ... Reliance upon mitigation measures (whether 
included in the application or later adopted) involves an evaluative process of assessing those mitigation measures and weighing them 
against potential environmental impacts, and that process must be conducted under established CEQA standards and procedures for EIR 's or 
negative declarations." Emphasis added); Azusa Land Reclamation Co. v. Main San Gabriel Basin Watermaster (1997) 52 Cal. App. 4th 1165, 1200 
("In determining whether the significant effect exception to a categorical exemption exists, '[i]t is the possibility of a significant 
effect . . . which is at issue, not a determination of the actual effect, which would be the subject of a negative declaration or an EIR. 
Appellants cannot escape the law by taking a minor step in mitigation and then find themselves exempt from the exception to the exemption.' 
[Citation]." Emp. added).

25

26 See: Azusa Land Reclamation Co., 52 Cal. App. 4th at 1200-1201 (citing CEQA Guidelines section 15064(h)(2)).
27 See: Mission Bay Alliance v. Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure (2016) 6 Cal. App. 5th 160, 184-185; Lotus v. Department of 
Transportation (2014) 223 Cal. App. 4th 645, 656-57, fn.8 (Absent a determination regarding the significance of the impacts to the root 
systems of the old growth redwood trees, it is impossible to determine whether mitigation measures are required or to evaluate whether 
other more effective measures than those proposed should be considered ... Simply stating that there will be no significant impacts because 
the project incorporates 'special construction techniques' is not adequate or permissible." (Emphasis added))
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28 For example, the 2002 City's CEQA Thresholds only offer a Categorical Exemption for sites not steeper than 15%, but this Project site has 
slopes with about a 60% grade.
29 See Initial Study PDF p. 14
30 See: Initial Study, p. 14
31 STC: "Sound Transmission Class." OITC: "Outdoor/Indoor Transmission Class." STC is the oldest and most widely recognized sound control 
rating system. STC ratings are measured as a difference in decibel levels, where a higher rating indicates more complete sound absorption 
and sound deadening performance. STC was originally developed to measure the sound transmission between interior walls. OITC is a newer 
rating system developed specifically for measuring sound transmission of low- and mid-frequency noises through exterior walls. While not 
as well known as STC, OITC is a more appropriate measure when comparing the true sound control performance of an exterior wall.
32 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 135 for this noise control feature labeled "Demolition procedures."
33 The Initial Study, PDF p. 135, states: "All heavy construction equipment that is able to utilize mufflers will do so. As engine noise is 
the predominant source of noise associated with most construction equipment, utilization of mufflers will substantially reduce noise 
impacts." Jackhammers would be used during demolition work. (See PDF pp. 67, 182, 184, 196 )
34 Initial Study, PDF p. 182, "Construction Equipment Noise Data dBA," demolition construction phase, 89 dBA L at 50 feet.Source: max
35 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 186, Figure 13; also see (Caltrans (Sept. 2013) Technical Noise Supplement, PDF pp. 147-160.
36 Ibid., PDF pp. 146-152; see also 22147 Clarendon Street (DCP Case No. ENV-2015-1853) Draft-EIR Appendix G-Noise Study, PDF p. 16.

See Noise Solution (6/4/14) Applications and Limitations of Acoustical Walls; see also Wilson Ihrig & Associates (11/12/14) Preliminary 
Noise Assessment Study, p. 12.
37

38 Caltrans (Sep. 2013) Technical Noise Supplement, PDF p. 148-149.
39 Ibid., PDF p. 151
40 Supra fn. 57.
41 Federal Highway Administration ("FHWA") (Dec. 2011) Highway Traffic Noise-Analysis and Abatement Guidance, pp. 30-31 (Tbl. 6); see 
also Wilson, Ihrig & Associates (11/19/14) Title 24 Acoustical Evaluation Exterior Sound Insulation, PDF p. 7-8 ("Title 24 requires all 
exterior elements surrounding this area must provide a minimum 18 dBA noise reduction ... The STC was originally developed to evaluate 
speech privacy through interior partitions. The OITC rating was adopted more recently to provide a more accurate measure of the noise 
reduction for typical exterior noise sources (e.g., airplanes, traffic), which have a different frequency content than speech."); see 
e.g., 1000 S. Hill St. (DCP Case No. ENV-2016-4711) MND Appendix G-Noise Calculations, PDF p. 20 (showing 0-5-dBA attenuation scenario); 
Villa Marina Mixed Use Project (DCP Case No. ENV-2004-3812) Draft EIR Appendix E-Noise Calculations, PDF p. 3 (showing up to 15-dBA 
insertion loss); 22147 Clarendon Street (DCP Case No. ENV-2015-1853) Draft EIR Noise Section, PDF p. 13; 1034 S. Hill (DCP Case No. ENV- 
2016- 4711) MND, PDF p. 167.
42 See: Initial Study, pp. 14 15; Also see Initial Study, PDF p. 66.
43 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 186, quoted from the FHWA Highway Noise Barrier Design Handbook.
44 See: Initial Study, PDF pp. 67, 95 and 144. e.g. On PDF p. 144, the Initial Study erroneously states: "Any substantial material 
(buildings, terrain, walls, etc.) that breaks line-of-site between a noise source and the receptor will reduce the noise level 
experienced by that receptor by at least 10 dBA." Yet on PDF p. 186, the Initial Study, Fig. 13 excerpted from the Federal Highway 
Administration's Noise Barrier Design Handbook shows only a 5 dB loss from a noise barrier if the line-of-sight is just blocked and the 
barrier does not extend higher than the line-of-sight.
45 (2012) 208 Cal.App.4th 362, 407; see also CEQA Guidelines § 15370.See City of Maywood v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist.
46 Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 935; see also Preserve Wild Santee v. City 
of Santee (2012) 210 Cal.App.4th 260, 280-281.
47 CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4(a)(2), 15097; see also Lincoln Place Tenants Ass'n v. City of Los Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1491, 1508; 
Federation of Hillside & Canyon Ass'ns v. City of Los Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1261.
48 See Cleveland National Forest Foundation v. San Diego Assn. of Governments (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 413, 433 ("none of these measures had 
any probability of implementation, their inclusion in the EIR was illusory."); Californians for Alternatives to Toxics v. Department of Food 
and Agriculture (2005) 136 Cal.App.4th 1, 17 ("[c]ompliance with the law is not enough to support a finding of no significant impact under 
the CEQA.").

th49 CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(1)(B); Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4 
Gold Mining Corp. v. County of El Dorado (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 872, 884.

70, 92-93; Oro Fino

50 See: Initial Study, PDF pp. 65, 135. See also LAMC § 41.40.
51 See: Initial Study, PDF pp. 68. 138, 142.
52 Walters v. City of Redondo Beach (2016) 1 Cal.App.5th 809, 824.
53 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 67
54 Per several phone calls with officers within the LAPD Noise Enforcement Unit, Central Community Police Station, and local Vice Unit.
55 Keep Our Mountains Quiet v. County of Santa Clara (2015) 236 Cal.App.4th 714, 734, fn. 11.See:
56 Come On Feel The Noise: The Problem With Municipal Noise Regulation (2006) 15 U. Miami Bus. L. Rev. 47, PDF pp. 28-29 ("Actual 
enforcement of the ordinance can also prove difficult ... some have been apt to call noise ordinances a sogry collection of restrictions or 
state that noise laws have 'been almost entirely unworkable-'" Emph. added); Int'l J. Police Strat. & Mgmt. (2000) Policing Entertainment 
Districts, PDF pp. 12, 22 ("Few cities have enforceable noise ordinances (Table IV(26)). Decibel limits are too low, ambient noise levels
are too high, and it is difficult to attribute noise to sources. Enforcement requires specialized equipment, training and, sometimes, 
citizen complaints ... To simplify noise regulation, the city of Irvine required the Irvine Amphitheater to install a permanent noise
monitoring station. When the noise level reaches a certain limit, the Amphitheater must turn down the volume." Emph. added); The Great 
Mash-Up Debate: A Holistic Approach To Controlling Noise Pollution In Florida's Downtown Districts (2016) 14 Ave Maria L. Rev. 222, PDF 
pp. 14-18 ("Due to the intricate nature of the investigation report, the enforcement of local ordinances may not be an effective remedy. 
When a resident makes a noise complaint, an enforcement officer will arrive at the scene and begin the report. In order to verify the 
complaint, the enforcement officer must corroborate the noise. By the time the form is complete and the officer has been ably to measure 
the noise to determine if there has been a violation, the busyness (restaurant, bay, og nightclub) might have had the opportunity to turn 
down or_ shut off the mugiS. Thus, the process itself renders the ordinance ineffective ... Prior to the issuance of the notice of violation,
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a code inspector or law enforcement officer will generally first issue an oral or written warning to immediately cease the violation. In 
some cities, such as Miami Beach, an inspector may issue one oral courtesy per day ... A code enforcement officer may hesitate in enforcing 
a noise complaint without building a strong case that will likely result in favor of the prosecution." Emph. added).
57 See Gentry v. Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal.App.4th 1359, 1380 ("if there was substantial evidence to support a fair argument that the Project 
would have a significant effect. then the City could not adopt new mitigation conditions aimed at this effect without recirculating its 
proposed negative declaration. Nevertheless, the City added mitigation condition. without recirculating. In so doing, it abused its 
discretion ..").
58 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G: Environmental Checklist Form, http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/guidelines/Appendix G.html.
59 Community Noise Equivalent Level ("CNEL"): The average A-weighted noise level in a 24-hour day, obtained after adding 5 dB to evening 
hours (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and 10 dB to sound levels measured in the night (between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.)

See City (2/3/99) General Plan Noise Element, p. 2:13 (stating the California Noise Standard for "addressing noise problems and define 
incompatible noise sensitive uses," including residential dwellings, is set at an interior noise level of a CNEL of 45 dB),
https://planning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/noiseElt.pdf. As discussed herein this comment Report, the Project's construction noise will exceed 
this limit of 45 CNEL. See also: LAMC section 91.1207.14.2: "Allowable Interior Noise Levels. Interior noise levels attributable to 
exterior sources shall not exceed 45 db in any habitable room. The noise metric shall be either the day-night average sound level (Ldn) or 
the community noise equivalent level (CNEL) . . .".

60

61 See L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) Page I.1-1, A. Initial Study Checklist Question XI.(d).
See: Initial Study, PDF p. 138, referencing LAMC § 112.05 for a maximum 75 dBA noise level at 50 feet for construction machinery (e.g. 

tractors, dozers, drills, loaders, shovels/cranes, etc.); Also, LAMC § 41.40 prohibiting construction using machines between 9 p.m. and 7
a.m.

62

See L.A. Municipal Code, SEC. 111.03. MINIMUM AMBIENT NOISE LEVEL. For this residential zone, the ambient noise level at nighttime is 
presumed to be 40 dBA nighttime. Also see L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) Page I.1-9, Exhibit I.1-3, "Presumed Ambient Noise Levels")
63

64 See L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) Page I.1-3, Section 2(A) Significance Threshold.
65 The noise impacts on neighboring residents would extend over the entire construction phase of the Project, which is estimated to be 16 
months including grading, foundation and construction. (October 1, 2018 Appellant Neighbor's Grounds For Appeal, Re: 1888 Lucile Ave.; p. 
16. )
66 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 134: "approximate construction schedule is from August 2019 to June 2021", and, for example, demolition 
predicted to last for 45 work days in a 51-day timeframe, including jackhammering
67 See L.A. Municipal Code SEC. 112.05. MAXIMUM NOISE LEVEL OF POWERED EQUIPMENT OR POWERED HAND TOOLS:
Between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00p.m., in any residential zone of the City or within 500 feet thereof, no person shall operate or 
cause to be operated any powered equipment or powered hand tool that produces a maximum noise level exceeding the following noise limits 
at a distance of 50 feet there from:

75dB(A) for construction, industrial, and agricultural machinery including crawler-tractors, dozers, rotary drills and augers, 
loaders, power shovels, cranes, derricks, motor graders, paving machines, off-highway trucks, ditchers, trenchers, compactors, 
scrapers, wagons, pavement breakers, compressors and pneumatic or other powered equipment. (emphasis added)

(a)

Note (by author of this review): This code section 112.05 also states: "Said noise limitations shall not apply where compliance 
therewith is technically infeasible. . ... Technical infeasibility shall mean that said noise limitations cannot be complied with
despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers and/or any other noise reduction device or techniques during the operation of the 
equipment." However, for purposes of determining whether or not such construction noise is significant, technical infeasibility for 
compliance is of no consequence.
68 See: City (2/3/99) General Plan Noise Element, 
incompatible noise sensitive uses," including residential dwellings, is set at an interior noise level of a CNEL of 45 dB),
https://planning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/noiseElt.pdf. As discussed here in this comment Report, the Project's construction noise will exceed

2:13 (stating the California Noise Standard for "addressing noise problems and definep.

this limit of 45 dBA CNEL.
See FTA (May 2006) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, pp. 12:10-14, 

https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA  Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf.
69

70 For reference: Leon Kraus Drilling: 13753 Gladstone Ave; Sylmar, CA 91342, Phone (818) 367-4237
71 Therefore with nearly full time use during caisson drilling, the applicant would not be able to relax his noise compliance obligation 
pursuant to City laws, but may have to adhere to stricter standards if drilling results in high-pitched noise or repeated impulsive noises: 
"To account for people's increased tolerance for short- duration noise impacts, the Noise Regulation provides a 5 dBA allowance (increase) 
for noise sources occurring more than 5 minutes, but less than 15, in any 1-hour period, and an additional 5 dBA allowance for noise 
sources occurring 5 minutes or less in any 1-hour period. Additionally, the Noise Regulation provides a penalty of 5 dBA for steady high- 
pitched noise or repeated impulsive noises." (Los Angeles Municipal Code, chapter XI, article I, section 111.02(b))
72 See: Attachment B for Site Plan and Cross-sections with added notations in red ink.
73 "As shown by the attached diagram, the LucileSee: Appellant Neighbor's Grounds For Appeal Re: 1888 Lucile Ave., October 1, 2018, p. 6: 
project requires not 3 retaining walls, but rather, 7 retaining walls. (Tab C.)"
74 See: Project file, Exhibit 4, "Section A", showing a cross-section view of foundations for adjacent homes at 1892 N. Lucile Avenue and 
3823 W. Landa Street.
75 As estimated by Leon Kraus Drilling at a different location, the drilling for the Lucile/Landa homes' caisson installations would proceed

approximately 1.4 daysat a rate of about 125 linear feet to 150 linear feet of depth per day with unknown soil conditions. 
of drilling)

(180 / 125

See e.g., 3599 Lankershim Boulevard (DCP Case No. ENV-2014-4031-EIR, Single-Family Residence in Studio City Project; the proposed project 
was the development of a two-story single-family residence with basement) (from EIR, Section IV.E Noise, p. IV.E-14: "For the proposed 
project, the construction scenario is expected to last approximately 15 months, and noise levels are projected to periodically exceed the 5 
dBA standard for construction lasting more than 10 days in a three month period by a maximum of 12.1 dBA at the closest sensitive receptor. 
Therefore, the proposed project would result in a potentially significant impact to noise relating to 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, 
and the consideration of mitigation measures and alternatives is required.") 
http://planning.lacity.org/eir/StudioCitySingleFam/DEIR/4E%20Noise.pdf

76
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77 See L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide (2006) Page I.1-3, Section 2(A) Significance Threshold. The City defines that "a project would normally 
have a significant impact on noise levels from construction if construction activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing 
ambient exterior noise levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use."
78 The City defines that "a project would normally have a significant impact on noise levels from construction if "construction activities 
lasting more than 10 days in a three month period would exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise sensitive 
use." Ibid.
79 See Construction Noise Assessment (2017) by Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc., page 6, Table 3, "Construction Equipment 50-foot Noise Emission

Source: Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model.Limits" Auger Drill Rig: 85 dBA Lmax
0 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 184, Table 1, Auger Drill Rig, 4th column: 85 dBA L at 50 feet. See also the 2006 FHWA Roadwaymax
Construction Noise Manual Users Guide, p. 3, Table IV.F-7; or p. 3, Table 1. Available online at:
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/construction noise/rcnm/rcnm.pdf The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. I.1-9, Exhibit I.1-2, 
"Outdoor Construction Noise Levels", identifies excavation and grading activities to produce noise levels slightly louder of 86 dBA at 50 
feet with mufflers.
11 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 182, for Drill Rig, fifth column.
12 See Initial Study, PDF p. 14, "Mufflers. All heavy construction equipment that is able to use mufflers will do so."
83 Formulas for noise level calculation are from the Inglewood Oil Field Specific Plan Project Draft EIR, (2015), which was accessed online 
at http://www.culvercity.org/home/showdocument?id=9697 on February 9, 2018, and alternatively a copy will be provided to the City if 
requested.
84 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration ("FHWA") Website (8/24/17) Highway Traffic Noise Analysis and Abatement 
Policy and Guidance, https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environMent/noise/regulations and guidance/polguide/polguide02.cfm; see also California 
Department of Transportation ("Caltrans") (Sep. 2013) Technical Noise Supplement, pp. 2:27-28 (stating for point sources, "sound level 
attenuates or drops off at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance[;]". Also see CalTrans Technical Noise Supplement to the 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, Oct. 1998; p. 25, Equation N-2141.1, or http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/TeNS Sept 2013B.pdf
85 U.S. EPA (12/31/71) Noise from Construction Equipment and Operations Building Equipment, and Home Appliance, p. 11,
https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi/9101NN3I.PDF?Dockey=9101NN3I.PDF; see also MD Acoustics (10/30/17) Noise Impact Study for Commonwealth 
Development, p. 31 (utilizing U.S. EPA Noise Levels for mixed-commercial development in the City of San Jacinto, CA),
https : / / www. sanj acintoca.gov/UserFiles/Servers/Server 1Q384345/File/City%2QGovernment/Community%20Development/Planning/CEQA/Commonwealth%20 
Crossings/07-NoiseStudy.pdf
6 Calculation: 55.7 dBA L + 10 dB 65.7 dBA Leq eq

87 Calculation is based upon a construction noise level of 86 dBA at 50 feet, but increased to 99 dBA as distance shrinks to 10 feet from 
property line for closest excavation and grading activities. The adjacent home at 1892 Lucile Avenue is approximately 10 feet from where 
this Project's caissons will be drilled along its eastern retaining wall (See Figure B).
88 Exceedance calculation: (99 dBA [at 10 feet] construction noise during excavation of)
exceedance above daytime ambient level). That increase would be 39 dBA greater than the City's 10 dBA threshold of significance (LAMC § 
111.02) .

(55.7 dBA daytime ambient level) (43 dBA

19 Noise level increase due to shorter distance is calculated as increased by about 6 dB for each halving of distance.
90 The Initial Study does not propose any mitigation measure or Project Design Feature to prohibit multiple noise sources occurring at one 
time, although the MND did.
91 Excavation work, including demolition and site preparation phases, will take more than 10 days within a 3-month period, thus a 5 dBA 
noise level increase standard applies. See: Initial Study, PDF p. 134, Table 1, Construction Schedule and Equipment, predicting those 
phases to take 59 work days in a 9 week period.
92 Acoustic utilization factor: Defined as the fraction of time that a piece of construction equipment is typically at full power; herein 
considered for 20%, 40%, 60%, 80% or 100% of the time.

See Figure C on page 45 with locations of affected homes within 300 feet of Project construction. Homes where the line-of-sight from 
the drill rig to any exterior walls of the homes is just broken by the temporary noise barriers will have a 5 dBA reduction in 
construction noise per Initial Study, Appendix D. Also, more distant homes not nearby and directly behind the temporary noise barrier 
will have even less noise attenuation because "[f]or those residents not directly behind the barrier, a noise reduction of 3 to 5 dB(A) 
can typically be provided..." (See: Initial Study, PDF p. 186, quoted from the FHWA Noise Barrier Design Handbook.)

93

94 According to § 112.05 of the LAMC, construction activities may not exceed 75 dBA L 
a.m. and 10:00 p.m. in any residential zone of the City or within 500 feet thereof.

at a distance of 50 feet between the hours of 7:00max

95 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 184, Table 1, CA/T equipment noise emissions, 5th column, Jackhammer: 89 dBA Lmax
96 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 134, Construction Schedule and Equipment list.
97 Calculation: Sound levels in decibels are logarithmic values that cannot be combined by normal algebraic addition. Instead, the sound 
levels in decibels are first converted to energy equivalents, the energy equivalents are added algebraically, and the total energy 
equivalent is converted back to its decibel values. In this case, 89 dB + 89 dB + 89 dB
93.8 dB.

10*log(10*(89/10) + (10^ (89/10) + (10^(89/10))

98 Given noise attenuation due to distance is reduced by about 6 dB for each doubling of distance from a point source, one can 
calculate a dB level at different distances when there is a known dB level for a known distance by the following equation: dB2

logarithm, base 10, A = dB drop-off rate coefficient (in this Project’s case, a
dB level at know distance from source, d1 dB2 

known distance from source for known decibel level dB1 d2
is desired. In this case, at a location 100’ (d2) from the Project site work, where dB1

at 50’ (d1) from the three combined noise sources, dB2
At distances of 200 feet and 400 feet, this same formula results in the values above.

dB1
- 10 x A x LOG(d2/d1) where: LOG 
drop off rate (point source, no atmospheric absorption)).dB1 

distance from source, d2 d1 
known decibel level estimate (dB2)

2.0 for a 6 dB
dB level at another 

second distance from source for which
89.8

dB1- 10 x A x LOG(d2/d1) 10 x 2.0 x LOG (100’/50’)dBA L 
dBA L

89.8 83.8max
max

99 The Initial Study contains no noise level measurements at neighboring homes that far away, so the City requires that we presume the 
daytime ambient noise level is 50 dBA L in such residential areas.eq
100 Calculation: Reduction by 6 dBA for each doubling of distance: 75.8 dBA L 6 dB 69.8 dBA Lmax max
101 Calculation: 93.8 + 5 dB penalty adjustment for impulsive noise per LAMC § 111.02 98.8 dBA Lmax
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102 Source of back-up alarm noise levels from alarm manufactured by Pollak, #41-761, "Manually adjustable Back- 
107, 97 dB.

up Alarm," rated at 112,

103 Noise level attenuation due to distance is calculated as reduced by about 6 dB for each doubling of distance.
104 See: LAMC section 112.05(a).
105 Calculation: 91 -7 16 dBA louder.
106 . . no person shall operate ... any machinery, equipment, tools, or other mechanical or electrical
device... as to create any noise which would cause the noise level on the premises of any other occupied property. to exceed the ambient 
noise level by more than five (5) decibels."

See: LAMC section 112.04(b): "

Community Noise Equivalent Level ("CNEL"): The average A-weighted noise level in a 24-hour day, obtained after adding 5 dB to evening 
hours (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and 10 dB to sound levels measured in the night (between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.).
107

108 See 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. I.2-3, "A. Significance Threshold. 
noise levels from project operations if the project causes the ambient noise level measured at the property line of affected uses to 
increase by 3 dBA in CNEL to or within the "normally unacceptable" or "clearly unacceptable" category, or any 5 dBA or greater noise 
increase ( . . . )." (emphasis added)

A project would normally have a significant impact on

109 Calculation of CNEL: Assign 55.7 dBA Leq to each daytime hour from 7 a.m. - 
10 p.m., (i.e. add 5 dB to each hour presumed at 55.7 dB), and 50 dBA L

7 p.m., and 60.7 dBA Leq for each evening hour from 7 
for each hour from 10p.m. (i.e. add 10 dB to7 a.m.p.m. eq

each nighttime hour presumed at 40 dB. Then calculate the logarithmic average of these noise levels for all 24 hours in a day with
55.7)/10(40+10)/10 55.7+5)/10 (40+10)710this formula: CNEL=10log10[(1/24)x{(10 

(See also Exhibit 1 ("Long-term Noise Measurement Summary" CNEL calculation))
x7 hrs)+(10 x12 hrs)+(10 x3 hrs)+(10 x2 hrs)}]= 55.6 CNEL

110 See: Initial Study, PDF pp. 67, 95, and 144
111 See Construction Noise Assessment (2017) by Illingworth & Rodkin, Inc., page 6, Table 3, "Construction Equipment 50-foot Noise Emission 
Limits" - Auger Drill Rig: 85 dBA Lmax Source: Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model.
112 Calculation: 20 x Log(10/50)]Here, Ly(at 10 feet) [85 dB [85 dB 20 x -0.70] [85 + 14] 99 dB

113 See: Initial Study, PDF pp. 67, 95 and 144.
114 A noise level of 83 dBA CNEL, including a 10 dB reduction from a noise barrier, would also be inconsistent with the General Plan's Table 
IV.E-2 "Land Use Compatibility" chart (Noise Element, Exhibit I, p. I-1) showing that any residential noise exposure greater than 75 dBA 
CNEL is "clearly unacceptable." (93 CNEL - 10 = 83 CNEL)
115 See: Initial Study, PDF p. 187, Fig. 13 "line-of-sight". Also, "Typically, a 5-dB(A) [insertion loss] can be expected for receivers whose 
line-of-sight to the roadway is just blocked by the barrier."
116 Calculation is based upon noise levels decreasing by 6 dB for each doubling of distance between source and receiver. The distance 
increase from 50 feet to 200 feet involves two doublings. (to 100’, and to 200’) At 200 feet away, the noise level would therefore be 
about 12 dB quieter ( 6 dB x 2 doublings 12 dB). Thus 85 dBA L 12 dBA = 73 dBA L at a distance of 200 feet.eq eq
117 See Figure "C" above for location of the yards and homes within 200 feet of this Project site.
118 See e.g., General Plan Noise Element, p. 2:2; LAMC § 91.1207.14.2 ("Interior noise levels attributable to exterior sources shall not 
exceed 45 dB in any habitable room. The noise metric shall be either the day-night average sound level (Ldn) or the community noise 
equivalent level (CNEL), consistent with the noise element of the local general plan."); L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, p. I.4:4 (screening 
threshold for airport noise impacts includes whether sensitive uses, including dwelling units and habitable rooms, have "adequate acoustic 
insulation to ensure an interior CNEL of 45 dB or less ..") .
119 The work day for drilling may be 14 hours long because the Initial Study allows 14 hours of construction between 7 a.m. 9 p.m.
120 This calculation of a day-night averaged noise level given an 'AUF' of 60% and the L noise level of 65.7 dBA L results fromeq eq
considering that noise levels for 14 daytime hours are 65.7 dBA L 
dBA L

, for another 1 daylight hour which is supposedly reported to be 55.7
The logarithmic averaging of those 24

eq
, and the remaining 9 nighttime hours in a 24-hour day are presumed to be at least 40 dBA L 

hours results in that 63.5 dBA Ldn day-night weighted average noise level. See calculation on next page.
eq eq.

121 See Oct. 1998 CalTrans Technical Noise Supplement, p. 48, equation N-2223.3, for calculation of Ldn: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/pub/TeNS Sept 2013B.pdf
122 Residential rooms with open windows typically attenuate exterior noise levels by between 10 to 15 dBA as most of the acoustic energy of 
exterior noise is blocked by the more solid wall and roof surfaces
123 See Responses to Appellant's Grounds for Appeal, Re: 1888 Lucile, Exhibit 4, "Plot Plan," submitted by Crest Real Estate. (PDF p. 17 of 
LUC ELAAPC addtl doc packet.pdf ) indicating a 7-foot setback from the common property line to the home to the east at 3617 West Landa 
Street; see also the Architectural drawings for the Landa Project Site Plan, Sheet A1.0, indicating an 8-foot setback from that common 
property line to its east. (7 feet + 8 feet 
placement of retaining wall caissons along east and west side yard property lines, which are within 10 to 12 feet of adjacent homes; see 
Figure B for location of pile drilling.

15 feet separation distance.); see also correspondence from Michael Mekeer, Architect, about

124 The adj acent home at 18 8 0 Lucile Avenue was built in 1948. Adj acent home at 3633 Landa St. was built in 1939.Both of these historic- 
period homes have stucco on their exterior walls; stucco is rigid and more likely to be damaged by severe construction vibration than most 
other building materials. (See: Responses to Appellant's Grounds for Appeal, Re: 1888 Lucile, "Exhibit 1") (Not Exhibit 1 attached to this 
Report)

See South Coast 101 HOV Lanes Project, EIR/EIS, p. 16. 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist05/projects/sb 101hov/final/tech reports/vibration report.pdf
126 See South Coast HOV Lane Project, p. 10, Table 1: "Vibration Level and Intensity" http://sbcountyplanning.org/PDF/boards/MPC/06-06- 
2012/SOUTH-COAST-LANES/Vibration%20Study.pdf

See FTA (May 2006) Transit Noise And Vibration Impact Assessment, pp. 8:3, 12:10-14, 
https://www.transit.dot.qov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf; See e.g., 631 S. Spring St. (DCP Case No. 
ENV-2015-2356-EIR) DEIR Noise Section, PDF pp. 8-9, 13, 23, 28,
https://planning.lacity.orq/eir/SprinqStHotel/Deir/DEIR%2QSections/Sprinq%2QSt%2QHotel%2QIV,H%20 Noise.pdf; 622 S. Lucas Ave. (DCP Case 
No. ENV-2015-3927-MND) MND, PDF pp. 195-197, http://cityplanning.lacity.org/staffrpt/mnd/Pub 1Q2716/ENV-2Q15-3927.pdf; 1720 N. Vine St. 
(DCP Case No. ENV-2011-675-EIR) DEIR Vol. I, PDF pp. 79, 646-647, 658, 665-667,

125

127
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https://planning.lacity.org/eir/Millennium%20Hollywood%20Proiect/DEIR/DEIR%20Sections/Millennium%20Hollywood%20DEIR Volume%201 COMPILE 
D.pdf.

Vibration velocity ("VdB") is used to describe vibration because it corresponds well to human response to environmental vibration. 
Vibration is defined by the maximum vibration level during an event. Human sensitivity to vibration increases with increasing numbers of 
events during the day. The abbreviation "VdB" is used for vibration decibels to reduce the potential for confusion with sound decibels.

121

See e.g., 631 S. Spring St. (DCP Case No. ENV-2015-2356-EIR) DEIR Appendix H-1, p. IV.H:3, 
https://planning.lacity.orq/eir/SprinqStHotel/DEIR/DEIR%2QSections/Sprinq%2QSt%2QHotel%2QIV.H%2
129

0Noise.pdf.
See FTA (May 2006) Transit Noise And Vibration Impact Assessment, p. 8:3 (Table 8-1), 

https://www.transit.dot.qov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/FTA  Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf.
130

131 Calculation: Ly(10 feet) 
following pages.

30 x Log(10/25)87 VdB 87 VdB - (30 x - 0.40) 87 + 12 99 VdB.See formula reference on

132 Calculations: 94 - 80 14 VdB exceedence; 9 9 80 19 VdB exceedance.
FTA (May 2006) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, p. 12:12 (Table 12-2), 

https://www.transit.dot.qov/sites/fta.dot.qov/files/docs/FTA  Noise and Vibration Manual.pdf.
133

134 Ibid., p. 12:13 (Table 12-3).
135 See Table 6 above, showing a vibratory roller with an approximate vibration level (Ly) of 94 VdB at 25 feet would be about 100 VdB a t 
15 feet. The Estimated L is calculated as: Lv(D) 30Log(D/25) where:Lv(25 feet)v

estimated velocity level in decibels at distance. Lv(25 feet) RMS velocity mplitude at 25 feet.Lv(D)

D= distance from equipment to receiver. (in this case, 15 feet.)
Here, Lv(15 feet) = 94 VdB - 30 x Log(15/25) = 94 VdB - 30 x - 0.22 = 94 + 6.6 = 100.6 VdB. For formula used here, see FTA (May 2006) 
Transit Noise And Vibration Impact Assessment, p. 12:11. See also DEIR for Temple Israel of Hollywood Enhancement Project, p, IV.H:24 for 
formula, online at https://planning.lacity.org/eir/TempleIsrael/DEIR/DEIR%2 0Sections/IV.H.%20Noise.pdf
136 a large bulldozer generates a vibration level (Lv) of 87 VdB at 25 feet which, closer at the nearest homes 15 feet away or

Here, Lv(15 feet) = 87 VdB - 30 x Log(15/25) = 87 VdB - 30 x -0.22 = 87 + 6.6 = 93.6 VdB = ~ 94
Ibid.,

closer, would be about 94 dBA at 15 feet. 
VdB.

137 Ibid, the impact from a clam shell drop generates a vibration level (Lv) of 94 VdB at 25 feet which, at homes 70 feet away, would be 
about 80.6 VdB. 30 x Log(70/25)Here, Lv(70 feet) 94 VdB 94 VdB (30 x 0.48) 94 - 13.4 = 80.6 VdB.

Homes within 70 feet of Project construction include those at 1880 Lucile, 1872 Lucile, 3633 Landa, 3623 Landa, 1892 Lucile, 1881 
Lucile, and 1896 Lucile Avenue.
131

139 See Project's MND, p. 22, XXII(d) for mitigation measures "XII-20" found on the MND's p. 3 and listed above.
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(805) 750-7356
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Q P.O.BOX 6778 
W VENTURA, CA 93006

CONSULTING COMPANY
ENVIRONMENTAL & SAFETY --------

noise Consultant Qualifications - Garrett Zuleger, p.e.

EDUCATION

B.S. in Chemical Engineering from the University of California at Los Angeles (2004).

EXPERIENCE

Fourteen (14) years of professional experience as an environmental and safety consultant, 
including the following noise related experience:

CEQA noise studies (for CEs, MNDs, and EIRs) in numerous jurisdictions and for a variety 
of project types (industrial, commercial, residential, and construction);
Computer based noise modeling using the Federal Highway Administration's Traffic 
Noise Model and Navcon Engineering Networks' SoundPLAN Essential;

Stationary and mobile source noise propagation calculations;
Community noise measurement, assessment, and reporting;
Workplace noise monitoring (aka noise dosimetry) and reporting;
Industrial hygiene noise assessment for workplace noise;
Hearing conservation program development and implementation;
Noise mitigation measure/control development and attenuation calculation; and
Attendance to professional seminars, training, and conferences.

WORK HISTORY

Z Consulting Company (Ventura, CA) - Owner/Consultant

Sespe Consulting, Inc. (Ventura, CA) - Project Manager I

West Coast Environmental and Eng. (Ventura, CA) - Senior Staff Engineer

2018 - Present

2009 - 2018

2005 - 2009

REGISTRATIONS

Registered Professional Engineer (Chemical): California CH6331
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For Council Files CF 18-1156-S1 and CF 18-1156
ZA-2015-1569-ZV-ZAD-2A, 3627 Landa Street 

ZA-2015-1567-ZAD-ZAA-1A, 1888 Lucile Avenue
7/24/2019

Table No. 1 List of Projects that have received CEs in the Hillside
^ote^Address Relevant Case File No. Board File Cubic Yards Squ«ENV # : Footage

A new 2,926 square-foot, 2-story, 45-foot in height, single family dwelling on a lot that fronts on Substandard 
Limited Hillside Streets, without providing a 20-foot Contir

property to the boundary of the Hillside Area. Foundatio
is Paved Roadway from the driveway apron of the 

system.
596 N. Quail Drive ENV-2016-3223-CE, Cl; . 32 ZA-2016-3222-ZAD-SPP 95 2926

A new 3-story single-family dwelling with 2,069 square-feet of Residential 
attached two-car garage, and a pool, without a 20-foot Continuous Paved Roadway from the front apr 

property to the boundary of the hillside area. Foundatio

• Area (RFA), a 400 square-foot 
of the5620 Tuxedo Terrace ENV-2017-4345-CE, Cl 3 ZA-2017-972-ZAD 348 2469

system.
A new 1,706 square-foot, one-story, single family dwelling including a 978 sq 

attached 588 sq 
20-foot

e-foot covered carport and an 
e-foot balcony on a lot that fronts on a Substandard Limited Hillside Street, without providing a 

s paved roadway from the driveway apron to the boundary of the Hillside Area.. Foundatio 
stilts structures.

3960 Tampic ENV-2016-1773-CE, Cl 3 ZA-2016-1772-ZV-ZAD 1706 1706

Merger and the expansi
s. The project includes '

5, deviation from required parking with reduced sp;

of two existing SFH nal foundatio
for Residential Floor Area and building height over Baselk

nd redced front yard and side yards.

ith a basement andadditi system on
9362-9368 W. Sie Mar Drive ENV-2017-108-CE, Cl 1 ZA-2017-107-ZV-ZAD-ZAA 155 4578

Ordia

770 square-foot single-family dwelling and a 240 square-foot recreational accessoryA new one-story,
building, providing zero vehicular parking space, located on a lot fronting on a Substandard Hillside Limited Street

N/A2367 N. Landa ENV-2016-1366-CE, Cl 3 ZA2016-1365-ZV-ZAD 1010 /ithout improving the adjacent roadway to a width 20 feet, and which does
. paved roadway from lot frontage to the boundary of the Hillside area. Foundatio

20-foot wide
system.

e-foot, 2-story angle family dwelling on a lot that fronts ■ 
viding a 20-foot Continuous Paved Roadway (Landa Street and Twin Oak Street) from the driveway

Substandard ited lsideStreets,A new 2,485 sq 
without pr
apron of the property to the boundary of the Hillside Area.

1565 W. Landa Street ENV-2017-5531-CE, Cl 3 ZA-2017-5530-ZAD 67 2485

Anew 2,500 square-foot, 2-story single family dwelling on a lot that fronts on Substandard Li 
without providing a 20-foot Continuous Paved Roadway (Landa Street .

apron of the property to the boundary of the Hillside Area.

lside Streets, 
d Twin Oak Street) from the driveway

ited
1573 W. Landa Street ENV-2017-5537-CE, Cl 3 ZA-2017-5536-ZAD 153 2500

leight, single family dwelling on a lotthat 
fronts on two Substandard Limited Hillside Streets, without providing a 20-foot Continuous Paved Roadway for both 
Cleland Avenue and Otay Drive, from the frontages of the property to the boundary of the Hillside Area.

-foot, 2-story over a basement, 37-foot and 1-inchAnew 2,478 sq
4547 Cleland Avenue ENV-2017-3209-CE, Cl 32 ZA-2017-3208-ZAD-SPP 992 2478

a 41-foot in height, 2-story, new single-family dwelling over a garage, 
fronting a Substandard Hillside Limited Streets with

ith a total of 2,635 square feet of area, 
. than 20 feet. Foundation supported on cais s per 17010-512 N. Rustic Drive ENV-2015-3572-CE, Cl 32 ZA-2015-3571-ZAD-SPP 534 2365

20000-00746
single-family dwelling over a garage, ■ ith a total of 1,877 square feet of Residential

. a 394 square-foot garage, a 60 sq(including a 20% bonus for cumulative s'de yard of 313 square feet), pli 
foot basement, and a 230 square-foot patio. Foundation supported on cais

loor Area
N/A2598 Thames Place ENV-2016-2623-CE, Cl 3 ZA-2016-4583-ZAD 1877

A new angle family hous 
2,083square feel; including a 426 square-foot attached garage, with reduced side yards.

ith a 38-feet and 6-inches in height, and the total gr floorshall exceed3714 Divisio ENV-2016-3496-CE, ClStreet 32 ZA-2016-3495-ZAD-ZAA 968 2083

Remodel and additi: 
of3,645 sq

ofanexisting 
feet including a 400 sq 

s paved roadway.

5-story, single-family dwellingwith ai 
e-footgarage exemption, fronting ona

Residential FloorArea(RFA) 
jbstandard streetwithouta 20-N/A1716 N. Nichols Canyon Road ENV-2017-3060-CE, Cl 1 ZA-2017-3059-ZAD 3645

foot
square foot -story singlefamily

dwelling with a 3,100 square foot basement, a 2,070 square foot garage with 4 
covered parking spaces, and a swi 
and a haul route for the export of approximately 5,000 cubic yards of earth.Foundation supported with ~62

ing pool, for a building height of 31 feet,14914 W. Corona Del Mar ENV-2016-2530-CE, Cl 3 and Cl 32 DIR-2016-2532-CDP-MEL 500 8884

New SFH in Pacific Palisades, Coastal Development Permit authorizing the construction of a 7,017 square foot two- 
story single-family dwelling on vacant land with a 2,793 square foot basement, a 
1,926 square foot subterranean garage with 4 covered parking spaces, and a swimming 
pool, for a maximum building height of 27 feet 9 inches, and a haul route for the export of 
approximately 5,000 cubic yards of earth, located in the dual permit jurisdiction area of the 
Coastal Zone. Foundation supported with ~44 cais

14930 W. Corona Del Mar ENV-2016-2530-CE, Cl 3 and Cl 32 DIR-2016-2529-CDP-MEL 5000 7017

(2) new SFDs on (2) separate lots Foundation supported ■ ith ~76 cais , (9444) and ~30 cais (9432)Mar Dr & 9432 Si9444 Si Mar Dr ENV-2016-1766-CE 170122 ; 170121 3800; 2300 14850 ; 8218
(1) new SFD - BUT, built i ith a 1835 sf SFD at 3430 Fernwood (989 CY export) Foundation supportedconjucti 

per 15010-10000-02167.
No pl ing case, by-right building permit 

no. 15010-10000-023863422-3426 Fernwood Ave ENV-2016-1987-CE 160126 2180 1872

1500-1528 Landa St ENV-2016-448-CE 170003 17190 1835 No Permits Issued (may have expired too). Involved constructi of 8 SFDs

17642 Tramonto ENV-2017-4279-CE DIR-2017-2670-CDP-MEL 180032 4000 9074 (1) new SFD (includes 3467 sf basement) Foundation supported with ~39 cais

9435 Lloydcrest & 9426 Lloydcrest ENV-2017-2746-CE 170099 ; 170100 5000 ; 5000 8846 ; 8695 (2) new SFDs on (2) separate lots Foundation supported with ~27 cais . (9435) and ~33 cais (9429)
(1) new SFD on a lot fronting < 20' paved roadway and 

upported with ~37 cais
. than 20' CPR to boundary of hillside area Foundatk

N/A457 Cuesta Way ENV-2017-1993-CE ZA-2017-1992-ZAD < 1000 16857

N/A8201 Bellgave ENV-2017-381-CE ZA-2017-380-ZAD < 1000 7444 (1) new SFD on a lot with a . than 20' CPR to boundary of hillside area Foundation supported with ~24 cais

9161 Oriole Way ENV-2016-2307-CE 160104 11500 11061 (1) new SFD Foundation supported with ~89 cais

1380 Mockingbird Pl ENV-2016-4714-CE 170029 12000 17118 (1) new SFD Foundation supported with ~61 cais

10768 Bellagio Rd ENV-2017-3314-CE 170110 15647 Massive dirt import for golf course

833 Hyperi ENV-2018-3398-CE ADM-2018-521-TOC 180074 2700 13846 it apartment with 1 level sub-parking4-story 15

Hyperio760-7 ENV-2018-670-CE VTT-78257-SL 190022 7500 it SL Subdivisio (VTT-78257-SL) - Haul Route Hearing 7.9.1914

Table No. 2 List of entitlements located within 700 feet from the Project

NotesN/AAddress Relevant Case File No. Cubic Yards Squ«ENV # Footage
A new single family home with a

number of parking, also to relie 
roadway.

required parking sp . to be located off-site, and to permit 
nd thethe required street improvment in front of the property .

N/A3623 W. Landa Street ENV-2004-4220-MND(REC) ZA-2004-4219-ZAD-ZV 1300
A new single family home with a 

number of parking, als 
roadway.

required parking sp . to be located off-site, and to permit 
nd thethe required street improvment in front of the property .

N/A3617 W. Landa Street ENV-2004-4220-MND(REC) ZA-2004-4219-ZAD-ZV 1300
A new single family home with a ' 
dwellings at 361 7 and 3623Landa Street to be located at 1892 
dwellings. The applic

■ to permit the required off-street parking sp; for the proposed 
■ in lieu of being on the same lot as the

failed to apply for a passageway.
N/A1892 Lucile ENV-2004-4220-MND(REC) ZA-2004-4219-ZAD-ZV 1800

3322 Fernwood Avenue N/A N/A ZAD to permit a overall building height of 44 feet . id a ZAA to permit a 4-foot rear yard.ENV-2006-10380-MND ZA-2006-10379-ZAA-ZAD
N/A N/A ZAD to permit front and side yard reductions.3500 Fernwood Avenue ENV-2002-7251-CE ZA-2002-7250-ZAD

A new single family home with a 41-foot building height 
roadway in lieu of 20 feet required.

of required 36-feet, and observing a 17-foot
N/Ad 1841 Maltman Avenue1839 ENV-2003-5792-MND ZA-2003-5791-ZAD 2400
N/A N/A1741 Maltman to permit a second dwelling ith a redude parking and reduced side yardENV-1991-772-CE ZA-1991-680-ZV A
N/A N/A A 9-foot tall and 20-foot long wall the front yard.1817 Lucile ENV-2006-5729-CE ZA-2006-5728-ZAA


