


































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT A 



 

 

Elizabeth Peterson Group, Inc. 
400 S. Main Street #808, Los Angeles, CA 90013 
T. 213.620.1904 | F. 213.620.1587 | epgla.com 

 

October 19, 2018 
 

VIA ELECTRONIC & U.S. MAIL 

Central Area Planning Commission 

200 North Spring Street, Room 532 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

renee.glasco@lacity.org 

 

 

 

Re:  ZA-2018-331-CUB-CUX-ZAD; ENV-2018-332-CE – Response to Appeal 

 

Dear Honorable Area Planning Commissioners: 

 

This responds to the appeal filed by Unite HERE Local 11 (“Appellant”) challenging the 

above-referenced approval of an adaptive re-use hotel project at 124 E. Olympic Boulevard (the 

“Project”). 

 

As set forth in greater detail below, the appeal of the Project should be denied. 

 

1. SUMMARY OF THE APPROVAL AND THE FILING OF THE APPEAL. 

Phillip Lee/Mart South LP (“Applicant”) proposes to adaptively re-use the building known 

as the Mart South.  The building was built in 1957 and – as is typical of buildings from that era – 

contains on-site parking in a below-grade parking level.  The building is located in a Transit 

Priority Area and in the Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone.  It is thus in an ideal setting for an 

adaptive re-use project, and the proposed adaptive re-use of the Mart South Building into a 

thoughtful, design-driven boutique hotel with food and beverage service is perfectly in line with 

City policies that support redevelopment and revitalization of uses within transit priority areas and 

enterprise zones.  

 

 Associate Zoning Administrator Henry Chu (“ZA”) carefully considered and approved the 

requisite conditional use permits for the Project. These included a conditional use permit 

permitting the adaptive reuse of the existing commercial office Mart South Building for the 

conversion, use, and maintenance of a hotel in the M2-2D Zone. The ZA also approved conditional 

use permits to allow the service of alcohol and dancing. The ZA adopted a Class 32 Categorical 

Exemption under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), concluding that the Project 

is exempt from the requirements of CEQA. The ZA approved the requests, adopted all required 

findings, and issued its determination letter on August 22, 2018 (the “ZA Approval”).  Appellant 

appealed the ZA Approval on September 6, 2018 (the “Appeal”). 
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 Although the Appeal claims to challenge the entire decision, it only raises general and 

unspecified concerns about the ZA Approval’s adoption of the Class 32 Categorical Exemption 

under CEQA. The Appeal, however, makes the critical mistake of misidentifying the applicable 

standard of review, applying the strict fair argument standard where the more lenient substantial 

evidence standard applies. The Appeal consequently fails to meet its burden of showing that the 

ZA lacked substantial evidence in adopting the Class 32 Categorical Exemption for the Project.  

The Appeal merely disagrees with the ZA Approval without addressing the City’s substantial 

evidence in support of its determination – which is not enough under the law to warrant granting 

the Appeal and overturning the ZA Approval.  

 

 The Appellant is an active hotel labor union that lobbies the City regularly, participates in 

elections, and has appealed other boutique hotel projects downtown in an effort to force hotel 

projects to sign labor agreements.  The Area Planning Commission (“APC”) should not give the 

Appellant any benefit of the doubt in its various incorrect, unsupported, and factually inaccurate 

CEQA claims. The Appeal should be denied. 

2. THE APPEAL SHOULD BE DENIED. 

a. The Appeal Misidentifies the Standard of Review and Fails To Raise Any 

Valid Arguments Against the City’s Adoption of the Class 32 CEQA 

Exemption for the Project.  

 The Appeal makes the critical mistake of misidentifying the standard of review applicable 

to the City’s adoption of a Class 32 CEQA Categorical Exemption for the Project. This mistake 

leads the Appellant to incorrect analyses and invalid conclusions. Contrary to the statements in the 

Appeal, where CEQA exemptions are approved, the “low threshold” fair argument standard for 

the preparation of an EIR does not apply. Rather, the legal and factual questions for the review of 

exemption determinations are whether an agency proceeded in a manner required by law and 

whether its exemption determination is supported by substantial evidence. (San Lorenzo Valley 

Community Advocates for Responsible Educ.,139 Cal.App.4th at 1381-82; San Francisco 

Beautiful v. City and County of San Francisco (2014) 226 Cal.App.4th 1012, 1021.) 

 

 The application of substantial evidence review in the context of a challenge to a city’s 

adoption of a CEQA exemption means a reviewing administrative body or a court will determine 

“whether the administrative record contains relevant information that a reasonable mind might 

accept as sufficient to support the conclusion reached. All conflicts in the evidence are resolved in 

support of the agency's action and we indulge all reasonable inferences to support the agency's 

findings, if possible.” (Western States Petroleum Assn. v. Superior Court (1995) 9 Cal.4th at 564, 

570-571; Great Oaks Water Co. (2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 956, 973.)  Thus, if the ZA Approval’s 

conclusions with respect to the Class 32 Exemption are supported by substantial evidence, those 

decisions must be upheld.  
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 The Appeal does not even attempt to argue – and puts forth no evidence to suggest – that 

the City’s approval of the Class 32 exemption was not supported by substantial evidence. It merely 

disagrees with the ZA’s conclusions.  For this reason alone the Appeal’s claims against the ZA 

Approval should be denied.  In addition to getting the law wrong and failing to raise any legally 

valid arguments against the ZA’s adoption of the Class 32 exemption, the Appeal’s substantive 

CEQA arguments lack merit.  

 

b. The Appeal Identifies No Evidence Whatsoever That The Project Would 

Cause Cumulative Impacts or Any Undue Health and Safety Threat Due to 

An Alleged Overconcentration of Alcohol Uses. 

 

 The Appeal first claims that unspecified “cumulative impacts” would result from the 

Project due to the Project’s establishment of an alcohol use “in an area with a high concentration 

of alcohol uses.” However, the Appeal does not even attempt to articulate what impacts the alleged 

high concentration of alcohol uses would cause.  

 

 CEQA looks at project’s potential impacts on sixteen distinct impact topics, including 

aesthetics, cultural resources, noise, and traffic, among others. (See CEQA Guidelines, Appendix 

G.) The Appellant does not identify the environmental impact topics in which the alleged 

cumulative impacts would occur. Without identifying what cumulative impacts the Project’s 

proposed alcohol use would cause, the Appeal necessarily fails to put forth substantial evidence of 

any cumulative impacts.  The Appellant’s argument with respect to cumulative impacts must 

therefore be rejected. 

 

In addition to being legally deficient, the Appeal’s factual claims that the ZA’s land use 

findings are incorrect due to potential impacts of an alcohol use in an area with a high concentration 

of alcohol uses are not valid. The ZA carefully considered the issue of concentration of alcohol 

licenses in the Project area, and correctly concluded based on substantial evidence that, although 

the number of alcohol licenses in the area exceeds the number allotted by census tract, this 

concentration is not an undue concentration and the conditional use permit could be validly issued. 

(See ZA Approval, Finding 5, p. 22.) 

 

Contrary to the Appellant’s speculation that over-concentration of alcohol licenses will 

jeopardize public safety and welfare, the ZA properly considered the question of over-

concentration within the context of a heavily commercial area and in light of alcohol-related crime 

statistics in the vicinity of the Project.  For the following reasons, the ZA correctly determined that 

the over-concentration of alcohol license in this census tract is not undue: 

 

• The Project is part of a redeveloped regional commercial center that attracts more 

people than census tract population accounts for; 

• The Project will benefit this redevelopment by revitalizing a vacant building; and 
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• The Project includes conditions of approval that will mitigate potential impacts 

related to public safety; and 

• The Project will enhance public safety. (ZA Approval, Finding 5.) 

The best evidence that the Project poses no public safety concerns is the absence of any 

concerns expressed by the Los Angeles Police Department (“LAPD”).  On June 6, 2018, the LAPD 

toured the Project site and met with the Applicant’s representatives. The Applicant’s 

representatives provided Project information to LAPD Officer Silvia Aguirre. The LAPD also 

reviewed the application and the conditions of approval.  Based on the tour, meeting, and 

Applicant-provided information, the LAPD was satisfied with the public safety aspects of the 

Project and did not oppose the application or express any concern regarding the application.  

 

Additionally, the ZA cites the existing condition of the Mart South Building and the 

benefits of re-use as enhancing public safety.  The ZA observed in Finding 1 that the building is 

currently underutilized and does not provide any vibrant activity on the site, but that adaptive re-

use will re-activate this building and will “revitalize the area with an active hotel use that will put 

eyes on the street and a presence in the evening time.” (ZA Approval, Finding 4, p. 15 [emphasis 

added].)  Unlike the underutilized current condition of the property, the conditions of approval 

imposed by the ZA require nighttime illumination and a security plan approved by the LAPD.   

 

Furthermore, the ZA imposed conditions assuring the safe and responsible service of 

alcohol, including a requirement to provide a detailed security plan approved by LAPD and 

installation of a camera surveillance system (ZA Approval, Conditions #32 and #7.)  LAPD 

training is required for all employees who manage, supervise, or dispense alcoholic beverages. 

(ZA Approval, Condition #11.)  And, the ZA required the Applicant to implement electronic age 

verification to prevent under-age drinking and requires a manager on-duty at all times. (ZA 

Approval, Conditions #21 and #22.)   

 

Clearly, the ZA carefully considered public safety and welfare concerns in light of the 

Project’s proposed alcohol use and the surrounding alcohol uses in the area, and imposed 

appropriate conditions and requirements addressing related public safety issues.  In stark contrast 

to the lack of evidence supporting the Appeal, substantial evidence supports the ZA’s 

determination to approve the Project. Appellant may disagree with the ZA and speculate that 

adverse impacts may arise, but Appellant’s mere disagreement with the ZA and its speculation 

without any evidence is not a sufficient basis to overturn the thoughtful and considered 

determination by the ZA. 

 

c. The Appeal’s Claims Regarding Consistency With the General Plan Due to 

Tree Removals Is Meritless. 
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The Appellant next erroneously argues that the Class 32 exemption cannot be approved 

because the Project is allegedly inconsistent with the Central City Community Plan due to alleged 

street tree removals.  As an initial matter, the Appeal does not dispute the ZA’s finding that the 

street trees currently on the site are not protected trees, or that these trees are not a habitat for any 

endangered rare, or threatened species.  Beyond that, the Appellant’s argument that the Project 

would result in negative impacts to street trees is factually incorrect.  As stated in the Project’s ZA 

Approval, the “project will be required to comply with all applicable regulations and policies 

regarding for the removal and replacement of street trees to the satisfaction of the Urban Forestry 

Division, Bureau of Street Services.”  (ZA Approval, p. 20.)  The Project’s landscaping plans, 

included in Exhibit A to the ZA Approval, show that the number of trees on the street and on the 

Project site will increase as a result of the Project – going from the current condition of 3 trees to 

a total of 5 trees under the Project.  On this basis alone, the argument related to street tree impacts 

is factually erroneous, meritless, and should be denied.  

Moreover, in support of its argument, Unite Here curiously cites the Project’s original 

Environmental Application Form’s (“EAF”) statement regarding trees and a reference therein to a 

separate CEQA exemption under the LA CEQA Guidelines that applies to single family dwellings.  

However, the City did not approve the separate LA CEQA Guidelines exemption for the Project – 

it approved a Class 32 exemption under the state CEQA Guidelines. A single citation in the 

Project’s original EAF to one local exemption is simply not relevant to the City’s ultimate CEQA 

determination for the Project under the state’s Class 32 exemption.    

The Appeal thus puts forth no valid arguments or facts that would undermine the ZA’s 

determination that the Project is consistent with the General Plan. That determination was based 

on substantial evidence as set forth in the ZA Approval and nothing in the Appeal plausibly 

suggests otherwise. 

3. CONCLUSION.

We respectfully request that you deny the Appeal in its entirety and uphold the thoughtful

and thorough ZA Approval. 

With respect,  

Elizabeth Peterson-Gower 

cc:  Henry Chu, Associate Zoning Administrator 

Mart South LP 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 PURPOSE 

 

This report evaluates the potential for air quality and greenhouse gas impacts from the 

construction and operation phases of the Proposed Project.  Feasible mitigation measures for 

impacts deemed significant are recommended when appropriate to reduce impacts below 

thresholds of significance. 

         

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

The Proposed Project is a hotel development in the Central City Community Plan Area of the City 

of Los Angeles.  The 12,014 square-foot site (0.28 acres) is bounded by Olympic Boulevard to the 

east, Los Angeles Street to the south, restaurants and retail uses to the west, and a warehouse 

facility to the south.  Existing development includes a six-story, 64,615 square-foot office building.  

All existing development would be adaptively reused. 

 

The Proposed Project would include conversion of the existing office building to a 149-room hotel 

(56,310 square feet) with an 8,305 square-foot restaurant, for a total of 64,615 square feet of 

development.  Construction would take approximately 16 months.   
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III. AIR QUALITY -- Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air 

quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following 

determinations. Would the Project: 

 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?  Less Than 
Significant Impact.   
 
Pollutants and Effects 
 

Criteria air pollutants are defined as pollutants for which the federal and State governments have 

established ambient air quality standards for outdoor concentrations.  The federal and State 

standards have been set at levels above which concentrations could be harmful to human health 

and welfare.  These standards are designed to protect the most sensitive persons from illness or 

discomfort.  Pollutants of concern include carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide 

(NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5), particulate 

matter ten microns or less in diameter (PM10), and lead (Pb).  These pollutants are discussed 

below.  

 

• Carbon Monoxide (CO) is a colorless and odorless gas formed by the incomplete 

combustion of fossil fuels.  It is emitted almost exclusively from motor vehicles, power 

plants, refineries, industrial boilers, ships, aircraft, and trains.  In urban areas, automobile 

exhaust accounts for the majority of emissions.  CO is a non-reactive air pollutant that 

dissipates relatively quickly, so ambient concentrations generally follow the spatial and 

temporal distributions of vehicular traffic.  Concentrations are influenced by local 

meteorological conditions, primarily wind speed, topography, and atmospheric stability.  

CO from motor vehicle exhaust can become locally concentrated when surface-based 

temperature inversions are combined with calm atmospheric conditions, a typical 

situation at dusk in urban areas between November and February.  Inversions are an 

atmospheric condition in which a layer of warm air traps cooler air near the surface of the 

earth, preventing the normal rising of surface air.  The highest concentrations occur 

during the colder months of the year when inversion conditions are more frequent.  CO 

is a health concern because it competes with oxygen, often replacing it in the blood and 

reducing the blood’s ability to transport oxygen to vital organs.  Excess CO exposure can 

lead to dizziness, fatigue, and impair central nervous system functions.   

 

• Ozone (O3) is a colorless gas that is formed in the atmosphere when volatile organic 

compounds (VOC) and nitrogen oxides (NOX) react in the presence of ultraviolet sunlight.  

O3 is not a primary pollutant; rather, it is a secondary pollutant formed by complex 

interactions of these two pollutants directly emitted into the atmosphere.  The primary 

sources of VOC and NOX, the components of O3, are automobile exhaust and industrial 

sources.  Meteorology and terrain play major roles in O3 formation.  Ideal conditions occur 

during summer and early autumn, on days with low wind speeds or stagnant air, warm 

temperatures, and cloudless skies.  The greatest source of smog-producing gases is the 

automobile.  Short-term exposure (lasting for a few hours) to O3 at levels typically 

observed in Southern California can result in breathing pattern changes, reduction of 

breathing capacity, increased susceptibility to infections, inflammation of the lung tissue, 

and some immunological changes. 
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• Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) like O3, is not directly emitted into the atmosphere but is formed 

by an atmospheric chemical reaction between nitric oxide (NO) and atmospheric oxygen.  

NO and NO2 are collectively referred to as NOX and are major contributors to O3 

formation.  NO2 also contributes to the formation of PM10.  High concentrations of NO2 

can cause breathing difficulties and result in a brownish-red cast to the atmosphere with 

reduced visibility.  There is some indication of a relationship between NO2 and chronic 

pulmonary fibrosis.  Some increase of bronchitis in children (2-3 years old) has been 

observed at concentrations below 0.3 parts per million (ppm). 

 

• Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of 

sulfur-containing fossil fuels.  Main sources of SO2 are coal and oil used in power plants 

and industries. Generally, the highest levels of SO2 are found near large industrial 

complexes.  In recent years, SO2 concentrations have been reduced by the increasingly 

stringent controls placed on stationary source emissions of SO2 and limits on the sulfur 

content of fuels.  SO2 is an irritant gas that attacks the throat and lungs.  It can cause acute 

respiratory symptoms and diminished ventilator function in children.  SO2 can also yellow 

plant leaves and erode iron and steel.  

 

• Particulate Matter (PM) consists of small liquid and solid particles floating in the air, 

including smoke, soot, dust, salts, acids, and metals and can form when gases emitted 

from industries and motor vehicles undergo chemical reactions in the atmosphere.  Fine 

particulate matter, or PM2.5, is roughly 1/28 the diameter of a human hair and results 

from fuel combustion (e.g. motor vehicles, power generation, industrial facilities), 

residential fireplaces, and wood stoves.  In addition, PM2.5 can be formed in the 

atmosphere from gases such as SO2, NOX, and VOC.  Inhalable particulate matter, or PM10, 

is about 1/7 the thickness of a human hair.  Major sources of PM10 include crushing or 

grinding operations; dust stirred up by vehicles traveling on roads; wood burning stoves 

and fireplaces; dust from construction, landfills, and agriculture; wildfires and 

brush/waste burning; industrial sources; windblown dust from open lands; and 

atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions. 

 

PM2.5 and PM10 pose a greater health risk than larger-size particles.  When inhaled, they 

can penetrate the human respiratory system’s natural defenses and damage the 

respiratory tract.  PM2.5 and PM10 can increase the number and severity of asthma attacks, 

cause or aggravate bronchitis and other lung diseases, and reduce the body’s ability to 

fight infections.  Very small particles of substances, such as lead, sulfates, and nitrates can 

cause lung damage directly.  These substances can be absorbed into the blood stream 

and cause damage elsewhere in the body.  These substances can transport absorbed 

gases, such as chlorides or ammonium, into the lungs and cause injury.  Whereas PM10 

tends to collect in the upper portion of the respiratory system, PM2.5 is so tiny that it can 

penetrate deeper into the lungs and damage lung tissues.  Suspended particulates also 

damage and discolor surfaces on which they settle, as well as produce haze and reduce 

regional visibility. 

 

• Lead (Pb) in the atmosphere occurs as particulate matter.  Sources of lead include leaded 

gasoline; the manufacturers of batteries, paint, ink, ceramics, and ammunition; and 

secondary lead smelters.  Prior to 1978, mobile emissions were the primary source of 

atmospheric lead.  Between 1978 and 1987, the phase-out of leaded gasoline reduced 
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the inventory of airborne lead by nearly 95 percent.  With the phase-out of leaded 

gasoline, secondary lead smelters, battery recycling, and manufacturing facilities have 

become emission sources of greater concern. 

 

Prolonged exposure to atmospheric lead poses a serious threat to human health.  Health 

effects associated with exposure to lead include gastrointestinal disturbances, anemia, 

kidney disease, and in severe cases, neuromuscular and neurological dysfunction.  Of 

particular concern are low-level lead exposures during infancy and childhood.  Such 

exposures are associated with decrements in neurobehavioral performance, including 

intelligence quotient performance, psychomotor performance, reaction time, and 

growth.  

 

• Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC) are airborne pollutants that may increase a person’s risk of 

developing cancer or other serious health effects.  TACs include over 700 chemical 

compounds that are identified by State and federal agencies based on a review of 

available scientific evidence.  In California, TACs are identified through a two-step process 

established in 1983 that includes risk identification and risk management. 

 

Regulatory Setting 
 

Federal 

 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).  The USEPA is responsible for enforcing 

the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), the legislation that governs air quality in the United States.  USEPA 

is also responsible for establishing the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  NAAQS 

are required under the 1977 CAA and subsequent amendments.  USEPA regulates emission 

sources that are under the exclusive authority of the federal government, such as aircraft, ships, 

and certain types of locomotives.  It has jurisdiction over emission sources outside State waters 

(e.g., beyond the outer continental shelf) and establishes emission standards, including those for 

vehicles sold in States other than California, where automobiles must meet stricter emission 

standards set by the State. 

 

As required by the CAA, NAAQS have been established for seven major air pollutants: CO, NO2, 

O3, PM2.5, PM10, SO2, and Pb.  The CAA requires USEPA to designate areas as attainment, 

nonattainment, or maintenance for each criteria pollutant based on whether the NAAQS have 

been achieved.  The federal standards are summarized in Table 3-1.  The USEPA has classified the 

Los Angeles County portion of the South Coast Air Basin as nonattainment for O3 and PM2.5, 

attainment for PM10, and attainment/unclassified for CO and NO2. 

 

State 

 

California Air Resources Board (CARB).  In addition to being subject to the requirements of the 

CAA, air quality in California is also governed by more stringent regulations under the California 

Clean Air Act (CCAA).  CARB, which became part of the California Environmental Protection Agency 

in 1991, is responsible for administering the CCAA and establishing the California Ambient Air 

Quality Standards (CAAQS).  The CCAA, as amended in 1992, requires all air districts in the State 

to achieve and maintain the CAAQS, which are generally more stringent than the federal 
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standards and incorporate additional standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and 

visibility-reducing particles. 

 

CARB has broad authority to regulate mobile air pollution sources, such as motor vehicles.  It is 

responsible for setting emission standards for vehicles sold in California and for other emission 

sources, such as consumer products and certain off-road equipment.  CARB established passenger 

vehicle fuel specifications, which became effective in March 1996.  CARB oversees the functions 

of local air pollution control districts and air quality management districts, which, in turn, 

administer air quality activities at the regional and county levels.  The State standards are 

summarized in Table 3-1. 

 

The CCAA requires CARB to designate areas within California as either attainment or 

nonattainment for each criteria pollutant based on whether the CAAQS have been achieved.  

Under the CCAA, areas are designated as nonattainment for a pollutant if air quality data shows 

that a State standard for the pollutant was violated at least once during the previous three 

calendar years.  Exceedances that are affected by highly irregular or infrequent events are not 

considered violations of a State standard and are not used as a basis for designating areas as 

nonattainment. 

 

Local 

 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD).  The 1977 Lewis Air Quality Management 

Act merged four air pollution control districts to create the SCAQMD to coordinate air quality 

planning efforts throughout Southern California.  It is responsible for monitoring air quality, as 

well as planning, implementing, and enforcing programs designed to attain and maintain State 

and federal ambient air quality standards.  Programs include air quality rules and regulations that 

regulate stationary sources, area sources, point sources, and certain mobile source emissions.  

The SCAQMD is also responsible for establishing stationary source permitting requirements and 

for ensuring that new, modified, or relocated stationary sources do not create net emission 

increases.  

 

The SCAQMD monitors air quality over its jurisdiction of 10,743 square miles, including the South 

Coast Air Basin, which covers 6,745 square miles and is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west, 

the San Gabriel, San Bernardino and San Jacinto mountains to the north and east, and San Diego 

County to the south.  The Basin includes all of Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los 

Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The SCAQMD also regulates the Riverside 

County portion of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin.   

 

All areas designated as nonattainment under the CCAA are required to prepare plans showing 

how they will meet the air quality standards.  The SCAQMD regularly prepares an AQMP to 

address CAA and CCAA requirements by identifying policies and control measures.  On March 3, 

2017, the SCAQMD adopted the 2016 AQMP, which includes strategies to meet the NAAQS for 

the 8-hour ozone standard by 2032, the annual PM2.5 standard by 2021-2025, the 1-hour ozone 

standard by 2023, and the 24-hour PM2.5 standard by 2019.  In its role as the local air quality 

regulatory agency, the SCAQMD also provides guidance on how environmental analyses should 

be prepared.  This includes recommended thresholds of significance for evaluating air quality 

impacts. 
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 TABLE 3-1: STATE AND NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AND ATTAINMENT STATUS FOR THE 

SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN 

Pollutant Averaging 
Period 

California Federal 

Standards Attainment Status Standards Attainment Status 

Ozone (O3)  

1-hour 
0.09 ppm 

(180 µg/m3) 

Nonattainment -- -- 

8-hour 
0.070 ppm 

(137 µg/m3) 
/a/ 

0.070 ppm 

(137 µg/m3) 

Nonattainment 

(Extreme) 

Respirable 

Particulate 

Matter (PM10) 

24-hour 50 µg/m3 Nonattainment 150 µg/m3 
Maintenance 

(Serious) 

Annual 

Arithmetic 

Mean 

20 µg/m3 Nonattainment -- -- 

Fine Particulate 

Matter (PM2.5)  

24-hour -- -- 35 µg/m3 
Nonattainment 

(Moderate) 

Annual 

Arithmetic 

Mean 

12 µg/m3 Nonattainment 12 µg/m3 
Nonattainment 

(Moderate) 

Carbon 

Monoxide (CO) 

8-hour 

9.0 ppm 

(10 mg/m3) 
Attainment 

9 ppm 

(10 mg/m3) 

Maintenance 

(Serious) 

1-hour 
20 ppm 

(23 mg/m3) 
Attainment 

35 ppm 

(40 mg/m3) 

Maintenance 

(Serious) 

Nitrogen 

Dioxide (NO2) 

Annual 

Arithmetic 

Mean 

0.030 ppm  

(57 µg/m3) 

Attainment 
53 ppb 

(100 µg/m3) 

Maintenance 

1-hour 

0.18 ppm 

(338 µg/m3) 
Attainment 

100 ppb 

(188 µg/m3) 
Maintenance 

Sulfur Dioxide 

(SO2) 

24-hour 
0.04 ppm 

(105 µg/m3) 
Attainment -- Attainment 

1-hour 
0.25 ppm 

(655 µg/m3) 
Attainment 

75 ppb 

(196 µg/m3) 
Attainment 

Lead (Pb) 

30-day 

average 
1.5 µg/m3 Attainment -- -- 

Calendar 

Quarter 
-- -- 0.15 µg/m3 Nonattainment 

/a/ CARB has not determined 8-hour O3 attainment status. 

Source: California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Quality Standards, and attainment status, accessed December 16, 2016 

(www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm.htm ) 

 

 

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) assists in air quality planning efforts 

by preparing the transportation portion of the AQMP through the adoption of its Regional 

Transportation Plan (RTP).  This includes the preparation of a Sustainable Communities Strategy 

(SCS) that responds to planning requirements of SB 375 and demonstrates the region’s ability to 

attain greenhouse gas reduction targets set forth in State law.  In April 2016, SCAG adopted its 

2016-2040 RTP, a plan to invest $556.5 billion in transportation systems over a six-county region. 

 

City of Los Angeles.  The City’s General Plan includes an Air Quality Element that provides a policy 

framework governing air quality planning within the City of Los Angeles.  Adopted in November 
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1992, the Plan includes six goals, 15 objectives, and 30 policies that help define how the City will 

achieve its clean air vision. 

 

In 2006, the City released its L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide that provides guidance in the 

preparation of environmental documents.  This included a chapter focusing on air quality.  While 

it didn’t set new thresholds of significance for air quality, it did suggest a process for evaluating 

projects and attempted to standardize analyses through prescribed protocols. 

  

Air Pollution Climatology 
 

The Project Site is located within the Los Angeles County non-desert portion of the South Coast 

Air Basin.  The Basin is in an area of high air pollution potential due to its climate and topography.  

The region lies in the semi-permanent high pressure zone of the eastern Pacific, resulting in a mild 

climate tempered by cool sea breezes with light average wind speeds.  The Basin experiences 

warm summers, mild winters, infrequent rainfalls, light winds, and moderate humidity.  This 

usually mild climatological pattern is interrupted infrequently by periods of extremely hot 

weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds.  The Basin is a coastal plain with connecting broad 

valleys and low hills, bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and high mountains around the 

rest of its perimeter.  The mountains and hills within the area contribute to the variation of 

rainfall, temperature, and winds throughout the region.   

 

The Basin experiences frequent temperature inversions that help to form smog.  While 

temperature typically decreases with height, it actually increases under inversion conditions as 

altitude increases, thereby preventing air close to the ground from mixing with the air above.  As 

a result, air pollutants are trapped near the ground.  During the summer, air quality problems are 

created due to the interaction between the ocean surface and the lower layer of the atmosphere.  

This interaction creates a moist marine layer.  An upper layer of warm air mass forms over the 

cool marine layer, preventing air pollutants from dispersing upward.  Additionally, hydrocarbons 

and NO2 react under strong sunlight, creating smog.  Light daytime winds, predominantly from 

the west, further aggravate the condition by driving air pollutants inland toward the mountains. 

 

Air quality problems also occur during the fall and winter, when CO and NO2 emissions tend to be 

higher.  CO concentrations are generally worse in the morning and late evening (around 10:00 

p.m.) when temperatures are cooler.  High CO levels during the late evenings result from stagnant 

atmospheric conditions trapping CO.  Since CO emissions are produced almost entirely from 

automobiles; the highest CO concentrations in the Basin are associated with heavy traffic.  NO2 

concentrations are also generally higher during fall and winter days.  

 

Air Monitoring Data 
 
The SCAQMD monitors air quality conditions at 38 locations throughout the Basin.  The Project 

Site is located in SCAQMD’s Central Los Angeles receptor area.  Historical data from the area was 

used to characterize existing conditions in the vicinity of the Project area.  Table 3-2 shows 

pollutant levels, State and federal standards, and the number of exceedances recorded in the area 

from 2014 through 2016.  The one-hour State standard for O3 was exceeded seven times during 

this three-year period, the daily State standard for PM10 was exceeded 47 times while the daily 

federal standard for PM2.5 was exceeded nine times.  CO and NO2 levels did not exceed the CAAQS 

from 2014 to 2016. 
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TABLE 3-2:  2014-2016 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY DATA IN PROJECT VICINITY 

Pollutant Pollutant Concentration & Standards 
Central Los Angeles 

2014 2015 2016 

Ozone 

Maximum 1-hour Concentration (ppm) 0.113 0.104 0.103 

Days > 0.09 ppm (State 1-hour standard) 3 2 2 

Days > 0.070 ppm (Federal 8-hour standard) 2 0 4 

Carbon 

Monoxide 

Maximum 1-hour Concentration (ppm) N/A 3.2 1.9 

Days > 20 ppm (State 1-hour standard) N/A 0 0 

Maximum 8-hour Concentration (ppm) 2.0 1.8 1.4 

Days > 9.0 ppm (State 8-hour standard) 0 0 0 

Nitrogen 

Dioxide 

Maximum 1-hour Concentration (ppm) 0.0821 0.0791 0.0647 

Days > 0.18 ppm (State 1-hour standard) 0 0 0 

PM10 

Maximum 24-hour Concentration (µg/m
3
) 66 88 67 

Days > 50 µg/m
3
 (State 24-hour standard) 3 26 18 

PM2.5 

Maximum 24-hour Concentration (µg/m
3
) N/A 56.4 44.4 

Days > 35 µg/m
3
 (Federal 24-hour standard) N/A 7 2 

Sulfur Dioxide 
Maximum 24-hour Concentration (ppb) N/A 12.6 13.4 

Days > 0.04 ppm (State 24-hour standard) N/A 0 0 

Source: SCAQMD annual monitoring data (www.aqmd.gov/home/library/air-quality-data-studies/historical-data-by-year) 

accessed February 8, 2018. 

N/A: Not available at this monitoring station. 
 

 
Toxic Air Pollution 
 
According to the SCAQMD’s Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study IV (MATES IV), the incidence of 

cancer over a lifetime in the US population is about 1 in 3, which translates into a risk of about 

300,000 in 1 million. One study, the Harvard Report on Cancer Prevention, estimated that, of 

cancers associated with known risk factors, about 30 percent were related to tobacco, 30 percent 

were related to diet and obesity, and about two percent were associated with environmental 

pollution related exposures. The potential cancer risk for a given substance is expressed as the 

incremental number of potential excess cancer cases per million people over a 30-year lifetime 

exposure at a constant annual average pollutant concentration. The risks are usually presented in 

chances per million. For example, if the cancer risks were estimated to be 100 per million, this 

would predict an additional 100 excess cases of cancer in a population of 1 million people over a 

30-year lifetime. 

 

As part of the SCAQMD’s environmental justice initiatives adopted in late 1997, the SCAQMD 

adopted the MATES IV study in May 2015, which was a follow-up to the previous MATES I, II, and 

III air toxics studies conducted in the Basin. The MATES IV study was based on monitored data 

throughout the Basin and included a monitoring program, an updated emissions inventory of 

TACs, and a modeling effort to characterize carcinogenic risk across the Basin from exposure to 

TACs. The study concluded that the average of the modeled air toxics concentrations measured 

at monitoring stations in the Basin equates to a background cancer risk of approximately 897 in 
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one million primarily due to diesel exhaust particulate matter (DPM).  The Project Site itself has 

an estimated ambient background risk of 1,854 in one million.
1
 

 

Using the MATES IV methodology, about 94 percent of cancer risk is attributed to emissions 

associated with mobile sources, about six percent of risk is attributed to toxics emitted from 

stationary sources, (e.g., industries, dry cleaners and chrome plating operations). The MATES IV 

study found lower ambient concentrations of most of the measured air toxics, as compared to 

the levels measured in the previous MATES III study finalized in September 2008.  

 
Thresholds of Significance 
 
For the purposes of this analysis, air quality impacts of the Proposed Project would be considered 

significant if they would exceed the following standards of significance, which are based on 

Appendix G of the 2013 State CEQA Guidelines. According to these guidelines, a project would 

normally have a significant impact on air quality if it would: 

 
 

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

• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 

standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 

precursors); 

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

quality violation; 

• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollution concentrations; or 

• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people 

 
The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7 provides the significance criteria established by the 

applicable air quality management district or air pollution control district, when available, may be 

relied upon to make determinations of significance. The potential air quality impacts of the 

Proposed Project are, therefore, evaluated according to thresholds developed by the SCAQMD in 

their CEQA Air Quality Handbook, Air Quality Analysis Guidance Handbook, and subsequent 

guidance, which are listed below.  

 

Existing Emissions 
 
The Project Site includes a 64,615 square-foot office building.  However, only 18,148 square feet 

is occupied (12,162 square feet of office and 5,986 square feet of retail).  As shown in Table 3-3, 

the majority of emissions from this partially occupied project site are generated from mobile 

sources that access the commercial uses at the Project Site. 

 

 

 

 

																																																								
1  South Coast Air Quality Management District, MATES IV Carcinogenic Risk Interactive Map, 

http://www3.aqmd.gov/webappl/OI.Web/OI.aspx?jurisdictionID=AQMD.gov&shareID=73f55d6b-

82cc-4c41-b779-4c48c9a8b15b accessed February 6, 2018. 
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TABLE 3-3: EXISTING DAILY OPERATIONS EMISSIONS  

Emission Source Pounds per Day 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 
Area Sources <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Energy Sources <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Mobile Sources 1 2 6 <1 1 <1 

Total Operations 1 2 6 <1 1 <1 
Source:  DKA Planning, 2018 based on CalEEMod 2016.3.2 model runs. 

 

Sensitive Receptors 
 
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others, depending on 

the population groups and the activities involved. CARB has identified the following typical groups 

who are most likely to be affected by air pollution: children under 14; the elderly over 65 years of 

age; athletes; and people with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. According to the 

SCAQMD, sensitive receptors include residences, schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, athletic 

facilities, long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and 

retirement homes. 

 

Because the Project Site is located in a heavily commercial district, there are two primary sensitive 

receptors near the Project Site, including: 

 
• Broadway Palace Apartments, 1026 S. Broadway; 250 feet west of the Project Site. 

• Dignity Health California Hospital Medical Center, 1401 South Grand Avenue; 2,760 feet 

southwest of the Project Site. 

 
Project Consistency with Air Quality Plans 
 
SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan.  The proposed residential and restaurant land uses will 

neither conflict with the SCAQMD’s 2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) nor jeopardize 

the region’s attainment of air quality standards.  The AQMP focuses on achieving clean air 

standards while accommodating population growth forecasts by the Southern California 

Association of Governments (SCAG).  Specifically, SCAG’s growth forecasts from the 2016 Regional 

Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) are largely built off local 

growth forecasts from local governments like the City of Los Angeles.  The 2016 RTP/SCS 

accommodates 4,609,400 persons; 1,690,300 households; and 2,169,100 jobs in the City of Los 

Angeles by 2040. 

 

The Project site is located in the City’s Central City Community Plan area.  The Community Plan 

implements land use standards of the General Plan Framework at the local level.  The Project is 

consistent with the City’s projected growth capacity for the Central City Community Plan area, 

which accommodated a projected population of 27,212 and housing base of 14,398 units by 

2010.
2	 The City has not updated projections beyond 2010 for the Community Plan area and has 

put on hold any updates to the Plan itself. 

																																																								
2       City of Los Angeles, Central City Community Plan, www.cityplanning.lacity.org/complan/pdf/ccycptxt.pdf. 

1998. 
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The Project would convert an existing office building into a hotel and restaurant facility in the City 

of Los Angeles.  As a largely visitor-serving development, the Proposed Project would not add any 

residents to the Plan area and would not increase population in the South Coast Air Basin.  As 

such, the population-based assumptions about growth in the City’s General Plan accommodate 

such non-housing related growth on this site.  Because the AQMP accommodates growth 

forecasts from local General Plans, the emissions associated with this project are accounted for 

and mitigated in the region’s air quality attainment plans.  As such, the project would not obstruct 

implementation of the AQMP and its cumulative impacts on regional air quality would be less 

than significant. As such, the Project does not conflict with the growth assumptions in the regional 

air plan and this impact is considered less than significant. 

 

TABLE 3-4: PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN’S GROWTH FORECAST 

Forecast 
Year 

Population in 
City of Los 

Angeles 
Proposed 

Project 

Households 
in City of Los 

Angeles 
Proposed 

Project 

Employment 
in City of Los 

Angeles 
Proposed 

Project 
2012 3,845,500 

0 

1,325,500 

0 

1,696,400 

67 2020 4,017,000 1,441,400 1,899,500 

2040 4,609,400 1,690,300 2,169,100 

Source:  DKA Planning 2018 based on SCAG 2016 Regional Transportation Plan Growth Forecast.  Employment forecast based on SCAG “Employment Density 

Study”, October 31, 2001, which assumes a median of 1,179 square feet per hotel employee. 

 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Air Quality Element.  The City’s General Plan Air Quality Element 

identifies 30 policies with specific strategies for advancing the City’s clean air goals.  As illustrated 

in Table 3-5, the Proposed Project is consistent with the applicable policies in the General Plan.  

As such, the proposed Project’s impact on the City’s General Plan would be considered less than 
significant. 
 

TABLE 3-5:  PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH CITY OF LOS ANGELES GENERAL PLAN AIR QUALITY ELEMENT 

Strategy Project Consistency 

Policy 1.3.1.  Minimize particulate emissions from construction sites. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would minimize 

particulate emissions during construction through 

best practices required by SCAQMD Rule 403 

(Fugitive Dust) and/or mitigation measures. 

Policy 1.3.2.  Minimize particulate emissions from unpaved roads and 

parking lots associated with vehicular traffic. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would minimize 

particulate emissions from unpaved facilities 

through best practices required by SCAQMD Rule 

403 (Fugitive Dust) and/or mitigation measures. 

Policy 2.1.1.  Utilize compressed work weeks and flextime, 

telecommuting, carpooling, vanpooling, public transit, and improve 

walking/bicycling related facilities in order to reduce vehicle trips 

and/or VMT as an employer and encourage the private sector to do the 

same to reduce work trips and traffic congestion. 

Consistent.  Future employers could implement 

these transportation demand management 

strategies that help reduce traffic congestion and air 

pollution.  The Proposed Project would be located in 

an urban area with significant infrastructure to 

facilities alternative transportation modes, including 

proximity to 65 bus routes operating by the Los 

Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 

Authority, LADOT DASH, Foothill Transit, 

Montebello Bus Lines, Orange County 

Transportation Authority, Torrance Transit, Gardena 

Municipal Bus, and Santa Monica Big Blue Bus.  In 
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TABLE 3-5:  PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH CITY OF LOS ANGELES GENERAL PLAN AIR QUALITY ELEMENT 

Strategy Project Consistency 
addition, Metro operates the Red Line, Purple Line, 

Blue Line, and Expo Lines in the project area. 

Policy 2.1.2.  Facilitate and encourage the use of telecommunications 

(i.e., telecommuting) in both the public and private sectors, in order to 

reduce work trips. 

Consistent.  Future employers could implement 

these telecommunications strategies that help 

reduce traffic congestion and air pollution. 

Policy 2.2.1.  Discourage single-occupant vehicle use through a variety 

of measures such as market incentive strategies, mode-shift incentives, 

trip reduction plans and ridesharing subsidies. 

Consistent.  Future employers could implement 

these types of strategies that help reduce traffic 

congestion and air pollution. 

Policy 2.2.2.  Encourage multi-occupant vehicle travel and discourage 

single-occupant vehicle travel by instituting parking management 

practices. 

Consistent.  Future property managers could 

implement parking management programs that 

reduce vehicle travel. 

Policy 2.2.3.  Minimize the use of single-occupant vehicles associated 

with special events or in areas and times of high levels of pedestrian 

activities. 

Not Applicable.  The Proposed Project does not 

include special events that would require traffic 

management. 

Policy 3.2.1.  Manage traffic congestion during peak hours. Consistent.  The Proposed Project would minimize 

traffic impacts below significance thresholds. 

Policy 4.1.1.  Coordinate with all appropriate regional agencies on the 

implementation of strategies for the integration of land use, 

transportation, and air quality policies. 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project is being entitled 

through the City of Los Angeles, which coordinates 

with SCAG, Los Angeles County Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority, and other regional 

agencies on the coordination of land use, air quality, 

and transportation policies. 

Policy 4.1.2.  Ensure that project level review and approval of land use 

development remains at the local level. 
Consistent.  The Proposed Project would be entitled 

and environmentally cleared at the local level. 

Policy 4.2.1. Revise the City’s General Plan/Community Plans to achieve 

a more compact, efficient urban form and to promote more transit-

oriented development and mixed-use development. 

Not Applicable.  This policy calls for City updates to 

its General Plan. 

Policy 4.2.2.  Improve accessibility for the City’s residents to places of 

employment, shopping centers and other establishments. 
Consistent.  The Proposed Project would be infill 

development that would provide residents with 

proximate access to jobs, shopping, and other uses. 

Policy 4.2.3.  Ensure that new development is compatible with 

pedestrians, bicycles, transit, and alternative fuel vehicles. 
Consistent.  The Proposed Project would be located 

in an urban area with significant infrastructure to 

facilitate alternative transportation modes, 

including proximity to 65 bus routes operating by 

the Los Angeles County Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority, LADOT DASH, Foothill 

Transit, Montebello Bus Lines, Orange County 

Transportation Authority, Torrance Transit, Gardena 

Municipal Bus, and Santa Monica Big Blue Bus.  In 

addition, Metro operates the Red Line, Purple Line, 

Blue Line, and Expo Lines in the project area. 

Policy 4.2.4.  Require that air quality impacts be a consideration in the 

review and approval of all discretionary projects. 
Consistent.  The proposed Project’s air quality 

impacts will be analyzed and minimized through the 

environmental review process. 

Policy 4.2.5.  Emphasize trip reduction, alternative transit and 

congestion management measures for discretionary projects. 
Consistent.  The Proposed Project would be located 

in an urban area with significant infrastructure to 

facilities alternative transportation modes, including 

proximity to 65 bus routes operating by the Los 

Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 

Authority, LADOT DASH, Foothill Transit, 

Montebello Bus Lines, Orange County 

Transportation Authority, Torrance Transit, Gardena 

Municipal Bus, and Santa Monica Big Blue Bus.  In 

addition, Metro operates the Red Line, Purple Line, 

Blue Line, and Expo Lines in the project area. 
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TABLE 3-5:  PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH CITY OF LOS ANGELES GENERAL PLAN AIR QUALITY ELEMENT 

Strategy Project Consistency 
Policy 4.3.1.  Revise the City’s General Plan/Community Plans to ensure 

that new or relocated sensitive receptors are located to minimize 

significant health risks posed by air pollution sources. 

Not Applicable.  This policy calls for City updates to 

its General Plan. 

Policy 4.3.2.  Revise the City’s General Plan/Community Plans to ensure 

that new or relocated major air pollution sources are located to 

minimize significant health risks to sensitive receptors. 

Not Applicable.  This policy calls for City updates to 

its General Plan. 

Policy 5.1.1.  Make improvements in Harbor and airport operations and 

facilities in order to reduce air emissions. 

Not Applicable.  This policy calls for cleaner 

operations of the City’s water port and airport 

facilities. 

Policy 5.1.2.  Effect a reduction in energy consumption and shift to non-

polluting sources of energy in its buildings and operations. 

Not Applicable.  This policy calls for cleaner 

operations of the City’s buildings and operations. 

Policy 5.1.3.  Have the Department of Water and Power make 

improvements at its in-basin power plants in order to reduce air 

emissions. 

Not Applicable.  This policy calls for cleaner 

operations of the City’s Water and Power energy 

plants. 

Policy 5.1.4.  Reduce energy consumption and associated air emissions 

by encouraging waste reduction and recycling. 
Not Applicable.  This policy calls for City facilities to 

reduce solid waste production and energy 

consumption. 

Policy 5.2.1.  Reduce emissions from its own vehicles by continuing 

scheduled maintenance, inspection and vehicle replacement programs; 

by adhering to the State of California’s emissions testing and 

monitoring programs; by using alternative fuel vehicles wherever 

feasible, in accordance with regulatory agencies and City Council 

policies. 

Not Applicable.  This policy calls for the City to 

gradually reduce the fleet emissions inventory from 

its vehicles through use of alternative fuels, 

improved maintenance practices, and related 

operational improvements. 

Policy 5.3.1.  Support the development and use of equipment powered 

by electricity or low-emitting fuels. 
Consistent.  The Project would be designed to meet 

the applicable requirements of the State’s Green 

Building Standards Code and the City of Los Angeles’ 

Green Building Code. 

Policy 6.1.1.  Raise awareness through public-information and 

education programs of the actions that individuals can take to reduce 

air emissions. 

Not Applicable.  This policy calls for the City to 

promote clean air awareness through its public 

awareness programs. 

Source: DKA Planning, 2018. 

 
 
Air Quality Plan Mitigation Measure 
 

None required 

 

Air Quality Plan Impacts After Mitigation 

 

The air quality impacts of residential development on the Project Site are accommodated in the 

region’s emissions inventory for the 2016 RTP/SCS and 2016 AQMP.  The project is therefore not 

expected to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the AQMP, and any impact on the Plan 

would be considered less than significant.  Similarly, the Proposed Project is consistent with the 

City’s General Plan Air Quality Element’s policies and would not conflict with its six goals and 15 

objectives. 

 
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation?  Less Than Significant Impact. 
   

Construction Phase Air Quality Impacts on Regional Air Quality 
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Construction-related emissions were estimated using the South Coast Air Quality Management 

District’s (SCAQMD’s) CalEEMod 2016.3.2 model using assumptions from the Project’s developer, 

including the Project’s construction schedule of 16 months.  Work is tentatively scheduled to 

begin in 2019.  Unlike new construction, the bulk of construction activities for the Proposed 

Project involve capital and tenant improvements to the interior of the existing building.  This 

would employ equipment to transport material to and from the Project Site.  As such, there is no 

earthmoving or erection of buildings that are typically associated with new construction. Table 3-

6 summarizes the proposed construction schedule that was modeled for air quality impacts. 

 
 

TABLE 3-6: PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 

Phase Duration Notes 
Site Preparation Week 1  

Demolition Week 2-Week 16 
Debris from 500 tons of debris hauled 

off-site 

Building Construction Week 17-Week 68  

Architectural Coatings Week 23-Week 68  

Source: DKA Planning, 2018 

 

 

As shown in Table 3-7 the construction of the Proposed Project will produce VOC, NOX, CO, SOX, 

PM10 and PM2.5 emissions that do not exceed the SCAQMD’s regional thresholds.  As a result, 

construction of the Proposed Project would not contribute substantially to an existing violation 

of air quality standards for regional pollutants (e.g., ozone).  This impact is considered less than 
significant. 

 

TABLE 3-7:  ESTIMATED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS - UNMITIGATED 

Construction Phase Year Pounds Per Day 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 
     2019 9 43 47 <1 5 3 

     2020 9 40 46 <1 4 3 

Maximum Regional Total 9 43 47 <1 5 3 

Regional Significance 
Threshold 75 100 550 150 150 55 
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 

 

Maximum Localized Total 8 36 38 <1 2 2 

Localized Significance 
Threshold -- 74 882 -- 15 5 
Exceed Threshold? N/A No No N/A No No 

Source: DKA Planning, 2018 based on CalEEMod 2016.3.2 model runs.  LST analyses based on 1-acre site with 50-meter distances to receptors in Central LA 

source receptor area. 
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Construction Phase Air Quality Impacts on Local Air Quality 

 

In terms of local air quality, the Proposed Project would produce significant emissions that do not 

exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended localized standards of significance for NO2 and CO during 

the construction phase.  Similarly, construction activities would not produce PM10 and PM2.5 

emissions that exceed localized thresholds recommended by the SCAQMD.  As a result, 

construction impacts on localized air quality are considered less than significant. 

 

Construction Phase Air Quality Mitigation Measures 
 

None required. 

 

Construction Phase Regulatory Compliance Measures 
 

RCM1 Construction activities shall comply with SCAQMD Rule 403, including the following 

measures: 

 

o Apply water to disturbed areas of the site three times a day 

o Require the use of a gravel apron or other equivalent methods to reduce mud 

and dirt trackout onto truck exit routes 

o Appoint a construction relations officer to act as a community liaison concerning 

on-site construction activity including resolution of issues related to PM 

generation. 

o Limit soil disturbance to the amounts analyzed in the Final MND. 

o All materials transported off-site shall be securely covered. � 
o Apply non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specifications to all 

inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or 

more). 

o Traffic speeds on all unpaved roads to be reduced to 15 mph or less 

RCM2 All diesel-fueled commercial heavy- and medium-duty vehicles shall comply with CARB’s 

regulations limiting idling (Title 13 Section 2485).  This includes no idling of primary diesel 

engines for more than five minutes and not using diesel-fueled auxiliary power systems 

to power cab functions (e.g., heating, air conditions) for more than five minutes when 

within 100 feet of restricted areas. 

 

Construction Phase Air Quality Impacts After Mitigation 

 

Construction of the Proposed Project is not expected to produce any local violation of air quality 

standards or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. 

 
Operation Phase Air Quality Impacts 
 

The Project will also produce long-term air quality impacts to the region primarily from motor 

vehicles that access the Project site.  The Project could add up to 1,457 net vehicle trips to and 



Mart South Project  

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases Impact Report 

 
from the Project Site on a peak weekday at the start of operations in 2021.

3
  Operational emissions 

would not exceed SCAQMD’s regional significance thresholds for VOC, NOX, CO, PM10 and PM2.5 

emissions (Table 3-8).  As a result, the Project’s operational impacts on regional air quality are 

considered less than significant. 

 

With regard to localized air quality impacts, the Proposed Project would emit minimal emissions 

of NO2, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 from area and energy sources on-site.  As shown in Table 3-8, these 

localized emissions would not approach the SCAQMD’s localized significance thresholds that 

signal when there could be human health impacts at nearby sensitive receptors during long-term 

operations.  The Project’s operational impacts on localized air quality are considered less than 
significant. 

 

TABLE 3-8: ESTIMATED DAILY OPERATIONS EMISSIONS - UNMITIGATED 

Emission Source Pounds per Day 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 
Area Sources 2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Energy Sources <1 1 1 <1 <1 <1 

Mobile Sources 3 11 29 <1 7 2 

Total Operations 5 12 30 <1 7 2 

Existing Operations -1 -2 -6 -<1 -1 -<1 

Net Regional Total 4 10 24 <1 6 2 

Regional Significance Threshold 55 55 550 150 150 55 
Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 

Net Localized Total 2 1 1 <1 <1 <1 

Localized Significance Threshold -- 74 882 -- 4 2 

Exceed Threshold? N/A No No N/A No No 

Source:  DKA Planning, 2018 based on CalEEMod 2016.3.2 model runs.  LST analysis based on 1-acre site with 50-meter distances to receptors in Central LA source 

receptor area. 

 

Operations Phase Air Quality Mitigation Measures 
 
None required. 

	
Operations Phase Air Quality Regulatory Compliance Measures 
	
RCM3 Any restaurants that include chain-driven charbroilers shall comply with SCAQMD 

Rule 1138, which requires use of catalytic oxidizer controls, Rule 1174 that controls 

VOC emissions from barbecue charcoal, Rule 1153 that addresses commercial 

bakery ovens, and any other applicable regulations. 

 

None required. 

 

 
 

																																																								
3  Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc., Transportation Impact Study for the 124 East Olympic 

Boulevard Hotel Conversion Project; February 2018. 
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Operations Phase Air Quality Impacts After Mitigation 

 

The long-term operation of the Proposed Project would not violate any air quality standard or 

contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation for regional and localized 

air quality. 

 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)?  Less Than Significant Impact. 
 
Construction Phase Air Quality Impacts 

 

A project’s construction impacts could be considered cumulative considerable if it substantially 

contributes to cumulative air quality violations when considering other projects that may 

undertake concurrent construction activities.  

 

Construction of the Proposed Project would not contribute significantly to cumulative emissions 

of any non-attainment regional pollutants.  For regional ozone precursors, the Project would not 

exceed SCAQMD mass emission thresholds for ozone precursors during construction. Similarly, 

regional emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 would not exceed mass thresholds established by the 

SCAQMD.  Therefore, construction emissions impacts on regional criteria pollutant emissions 

would be considered less than significant. 
 

When considering local impacts, cumulative construction emissions are considered when projects 

are within close proximity of each other that could result in larger impacts on local sensitive 

receptors.  Construction of the Project itself would not produce cumulative considerable 

emissions of localized nonattainment pollutants PM10 and PM2.5, as the anticipated emissions 

would not exceed LST thresholds set by the SCAQMD.  This is considered a less than significant 
impact.   

 

There are 148 proposed developments in the vicinity of the Project Site that were identified by 

the project’s traffic study.
4

  If any other of these proposed projects were to undertake 

construction concurrently with the proposed Project, localized CO, PM2.5, PM10, and NO2 

concentrations would be further increased.  However, the application of LST thresholds to each 

cumulative project in the local area would help ensure that each project does not produce 

localized hotspots of CO, PM2.5, PM10, and NO2.  Any projects that would exceed LST thresholds 

(after mitigation) would perform dispersion modeling to confirm whether health-based air quality 

standards would be violated.  The SCAQMD’s LST thresholds recognize the influence of a 

receptor’s proximity, setting mass emissions thresholds for PM10 and PM2.5 that generally double 

with every doubling of distance. 

 

 

 

 

																																																								
4 Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc., Transportation Impact Study for the 124 East Olympic 

Boulevard Hotel Conversion Project; February 2018. 
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Construction Phase Air Quality Mitigation Measures 
 

None required.  Other construction projects that involve earthmoving activities would be required 

to comply with SCAQMD Rule 403 which controls fugitive PM10 and PM2.5 emissions during on-site 

construction activities. 

 

Construction Phase Air Quality Impacts After Mitigation 

 

Construction of the Proposed Project would not have any considerable contribution to cumulative 

impacts on pollutant concentrations at nearby receptors. 

 

Operation Phase Air Quality Impacts 
 

As for cumulative operational impacts, the proposed land use will not produce cumulatively 

considerable emissions of nonattainment pollutants at the regional or local level.  Because the 

Project’s air quality impacts would not exceed the SCAQMD’s operational thresholds of 

significance as noted in Table 3-8, the Project’s impacts on cumulative emissions of non-

attainment pollutants is considered less than significant.  The Project is a hotel development that 

would not include major sources of combustion or fugitive dust.  As a result, its localized emissions 

of PM10 and PM2.5 would be minimal.  Likewise, existing land uses in the area include land uses 

that do not produce substantial emissions of localized nonattainment pollutants. 

 

Operation Phase Air Quality Mitigation Measures 
 

None required. 

 

Operation Phase Air Quality Impacts After Mitigation 
 

Long-term operation of the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 

of any non-attainment criteria pollutant. 

 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?  Less Than Significant 
Impact  
 

Construction Phase Air Quality Impacts on Sensitive Receptors 

 

Construction of the Proposed Project could produce air emissions that impact several existing 

sensitive receptors near the Project Site, including: 
 

• Broadway Palace Apartments, 1026 S. Broadway; 250 feet west of the Project Site. 

• Dignity Health California Hospital Medical Center, 1401 South Grand Avenue; 2,760 feet 

southwest of the Project Site. 

 

As illustrated in Table 3-7, these nearby receptors would not be exposed to substantial 

concentrations of localized pollutants PM10 and PM2.5 from construction of the proposed Project.  

Specifically, construction activities would not exceed SCAQMD LST thresholds for PM10 and PM2.5 

and represent a less than significant impact.  LST thresholds represent the maximum emissions 
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from a project that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable 

ambient air quality standard. 

 

Construction Phase Air Quality Mitigation Measures for Sensitive Receptors 

 

None required.  

 

Construction Phase Air Quality Impacts on Sensitive Receptors After Mitigation 
 
Construction of the Proposed Project would not have any significant impacts on pollutant 

concentrations at nearby receptors. 

 

Operation Phase Air Quality Impacts on Sensitive Receptors 
 
The Proposed Project would generate long-term emissions on-site from area and energy sources 

that would generate negligible pollutant concentrations of CO, NO2, PM2.5, or PM10 at nearby 

sensitive receptors.  While long-term operations of the Project would generate traffic that 

produces off-site emissions, these would not result in exceedances of CO air quality standards at 

roadways in the area due to three key factors.  First, CO hotspots are extremely rare and only 

occur in the presence of unusual atmospheric conditions and extremely cold conditions, neither 

of which applies to this Project area.  Second, auto-related emissions of CO continue to decline 

because of advances in fuel combustion technology in the vehicle fleet. Finally, the Project would 

not contribute to the levels of congestion that would be needed to produce the amount of 

emissions needed to trigger a potential CO hotspot.
5
  Specifically, traffic levels of service at ten 

intersections studied in the vicinity of the Project would not be significantly impacted by traffic 

volumes from the development under existing or 2021 horizon scenarios.
6
 

 

Finally, the Project would not result in any substantial emissions of TACs during the construction 

or operations phase.  During the construction phase, the primary air quality impacts would be 

associated with the combustion of diesel fuels, which produce exhaust-related particulate matter 

that is considered a toxic air contaminant by CARB based on chronic exposure to these emissions.
7
  

However, construction activities would not produce chronic, long-term exposure to diesel 

particulate matter.	 	During long-term project operations, the Project does not include typical 

sources of acutely and chronically hazardous TACs such as industrial manufacturing processes and 

automotive repair facilities.  As a result, the Project would not create substantial concentrations 

of TACs.  In addition, the SCAQMD recommends that health risk assessments be conducted for 

substantial sources of diesel particulate emissions (e.g., truck stops and warehouse distribution 

facilities) and has provided guidance for analyzing mobile source diesel emissions.
8
  The Project 

would not generate a substantial number of truck trips.  Based on the limited activity of TAC 

sources, the Project would not warrant the need for a health risk assessment associated with on-

site activities.  Therefore, Project impacts related to TACs would be less than significant. 

																																																								
5  Caltrans, Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol, updated October 13, 2010. 
6  Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc., Transportation Impact Study for the 124 East Olympic 

Boulevard Hotel Conversion Project; February 2018. 

7  California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.  Health Effects of Diesel Exhaust.  

www. http://oehha.ca.gov/public_info/facts/dieselfacts.html  

8 SCAQMD, Health Risk Assessment Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Mobile Source Diesel 

Emissions, December 2002. 
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Operation Phase Air Quality Mitigation Measures for Sensitive Receptors 

 

None required. 

 

Operation Phase Air Quality Impacts on Sensitive Receptors After Mitigation 
 

Long-term operation of the Proposed Project would not have any significant impacts on pollutant 

concentrations at nearby receptors. 

 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?  Less Than Significant 
Impact.   
 

The Proposed Project would introduce hotel land uses to the area but would not result in activities 

that create objectionable odors.  It would not include any land uses typically associated with 

unpleasant odors and local nuisances (e.g., rendering facilities, dry cleaners).  The SCAQMD would 

enforce any regulations relating to restaurants, such as Rule 1174 that controls VOC emissions 

from barbecue charcoal, Rule 1153 that addresses commercial bakery ovens, Rule 1138 that 

governs char-broiler emissions from restaurants.  SCAQMD regulations that govern nuisances 

(i.e., Rule 402, Nuisances) would regulate any occasional odors associated with on-site uses.  As a 

result, any odor impacts from the Project would be considered less than significant. 
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the Project: 

 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment?  Less Than Significant Impact. 

 
The global nature of climate change creates unique challenges for assessing the Project’s climate 

change impact under CEQA, which focuses on cause and effect.  When compared to the 

cumulative inventory of GHG across the globe, a single Project’s impact will be negligible.  To 

further complicate this, there is debate about whether a Project’s emissions are adding to the net 

emissions worldwide, or simply redistributing emissions that would have occurred anyway 

somewhere in the world. 

 

Climate change analyses are also unique because emitting carbon dioxide (CO2) into the 

atmosphere is not itself an adverse environmental effect.  It is the increased concentration of CO2 

in the atmosphere resulting in global climate change and the associated consequences of climate 

change that results in adverse environmental affects (e.g., sea level rise, loss of snowpack, severe 

weather events).  Although it is possible to estimate a Project’s incremental contribution of CO2 

into the atmosphere, it is typically not possible to determine whether or how an individual 

Project’s relatively small incremental contribution might translate into physical effects on the 

environment.  Nevertheless, both short-term impacts occurring during construction and long-

term effects related to the ongoing operation of the Project are discussed in this section. 

 

Pollutants and Effects 
 

Various gases in the Earth’s atmosphere, classified as atmospheric greenhouse gases (GHGs), play 

a critical role in determining the Earth’s surface temperature. Solar radiation entering Earth’s 

atmosphere is absorbed by the Earth’s surface.  When the Earth emits this radiation back toward 

space, the radiation changes from high-frequency solar radiation to lower-frequency infrared 

radiation. GHGs are transparent to solar radiation and absorb infrared radiation.  As a result, 

radiation that otherwise would escape back into space is now retained, warming the atmosphere. 

This phenomenon is known as the greenhouse effect.  

 

GHGs that contribute to the greenhouse effect include: 

 

• Carbon Dioxide (CO2) is released to the atmosphere when solid waste, fossil fuels (oil, 

natural gas, and coal), and wood and wood products are burned.  CO2 emissions from 

motor vehicles occur during operation of vehicles and operation of air conditioning 

systems.  CO2 comprises over 80 percent of GHG emissions in California.
9
     

• Methane (CH4) is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and 

oil.  Methane emissions also result from the decomposition of organic waste in solid 

waste landfills, raising livestock, natural gas and petroleum systems, stationary and 

mobile combustion, and wastewater treatment.  Mobile sources represent 0.5 percent of 

overall methane emissions.
10

 

																																																								
9 California Environmental Protection Agency, Climate Action Team Report to Governor 

Schwarzenegger and the Legislature, March 2006, p. 11. 

10
 United States Environmental Protection Agency, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 

Sinks, 1990-2003, April 2005 (EPA 430-R-05-003). 
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• Nitrous Oxide (N2O) is emitted during agricultural and industrial activities, as well as 

during combustion of solid waste and fossil fuels.  Mobile sources represent about 14 

percent of N2O emissions.
11

  N2O emissions from motor vehicles generally occur directly 

from operation of vehicles. 

• Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) are one of several high global warming potential (GWP) gases 

that are not naturally occurring and are generated from industrial processes.  HFC 

(refrigerant) emissions from vehicle air conditioning systems occur due to leakage, losses 

during recharging, or release from scrapping vehicles at end of their useful life. 

• Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) are another high GWP gas that are not naturally occurring and 

are generated in a variety of industrial processes.  Emissions of PFCs are generally 

negligible from motor vehicles. 

• Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) is another high GWP gas that is not naturally occurring and are 

generated in a variety of industrial processes.  Emissions of SF6 are generally negligible 

from motor vehicles. 

 

For most non-industrial development projects, motor vehicles produce the bulk of GHG emissions, 

particularly carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and HFCs.
12

  As illustrated in Table 7-1, the 

other GHGs are less abundant but have higher GWP than CO2.  To account for this higher potential, 

emissions of other GHGs are frequently expressed in the equivalent mass of CO2, denoted as CO2e.  

Expressing GHG emissions in carbon dioxide equivalents takes the contribution of all GHG 

emissions to the greenhouse effect and converts them to a single unit equivalent to the effect 

that would occur if only CO2 were being emitted.  High GWP gases such as HFCs, PFCs, and SF6 are 

the most heat-absorbent. 

 

 

TABLE 7-1:  GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIAL FOR GREENHOUSE GASES 

Greenhouse Gas Global Warming Potential Factor (100-Year) 

Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 1 

Methane (CH4) 28 

Nitrous Oxide (N2O) 265 

Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) 7,390-1 

12,200 

Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) 124-14,800 

Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF6) 22,800 

Source:  Southern California Association of Governments, Draft Program EIR for 2016 RTP/SCS. November 24, 2015. 

Note:  Global warming potential measures how much heat a GHG traps in the atmosphere, in this case, over a 100-year 

period. 

 

 

The effects of increasing global temperature are far-reaching and difficult to quantify.  If the 

temperature of the ocean warms, it is anticipated that the winter snow season would be 

shortened.  Snowpack in the Sierra Nevada provides both water supply (runoff) and storage 

																																																								
11

  United States Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Adipic Acid and Nitric Acid N2O Emissions 
1990-2020: Inventories, Projections and Opportunities for Reductions, December 2001 

12  California Air Resources Board, Climate Change Emission Control Regulations, 2004 
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(within the snowpack before melting), which is a major source of supply for the state.  According 

to a California Energy Commission (CEC) report, the snowpack portion of the supply could 

potentially decline by 70 to 90 percent by the end of the 21
st

 century.  This phenomenon could 

lead to significant challenges securing an adequate water supply for a growing state population.  

Further, the increased ocean temperature could result in increased moisture flux into the state; 

however, since this would likely increasingly come in the form of rain rather than snow in the high 

elevations, increased precipitation could lead to increased potential and severity of flood events, 

placing more pressure on California’s levee/flood control system.  Sea level has risen 

approximately seven inches during the last century and, according to the CEC report, it is 

predicted to rise an additional 22 to 35 inches by 2100, depending on the future GHG emissions 

levels.  If this occurs, resultant effects could include increased coastal flooding, saltwater intrusion 

and disruption of wetlands.  As the existing climate throughout California changes over time, mass 

migration of species, or worse, failure of species to migrate in time to adapt to the perturbations 

in climate, could also result. 

 

While efforts to reduce the rate of GHG emissions continue, the State has developed a strategy 

to adapt the State’s infrastructure to the impacts of climate change.  The 2009 California Climate 

Adaptation Strategy (Strategy) analyzed risks and vulnerabilities and proposes strategies to 

reduce risks.  The Strategy analyzed two components of climate change: projecting the amount 

of climate change that may occur using computer-based global climate models, and assessing 

nature or human systems’ abilities to cope with and adapt to change by examining past 

experience with climate variability and extrapolating from this to understand how the systems 

may respond to the additional impact of climate change.  The Strategy’s key adaptation 

recommendations included:  

 

• Appointment of a Climate Adaption Advisory Panel; 

• Improved water management in anticipation of reduced water supplies, including a 20 

percent reduction in per capita water use by 2020 from 2011 levels; 

• Consideration of project alternatives that avoid significant new development in areas 

that cannot be adequately protected from flooding due to climate change; 

• Preparation of agency-specific adaptation plans, guidance or criteria by September 

2010; 

• Consideration of climate change impacts for all significant State projects; 

• Assessment of climate change impacts on emergency preparedness; 

• Identification of key habitats and development of plans to minimize adverse effects 

from climate change; 

• Development of guidance by the California Department of Public Health by September 

2010 for use by local health departments to assess adaptation strategies; 

• Amendment of General Plans and Local Coastal Plans to address climate change impacts 

and to develop local risk reduction strategies; and 

• Inclusion of climate change impact information into fire program planning by State fire-

fighting agencies.  

 

In 2014, the State’s “Safeguarding California Plan” added new recommendations and updated 

portions of the 2009 Plan to reflect new circumstances.  In 2016, the State approved its 

Safeguarding California Implementation Action Plans, which included high-level vulnerability 

assessments and a new Land Use and Community Development sector.  In May 2017, the State 
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released its draft “Safeguarding California Plan: 2017 Update” which includes the following 

highlights: 

• Update of comprehensive statewide adaptation strategies and implementation actions 

• New framework to better integrate sectors and link ongoing research to state plan 

• Update recommendations for all ten sectors 

• Outline annual reporting structure for next steps and adaption actions 

• Increase focus on vulnerable populations, environmental justice concerns, and equity 

• Propose conceptual metrics to track and measures climate impacts and adaptation 

responses of state government over time 

 

Regulatory Setting 
 

International  

 

Kyoto Protocol.  In 1988, the United Nations established the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change to evaluate the impacts of global warming and to develop strategies that nations could 

implement to curtail global climate change.  In 1992, the U.S. joined other countries around the 

world in signing the United Nations’ Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) 

agreement with the goal of controlling greenhouse gas emissions.  As a result, the Climate Change 

Action Plan was developed to address the reduction of GHG emissions in the U.S. The plan 

currently consists of more than 50 voluntary programs for member nations to adopt. 
 

The Kyoto Protocol is a treaty made under the UNFCCC and was the first international agreement 

to regulate GHG emissions. Some have estimated that if the commitments outlined in the Protocol 

are met, global GHG emissions could be reduced an estimated five percent from 1990 levels 

during the first commitment period of 2008-2012.  Notably, while the U.S. is a signatory to the 

Kyoto protocol, Congress has not ratified the Protocol and the U.S. is not bound by the Protocol’s 

commitments.  In December 2009, international leaders from 192 nations met in Copenhagen to 

address the future of international climate change commitments post-Protocol. 

 

The Protocol’s major feature is that it sets binding targets for 37 industrialized countries and the 

European community for reducing GHG emissions.  The targets amount to an average of five 

percent reduction levels against 1990 levels over the five-year period 2008-2012. The major 

distinction between the Protocol and the UNFCCC is that while the UNFCCC encouraged 

industrialized countries to stabilize GHG emissions, the Protocol commits them to do so.  

Recognizing that developed countries are principally responsible for the current high levels of 

GHG emissions in the atmosphere as a result of more than 150 years of industrial activity, the 

Protocol places a heavier burden on developed nations under the principle of “common but 

differentiated responsibilities.”   

 

On December 12, 2015, a Conference of the Parties to the UNFCCC and the 11
th

 session of the 

Kyoto Protocol negotiated an agreement in Paris that would keep the rise of temperature below 

2 degrees Celsius.  While 195 countries participated and published their action plans detailing 

how they plan to reduce their GHG emissions, these reductions would still result in up to three 

degrees Celsius of global warming.  The Paris agreement asks all countries to review their plans 

every five years from 2020, acknowledges that $100 billion is needed each year to enable 

countries to adapt to climate change.  The agreement was opened for signature on April 22, 2016.  
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However, in May 2017, President Donald Trump announced that the U.S. would withdraw from 

the agreement. 

 

The Western Regional Climate Action Initiative (WCI).  The Western Regional Climate Action 

Initiative (WCI) is a partnership among seven states, including California, and four Canadian 

provinces to implement a regional, economy-wide cap-and-trade system to reduce global 

warming pollution. The WCI will cap GHG emissions from the region’s electricity, industrial, and 

transportation sectors with the goal to reduce the heat trapping emissions that cause global 

warming to 15 percent below 2005 levels by 2020. When the WCI adopted this goal in 2007, it 

estimated that this would require 2007 levels to be reduced worldwide between 50 percent and 

85 percent by 2050.  California is working closely with the other states and provinces to design a 

regional GHG reduction program that includes a cap-and-trade approach.  The California Air 

Resources Board’s (CARB) cap and-trade program, discussed below, links California and the other 

member states and provinces. 

 

Federal 

 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has historically not regulated GHG emissions 

because it determined the Clean Air Act did not authorize it to regulate emissions that addressed 

climate change.  In 2007, the U.S Supreme Court found that GHG emissions could be considered 

within the Clean Air Act’s definition of a pollutant.
13

  

 

In June 2013, President Obama announced a Climate Action Plan that calls for a number of 

initiatives, including funding $8 billion in advanced fossil energy efficiency projects, calls for 

federal agencies to develop new emission standards for power plants, investments in renewable 

energy sources, adaptation programs, and leading international efforts to address climate change.  

In September 2013, USEPA announced its first steps to implement a portion of the Obama Climate 

Action Plan by proposing carbon pollution standards for new power plants.  However, in March 

2017, President Trump signed an executive order that rescinded the 2013 Plan. 

 

Vehicle Standards.  Other regulations have been adopted to address vehicle standards including 

the USEPA and National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (the “NHTSA”) joint rulemaking for 

vehicle standards.   
 

• On March 30, 2009, the NHTSA issued a final rule for model year 2011.
14

  

• On May 7, 2010, the USEPA and the NHTSA issued a final rule regulating fuel efficiency 

and GHG emissions pollution from motor vehicles for cars and light-duty trucks for model 

years 2012–2016.
15

   

• On October 15, 2012, the USEPA and NHTSA issued final rules for model year 2017 and 

late light-duty vehicles.
16

   

																																																								
13              Massachusetts v. Environmental Protection Agency et al (127 S. Ct. 1438 [2007]) 

14 NHSTA. 2009. Average Fuel Economy Standards Passenger Cars and Light Trucks Model Year 2011, 

Final Rule. 75 Fed. Reg. 25324. 

15 USEPA.  2010.  Light Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Standards and Corporate Average Fuel 

Economy Standards, Final Rule.  75 Fed. Reg. 25324. 

16  NHSTA, https://www.epa.gov/regulations-emissions-vehicles-and-engines/final-rule-model-year-

2017-and-later-light-duty-vehicle.  77 Fed. Reg. 62623-63200. 
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• NHSTA intends to set standards for model years 2022-2025 in a future rulemaking.

17
  

• In addition to the regulations applicable to cars and light-duty trucks, on August 9, 2011, 

the USEPA and the NHTSA adopted fuel economy and GHG emissions standards for heavy-

duty trucks that applies to vehicles from model year 2014-2018.
18

  Subsequent 

regulations for heavy-duty trucks were finalized in October 2016 for model years 2021-

2027.
19

 

 

Energy Independence and Security Act (the “EISA”).  The EISA is intended to aid in the reduction 

of national GHG emissions, both mobile and non-mobile through several strategies:  
 

1) Increase the supply of alternative fuel sources by setting a mandatory Renewable Fuel 

Standard requiring fuel producers to use at least 36 billion gallons of biofuel in 2022. 

2) Prescribe or revise standards affecting regional efficiency for heating and cooling 

products, procedures for new or amended standards, energy conservation, energy 

efficiency labeling for consumer electronic products, residential boiler efficiency, electric 

motor efficiency, and home appliances. 

3) While superseded by NHTSA and USEPA actions described above, EISA also set miles per 

gallon targets for cars and light trucks and directed the NHTSA to establish a fuel economy 

program for medium- and heavy-duty trucks and create a separate fuel economy 

standard for work trucks. 

 

Additional provisions of the EISA address energy savings in government and public institutions, 

promoting research for alternative energy, additional research in carbon capture, international 

energy programs, and the creation of “green jobs.” 

 

State 

 

Assembly Bill 1493.  California has adopted a series of laws and programs to reduce emissions of 

GHGs into the atmosphere.  Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 was enacted in September 2003 and requires 

regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible reduction of greenhouse gases” emitted by vehicles 

used for personal transportation. 
 

Executive Order S-3-05.  On June 1, 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-3-

05, which set the following GHG emission reduction targets: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 

2000 levels; by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions 

to 80 percent below 1990 levels.  The California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) 

formed a Climate Action Team (“CAT”) that recommended strategies that can be implemented by 

state agencies to meet GHG emissions targets.  The Team reported several recommendations and 

strategies for reducing GHG emissions and reaching the targets established in the Executive 

Order.
20

  Furthermore, the report provided to Governor Schwarzenegger in 2006, referenced 

																																																								
17 NHSTA. 2012. 2017 and Later Model Year Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 

Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards. 77 Fed. Reg. 62624. 

18  NHSTA.https://www.epa.gov/regulations-emissions-vehicles-and-engines/regulations-

greenhouse-gas-emissions-commercial-trucks 

19 USEPA.https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-and-dot-finalize-greenhouse-gas-and-fuel-

efficiency-standards-heavy-duty-trucks-0 

20 California Climate Action Team, Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the 

Legislature, March 2006. 
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above, indicated that smart land use and increased transit availability should be a priority in the 

State of California.
21

 According to the California Climate Action Team, smart land use is an 

umbrella term for strategies that integrate transportation and land-use decisions. Such strategies 

generally encourage jobs/housing proximity, promote transit-oriented development (TOD), and 

encourage high-density residential/commercial development along transit corridors. These 

strategies develop more efficient land-use patterns within each jurisdiction or region to match 

population increases, workforce, and socioeconomic needs for the full spectrum of the 

population.   

Executive Order B-30-15.  On April 29, 2015, Governor Brown issued an executive order setting a 

Statewide GHG reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.  This action aligns the 

State’s GHG targets with those set in October 2014 by the European Union and is intended to help 

the State meets its target of reducing GHG emissions 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  The 

measure calls on State agencies to implement measures accordingly and directs CARB to update 

the Climate Change Scoping Plan. 

 

A recent study shows that the State’s existing and proposed regulatory framework will allow the 

State to reduce its GHG emissions level to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 (consistent with 

Executive Order B-30-15), and to 60 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  Even though this study 

did not provide an exact regulatory and technological roadmap to achieve the 2030 and 2050 

goals, it demonstrated that various combinations of policies could allow the statewide emissions 

level to remain very low through 2050, suggesting that the combination of new technologies and 

other regulations not analyzed in the study could allow the State to meet the 2030 and 2050 

targets.
22

 

 

Assembly Bill 32.  In September 2006, AB 32 was signed into law by Governor Arnold 

Schwarzenegger, focusing on achieving GHG emissions equivalent to statewide levels in 1990 by 

2020.  It mandates that CARB establish a quantified emissions cap, institute a schedule to meet 

the cap, implement regulations to reduce statewide GHG emissions from stationary sources, and 

develop tracking, reporting, and enforcement mechanisms to ensure that reductions are 

achieved. 
 

AB 32 charges CARB with the responsibility to monitor and regulate sources of GHG emissions.  

On June 1, 2007, CARB adopted three early action measures: setting a low carbon fuel standard, 

reducing refrigerant loss from motor vehicle air conditioning maintenance, and increasing 

methane capture from landfills.
23

  On October 25, 2007, CARB approved measures improving 

truck efficiency (i.e., reducing aerodynamic drag), electrifying port equipment, reducing PFCs from 

the semiconductor industry, reducing propellants in consumer products, promoting proper tire 

inflation in vehicles, and reducing sulfur hexaflouride emissions from the non-electricity sector.  

CARB also developed a mandatory reporting program on January 1, 2008 for large stationary 

combustion sources that emit more than 25,000 metric tons of CO2 per year and make up 94 

percent of the point source CO2 emissions in California.  

																																																								
21 California Climate Action Team, Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the 

Legislature, March 2006, p. 57.  

22 Greenblatt, Jeffrey, Energy Policy, “Modeling California Impacts on Greenhouse Gas Emissions” (Vol. 

78, pp. 158-172). 

23           California Air Resources Board, Proposed Early Action Measures to Mitigate Climate Change in 

California, April 20, 2007. 
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CARB developed an AB 32 Scoping Plan that contains strategies to achieve the 2020 emissions 

cap.  This Scoping Plan, which was developed by CARB in coordination with the CAT, was first 

published in October 2008 (the “2008 Scoping Plan”).  The 2008 Scoping Plan proposed a 

comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall GHG emissions in California, improve the 

environment, reduce the state’s dependence on oil, diversify the state’s energy sources, save 

energy, create new jobs, and enhance public health.  It accommodated the State’s projected 

population growth.  Moreover, it expressly called for coordinated planning of growth, including 

the location of dense residential projects near transportation infrastructure, including public 

transit. 

 

An important component of the plan is a cap-and-trade program covering 85 percent of the state’s 

emissions.  Additional key recommendations of the 2008 Scoping Plan include strategies to 

enhance and expand proven cost-saving energy efficiency programs; implementation of 

California’s clean cars standards and increasing the amount of clean and renewable energy used 

to power the state.  Furthermore, the 2008 Scoping Plan proposes full deployment of the 

California Solar Initiative, high-speed rail, water-related energy efficiency measures, and a range 

of regulations to reduce emissions from trucks and from ships docked in California ports.  As 

required by AB 32, CARB must update its Scoping Plan every five years to ensure that California 

remains on the path toward a low carbon future. 

 

In order to assess the scope of reductions needed to return to 1990 emissions levels, CARB first 

estimated the 2020 “business-as-usual” (BAU) GHG emissions in the 2008 Scoping Plan.  These 

are the GHG emissions that would be expected to result if there were no GHG emissions reduction 

measures, and as if the state were to proceed on its pre-AB 32 GHG emissions track.  After 

estimating that statewide 2020 BAU GHG emissions would be 596 metric tons, the 2008 Scoping 

Plan then identified recommended GHG emissions reduction measures that would reduce BAU 

GHG emissions by approximately 174 metric tons (an approximately 28.4 percent reduction) by 

2020.  

 

On August 19, 2011, following legal action in opposition to the Scoping Plan, CARB updated the 

Scoping Plan through a Final Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent 

Document (FED or 2011 Scoping Plan).
24

  CARB updated their 2020 BAU emissions estimate to 

account for the effect of the 2007–2009 economic recession, new estimates for future fuel and 

energy demand, and the reductions achieved through implementation of regulations recently 

adopted for motor vehicles, building energy efficiency standards, and renewable energy.
25

  Under 

that scenario, the State would have had to reduce its BAU GHG emissions by approximately 21.7 

percent by 2020 (down from 28.4 percent). 

On May 22, 2014, CARB approved its first update to the AB 32 Scoping Plan, recalculating 1990 

GHG emissions using IPCC Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) released in 2007.  It states that based 

on the AR4 global warming potentials, the 427 million metric tons of CO2e (MMTCO2e) 1990 

emissions level and 2020 GHG emissions limit would be slightly higher than identified in the 

Scoping Plan, at 431 MMTCO2e.  Based on the revised estimates of expected 2020 emissions 

																																																								
24 California Air Resources Board, Final Supplement to the AB 32 Scoping Plan Functional Equivalent 

Document (FED), Attachment D, August 19, 2011. 

25  California Air Resources Board, Greenhouse Gas Inventory – 2020 Emissions Forecast, 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/bau.htm .  Accessed August 1, 2017. 
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identified in the 2011 supplement to the FED and updated 1990 emissions levels identified in the 

draft first update to the Scoping Plan, achieving the 1990 emission level would require a reduction 

of 76 MMTCO2e (down from 507 MMTCO2e) or a reduction by approximately 15.3 percent (down 

from 28.4 percent) to achieve in 2020 emissions levels in the BAU condition.  CARB’s First Update 
“lays the foundation for establishing a broad framework for continued emission reductions 

beyond 2020, on the path to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050,” and many of the emission 

reduction strategies recommended by CARB would serve to reduce the Project’s post-2020 

emissions level to the extent applicable by law by focusing on reductions from several sectors.
 

26,27 

 

In December 2017, CARB adopted a second update to the Scoping Plan to reflect the 2030 targets 

set by Executive Order B-30-15 and codified by SB 32.  This update calls for strategies that cap the 

State’s GHG emissions at 260 MMTCO2e by 2030, which would represent a 40 percent reduction 

from 1990 levels.  This includes several key elements, including: 

 

• Relying on California’s previously-codified statutory commitment to generate at least 

half of its electricity from renewable resources by 2030; 

• Making more stringent CARB’s pioneering Low Carbon Fuel Standard; 

• Depending on the California Energy Commission to strengthen dramatically the state’s 

already-stringent building and appliance efficiency standards; 

• Enforcing strong new rules to reduce state methane and other short-lived climate 

pollutants that are especially pernicious; 

• Supporting and preserving California’s natural and working landscapes in order to 

enhance carbon sequestration; and 

• Devising transformative changes to California’s public and private transportation 

sectors, including a ramped-up conversion of private vehicles from carbon-based to 

alternative fuels, increased public transit opportunities and progressive land use policies 

that allow Californians to live closer to their workplaces, thus reducing individual and 

statewide vehicle miles traveled. 

• Continuing the State’s cap-and-trade program. 

 

As shown in Table 7-2, these reductions are to come from a variety of sectors, including energy, 

transportation, electric power, waste, and the State’s cap-and-trade emissions program. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

																																																								
26 CARB, First Update, p. 4, May 2014.  See also id. at pp. 32–33 [recent studies show that achieving 

the 2050 goal will require that the “electricity sector will have to be essentially zero carbon; and 

that electricity or hydrogen will have to power much of the transportation sector, including almost 

all passenger vehicles.”] 

27  CARB, First Update, Table 6: Summary of Recommended Actions by Sector, pp. 94-99, May 2014. 
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TABLE 7-2:  EXAMPLES OF EMISSION REDUCTIONS NEEDED TO MEET AB 32 OBJECTIVES IN 2030 

Sector 
1990 Inventory 
(Million Metric 
Tons of CO2e) 

Percent Change 
from 1990 

(MMTCO2e) 
Summary of Recommended Actions 

Electric Power 108 -8 Reduce State’s electric and energy utility 

emissions, reduce emissions from large 

industrial facilities, control fugitive 

emissions from oil and gas production, 

reduce leaks from industrial facilities 

Transportation 152 -32 Phase 2 heavy-duty truck GHG 

standards, ZEV action plan for trucks, 

construct High Speed rail system from SF 

to LA, coordinated land use planning, 

Sustainable Freight Strategy  

Industrial 98 -15 Reduce use of high-GWP compounds 

from refrigeration, air conditioning, 

aerosols 

Waste 7 -29 Eliminate disposal of organic materials at 

landfills, in-State infrastructure 

development, address challenges with 

composting and anaerobic digestion, 

additional methane control and landfills  

Source:  California Environmental Protection Agency, “California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan”, Nov. 2017 

 

Nearly all reductions are to come from sources that are controlled at the statewide level by State 

agencies, including the Air Resources Board, Public Utilities Commission, High Speed Rail 

Authority, and California Energy Commission.  The few actions that are directly or indirectly 

associated with local government control are in the Transportation sector, which is charged with 

reducing 4.5% of baseline 2020 emissions.  Of these actions, only one (GHG reductions through 

coordinated planning) specifically identifies local governments as the responsible agency. 

Cap And Trade.  CARB adopted a California Cap-and-Trade Program pursuant to its authority under 

AB 32. The Cap-and-Trade Program is designed to reduce GHG emissions from major sources 

(deemed “covered entities”) by setting a firm cap on statewide GHG emissions and employing 

market mechanisms to achieve AB 32's emission-reduction mandate of returning to 1990 levels 

of emissions by 2020.  The statewide cap for GHG emissions from the capped sectors (e.g., 

electricity generation, petroleum refining, and cement production) commenced in 2013 and 

declines over time, achieving GHG emission reductions throughout the program's duration. 
 

Under the Cap-and-Trade Program, covered entities that emit more than 25,000 metric tons CO2e 

per year must comply with the Cap-and-Trade Program.  Triggering of the 25,000 metric tons CO2e 

per year “inclusion threshold” is measured against a subset of emissions reported and verified 

under the California Regulation for the Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  CARB 

issues allowances equal to the total amount of allowable emissions over a given compliance 

period and distributes these to regulated entities.  Covered entities are allocated free allowances 

in whole or part (if eligible), and may buy allowances at auction, purchase allowances from others, 

or purchase offset credits.  

 

The Cap-and-Trade Program works with other direct regulatory measures and provides an 

economic incentive to reduce emissions.   If California’s direct regulatory measures reduce GHG 

emissions more than expected, then the Cap-and-Trade Program will be responsible for relatively 
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fewer emissions reductions.  If California’s direct regulatory measures reduce GHG emissions less 

than expected, then the Cap-and-Trade Program will be responsible for relatively more emissions 

reductions.  Thus, the Cap-and-Trade Program assures that California will meet its 2020 GHG 

emissions reduction mandate. 

 

In sum, the Cap-and-Trade Program achieves aggregate, rather than site-specific or project-level, 

GHG emissions reductions.  Also, due to the regulatory framework adopted by CARB in AB 32, the 

reductions attributed to the Cap-and-Trade Program can change over time depending on the 

State’s emissions forecasts and the effectiveness of direct regulatory measures. 

 

As of January 1, 2015, the Cap-and-Trade Program covered approximately 85 percent of 

California’s GHG emissions. The Cap-and-Trade Program covers the GHG emissions associated 

with electricity consumed in California, whether generated in-state or imported.  Accordingly, 

GHG emissions associated with CEQA projects’ electricity usage are covered by the Cap-and-Trade 

Program. 

 

On July 25, 2017, Governor Brown signed AB 398, which extends the program through 2030.  AB 

398 calls for half of emissions offsets to be generated in California and prohibits CARB and air 

districts from regulating CO2 from sources under the Cap-and-Trade program. 

	
Senate Bill 1368.  Senate Bill (SB) 1368, requires the California Public Utilities Commission and the 

California Energy Commission to establish GHG emissions performance standards for the 

generation of electricity.  These standards will also apply to power that is generated outside of 

California and imported into the state. 
 
SB 97 & CEQA Guidelines.  In August 2007, the California State Legislature adopted Senate Bill 97 

(SB 97), requiring the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to prepare and transmit 

new CEQA guidelines for the mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHG emissions to the 

Resources Agency by July 1, 2009.  In response to SB 97, the OPR adopted CEQA guidelines that 

became effective on March 18, 2010.  The amendments provide guidance to public agencies on 

analysis and mitigation of the effects of GHG emissions in CEQA documents, including the 

following: 
 

• Lead agencies should quantify all relevant GHG emissions and consider the full range of 

project features that may increase or decrease GHG emissions as compared to the 

existing setting; 

• Consistency with the CARB Scoping Plan is not a sufficient basis to determine that a 

project’s GHG emissions would not be cumulatively considerable; 

• A lead agency may appropriately look to thresholds developed by other public agencies, 

including CARB’s recommended CEQA thresholds; 

• To qualify as mitigation, specific measures from an existing plan must be identified and 

incorporated into the project.  General compliance with a plan, by itself, is not mitigation; 

• The effects of GHG emissions are cumulative and should be analyzed in the context of 

CEQA’s requirements for cumulative impact analysis; and 

• Given that impacts resulting from GHG emissions are cumulative, significant advantages 

may result from analyzing such impacts on a programmatic level.  If analyzed properly, 
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later projects may tier, incorporate by reference, or otherwise rely on the programmatic 

analysis. 

 

State Bill 375.  On September 30, 2008, SB 375 was instituted to help achieve AB 32 goals through 

regulation of cars and light trucks.  SB 375 aligns three policy areas of importance to local 

government: (1) regional long-range transportation plans and investments; (2) regional allocation 

of the obligation for cities and counties to zone for housing; and (3) a process to achieve GHG 

emissions reductions targets for the transportation sector.  It establishes a process for CARB to 

develop GHG emissions reductions targets for each region (as opposed to individual local 

governments or households).  SB 375 also requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations to 

prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) within the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 

that guides growth while taking into account the transportation, housing, environmental, and 

economic needs of the region. SB 375 uses CEQA streamlining as an incentive to encourage 

residential projects, which help achieve AB 32 goals to reduce GHG emissions.  While SB 375 does 

not prevent CARB from adopting additional regulations, such actions are not anticipated in the 

foreseeable future.
28 

 

On October 24, 2008, CARB published draft guidance for setting interim GHG emissions 

significance thresholds.  This was the first step toward developing the recommended statewide 

interim thresholds of significance for GHG emissions that may be adopted by local agencies for 

their own use.  The guidance does not attempt to address every type of project that may be 

subject to CEQA, but instead focuses on common project types that are responsible for substantial 

GHG emissions (i.e., industrial, residential, and commercial projects).  CARB's preliminary 

proposal consisted of a quantitative threshold of 7,000 metric tons (MT) of CO2e per year for 

operational emissions (excluding transportation), and performance standards for construction 

and transportation emissions.  Further, CARB’s proposal sets forth draft thresholds for industrial 

projects that have high operational stationary GHG emissions, such as manufacturing plants, or 

uses that utilize combustion engines.
29

  There is currently no timetable for finalized thresholds.   

 

On September 23, 2010, CARB adopted regional targets for the reduction of GHG emissions 

applying to the years 2020 and 2035.
30

  For the area under the Southern California Association of 

Governments’ (SCAG) jurisdiction—including the Project area—CARB adopted Regional Targets 

for reduction of GHG emissions by 8 percent for 2020 and by 13 percent for 2035. On February 

15, 2011, CARB’s Executive Officer approved the final targets.
31  

 

In October 2017, ARB released its final report recommending updates to the SB 375 GHG emission 

reduction targets across the State.
32

  This addresses several statutory, technological, and policy 

factors that have changed since the original 2010 targets.  The proposed 2020 targets for the SCAG 

																																																								
28           American Planning Association, California Chapter, Analysis of SB 375, http://www.calapa.org/-

en/cms/?2841, accessed March 30, 2009. 

29	 	California Air Resources Board. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/localgov/ceqa/meetings/102708/prelimdraftproposal102408.pdf  
30 California Air Resources Board. Notice of Decision: Regional Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction 

Targets for Automobiles and Light Trucks Pursuant to Senate Bill 375. 

31 California Air Resources Board. 2011. Executive Order No. G-11-024:  Relating to Adoption of 

Regional Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets for Automobiles and Light Trucks Pursuant 

to Senate Bill 375. 

32  https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/final_staff_proposal_sb375_target_update_october_2017.pdf 

accessed December 4, 2017. 
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region remain at eight percent reductions, while the proposed 2035 target could increase from a 

13 percent to a 21 percent reduction. 

 

Senate Bill 32.  On September 7, 2016, Governor Brown signed into law a measure that extends 

AB 32 another ten years to 2030 and increases the State’s objectives.  SB 32 calls on Statewide 

reductions in GHG 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.  Further regulatory actions by the State 

are forthcoming that will further challenge communities to reduce GHG emissions in the future. 

Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards.  California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and 

Nonresidential Buildings, located at Title 24, Part 6 of the California Code of Regulations and 

commonly referred to as “Title 24,” were established in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate 

to reduce California’s energy consumption.  The standards are updated periodically to allow 

consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. 

California Green Building Standards.  The California Green Building Standards Code, which is Part 

11 of the California Code of Regulations (the “CCR”), is commonly referred to as the CALGreen 

Code.  CALGreen was added to Title 24 to represent base standards for reducing water use, 

recycling construction waste, and reducing polluting materials in new buildings.  In contrast, Title 

24 focuses on promoting more energy-efficient buildings and considers the building envelope, 

heating and cooling, water heating, and lighting restrictions.  The first edition of the CALGreen 

Code in 2008 contained only voluntary standards.  The 2010 edition included mandatory 

requirements for state-regulated buildings and structures throughout California, including 

requirements for construction site selection, storm water control during construction, 

construction waste reduction, indoor water use reduction, material selection, natural resource 

conservation, site irrigation conservation and more.  The CALGreen Code provides for design 

options allowing the designer to determine how best to achieve compliance for a given site or 

building condition.  The CALGreen Code also requires building commissioning which is a process 

for the verification that all building systems, like heating and cooling equipment and lighting 

systems are functioning at their maximum efficiency.  The current 2016 CALGreen Code standard 

became effective January 1, 2017 and includes new requirements for additions to existing 

residential and non-residential development. 
 

Regional 

South Coast Air Quality Management District Recommendations for Significance Thresholds.  The 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) convened a GHG CEQA Significance 

Threshold Working Group to provide guidance to local lead agencies on determining significance 

for GHG emissions in their CEQA documents.  Members included government agencies 

implementing CEQA and representatives from stakeholder groups that provides input on 

developing GHG CEQA significance thresholds.  On December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD Governing 

Board adopted interim GHG significance threshold for projects where the SCAQMD is lead agency.  

This threshold uses a tiered approach to determine a project’s significance, with 10,000 metric 

tons of CO2 equivalent (MTCO2e) as a screening numerical threshold for stationary sources. 
 

The SCAQMD has not adopted guidance for CEQA projects under other lead agencies.   In 

September 2010, the Working Group released additional revisions that recommended a screening 

threshold of 3,500 MTCO2e for residential projects, 1,400 MTCO2e for commercial projects, and 

3,000 MTCO2e for mixed use projects.  Additionally, the Working Group identified project-level 

efficiency target of 4.8 MTCO2e per service population as a 2020 target and 3.0 MTCO2e per 
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service population as a 2035 target. The recommended area wide or plan-level target for 2020 

was 6.6 MTCO2e and the plan-level target for 2035 was 4.1 MTCO2e.  The SCAQMD has not 

established a timeline for formal consideration of these thresholds.
33

  In the meantime, the 

project level thresholds can be used as a non-binding guide. 

 

The SCAQMD has also adopted Rules 2700, 2701, and 2702 that address GHG emissions 

reductions. However, these rules address boilers and process heaters, forestry, and manure 

management projects, none of which are proposed or required by the Project. 

SCAG Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.  SCAG’s 2016-2040 

Regional Transportation Plan Sustainable Communities Strategy (the “RTP/SCS”) calls for 

concentrating future development and providing higher intensity development in proximity to 

transit hubs in order to reduce vehicle miles traveled and GHG emissions from personal 

vehicles.  It is important to note that there is nothing in SB 375 that requires a city's "land use 

policies and regulations…to be consistent with the regional transportation plan or an alternative 

planning strategy."
34 

 
The RTP/SCS also includes an appendix listing examples of measures that could reduce impacts 

from planning, development and transportation.
35

 It notes, however, that the example measures 

are "not intended to serve as any kind of checklist to be used on a project-specific basis." Since 

every project and project setting is different, project-specific analysis is needed to identify 

applicable and feasible mitigation.  These measures are particularly important where streamlining 

mechanisms under SB 375 are utilized.  Example GHG emissions reduction measures include the 

following:  

 

• GHG1: SCAG member cities and the county governments may adopt and implement 

Climate Actions Plans (CAPS, also known as Plans for the Reduction of Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions as described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5 Tiering and Streamlining the 

Analysis of Greenhouse Gas Emissions).  

 

• GHG2: Project sponsors may require Best Available Control Technology (BACT) during 

construction and operation of projects, including: 

a) Solicit bids that include use of energy and fuel-efficient fleets; 

b) Solicit preference construction bids that use BACT, particularly those seeking to 

deploy zero- and/or near zero emission technologies; 

c) Employ use of alternative fueled vehicles; 

d) Use lighting systems that are energy efficient, such as LED technology; 

e) Use CEQA Guidelines Appendix F, Energy Conservation, to create an energy 

conservation plan; 

f) Streamline permitting process to infill, redevelopment, and energy-efficient 

projects; 

g) Use an adopted emissions calculator to estimate construction-related emissions; 

																																																								
33 SCAG, Final PEIR for the 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, Appendix G.  Accessible at http://rtpscs, 

scag.ca.gov/Documents/peir/2012fPEIR_AppendixG_ExampleMeasures.pdf  
34               California Gov't. Code §65080(b)(2)(E).  

35 Southern California Association of Governments, Final PEIR, 2012-2035 RTP/SCS, Appendix G: 

http://rtpscs.scag.ca.gov/Documents/peir/2012/final/2012fPEIR_AppendixG_ExampleMeasures.p
df.  
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h) Use the minimum feasible amount of GHG-emitting construction materials that 

is feasible; 

i) Use of cement blended with the maximum feasible amount of flash or other 

materials that reduce GHG emissions from cement production; 

j) Use of lighter-colored pavement where feasible; 

k) Recycle construction debris to maximum extent feasible; and 

l) Plant shade trees in or near construction projects where feasible. 

 

• GHG3: Local jurisdictions can and may establish a coordinated, creative public outreach 

activities, including publicizing the importance of reducing GHG emissions and steps 

community members may take to reduce their individual impacts. 

 

• GHG4: Pedestrian and Bicycle Promotion: Local jurisdictions may work with local 

community groups and business associations to organize and publicize walking tours and 

bicycle events, and to encourage pedestrian and bicycle modes of transportation.  

 

• GHG5: Waste Reduction: Local jurisdictions can and may organize workshops on waste 

reduction activities for the home or business, such as backyard composting, or office 

paper recycling, and may schedule recycling drop-off events and neighborhood 

chipping/mulching days. 

 

• GHG6: Water Conservation: Local jurisdictions may organize support and/or sponsor 

workshops on water conservation activities, such as selecting and planting drought 

tolerant, native plants in landscaping, and installing advanced irrigation systems. 

 

• GHG7: Energy Efficiency: Local jurisdictions may organize workshops on steps to increase 

energy efficiency in the home or business, such as weatherizing the home or building 

envelope, installing smart lighting systems, and how to conduct a self-audit for energy 

use and efficiency. 

 

• GHG8: Schools Programs: Local jurisdictions may develop and implement a program to 

present information to school children about climate change and ways to reduce GHG 

emissions, and may support school-based programs for GHG reduction, such as school-

based trip reduction and the importance of recycling. 

 

On April 6, 2016, SCAG adopted its 2016-2040 RTP/SCS update, calling for a continuation of 

integrated planning for land use and transportation that will help achieve the State’s goal of 

reducing per capita GHG emissions by eight percent by 2020 compared to 2005 levels, by 18 

percent by 2035, and 21 percent by 2040.  The Plan calls for public transportation improvements 

that will reduce GHG emissions per household by up to 30 percent, one percent reduction in GHG 

from having zero emission vehicles, neighborhood vehicles, and carsharing/ridesourcing make up 

two percent of the vehicle fleet by 2040. 

 

Local 
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City of Los Angeles.  In May 2007, the City released its Green LA Plan that sets a goal to reduce 

the generation of GHG emissions 35 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.  Key strategies include 

increasing the generation of renewable energy, improving energy conservation and efficiency, 

and changing land use patterns to reduce dependence on autos. 

The City adopted a Green Building Ordinance in April 2008 that calls for reduction of the use of 

natural resources for new development.
36

  Larger projects must be certified at the Leadership in 

Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certified level.  LEED certification generally ensures that 

projects exceed Title 24 (2013) standards by at least 10 percent.
37

  The City’s ordinance affects 

the following types of development:
38

 

• New non-residential building or structure of 50,000 gross square feet or more of floor 

area; 

• New mixed-use or residential building of 50,000 gross square feet or more in excess of six 

stores; 

• New mixed-use or residential building of six or fewer stories consisting of at least 50 

dwelling units in a building, which has at least 50,000 gross square feet of floor area, and 

in which at least 80 percent of the building’s floor area is dedicated to residential units; 

• The alternation or rehabilitation of 50,000 gross square feet or more of floor area in an 

existing non-residential building for which construction costs exceed a valuation of 50 

percent of the replacement cost of the existing building; 

• The alteration of at least 50 dwelling units in an existing mixed-use or residential building, 

which has at least 50,000 gross square feet of floor area, for which construction costs 

exceed a valuation of 50 percent of the replacement cost of the existing building. 

The City’s Green Building Ordinance has several requirements that call for reductions in GHG 

emissions from reducing in energy use, water use, and solid waste generation from new non-

residential buildings, including: 

Section 99.04.304.1. Irrigation Controllers. When automatic irrigation system controllers for 

landscaping are provided and installed at the time of final inspection, the controllers shall comply 

with the following: 

1. Controllers shall be weather- or soil moisture-based controllers that automatically adjust 

irrigation in response to changes in plants' needs as weather conditions change; 

2. Weather-based controllers without integral rain sensors or communication systems that 

account for local rainfall shall have a separate wired or wireless rain sensor that connects 

or communicates with the controller(s). Soil moisture-based controllers are not required 

to have rain sensor input. Buildings on sites with over 2,500 square feet of cumulative 

irrigated landscaped areas shall have irrigation controllers that meet the criteria in 

Section 99.04.304.1. 

																																																								
36  City of Los Angeles, Ordinance No. 179820, added to LAMC as Section 16.10 (Green Building 

Program). 

37 U.S. Green Building Council. “Interpretation 10396” accessed at http://www.usgbc.org/leed-

interpretations?keys=10396 February 26, 2015. 

38  Projects that voluntarily commit to LEED certification at the Silver level or higher received 

expedited processing from the City. 
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Section 99.04.303.4. Wastewater Reduction. Each building shall reduce by 20 percent wastewater 

by one of the following methods: 

1. The installation of water conserving fixtures (water closets, urinals) 

2. Utilizing non-potable water systems (captured rainwater, graywater, and municipally 

treated wastewater) complying with the current edition of the Los Angeles Plumbing Code 

or other methods. 

Section 99.04.304.2. Outdoor Potable Water. Building on sites with 1,000 square feet or more of 

cumulative landscaped areas shall have separate meters or submeters for indoor and outdoor 

potable water use. 

Section 99.04.304.3. Irrigation Design. Buildings on sites with 1,000 square feet or more of 

cumulative irrigated landscaped areas shall have irrigation controllers and sensors which include 

the following criteria and the manufacturer’s recommendations. 

Section 99.05.407.1. Weather Protection. Provide a weather-resistant exterior wall and 

foundation envelope as required by the Los Angeles Building Code section 1403.2 (Weather 

Protection) and California Energy Code Section 150, manufacturer’s installation instructions, or 

local ordinance, whichever is more stringent. 

Section 99.05.408. Constuction Waste Reduction, Disposal And Recycling. Construction Waste 
Reduction of at Least 50 Percent. Comply with Section 66.32 et seq. of the LAMC. 

Section 99.05.408.4. Excavated Soil and Land Clearing Debris. 100 percent of trees, stumps, rocks 

and associated vegetation and soils resulting primarily from land clearing shall be reused or 

recycled.  For a phased project and when approved by the Department, such material may be 

stockpiled on site until the storage site is developed. 

Section 99.05.410.1. Recycling by Occupants. Provide readily accessible areas that serve the entire 

building and are identified for the depositing, storage, and collection of non-hazardous materials 

for recycling, including (at a minimum) paper, corrugated cardboard, glass, plastics, and metals. 

Section 99.05.504.3. Covering of Duct Openings and Protection of Mechanical Equipment During 
Construction. At the time of rough installation, or during storage of the construction site and until 

final startup of the heating and cooling equipment, all duct and other related air distribution 

component openings shall be covered with tape, plastic, sheetmetal or other methods acceptable 

to the Department to reduce the amount of dust or debris which may collect in the system. 

Section 99.05.504.4.6. Resilient Flooring Systems. For 50 percent of floor area receiving resilient 

flooring, install resilient flooring complying with the VOC-emission limits defined in the 2009 

Collaborative for High Performance Schools criteria and listed on its Low-emitting Materials List 

or certified under the Resilient Floor Covering Institute FloorScore program. 

On January 20, 2016, the City of Los Angeles adopted its Mobility Plan 2035, a transportation 

element of its General Plan.  The Plan calls for strategies that advance five goals: 1) Safety First, 
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2) World Class Infrastructure, 3) Access for All Angelenos, 4) Collaboration, Communication, and 

Informed Choices, and 5) Clean Environments and Healthy Communities.  

 

While the Plan focuses on developing a multi-modal transportation system, its key policy 

initiatives include considering the strong link between land use and transportation and targeting 

GHG through a more sustainable transportation system.  As such, the Plan’s call for integrated 

land use planning, clean fuel vehicles are consistent with State and regional plans calling for more 

compact growth in areas with transportation infrastructure. 

 
Existing Emissions 
 
The Project Site includes a 79,275 square-foot office building.  However, only 18,148 square feet 

is occupied (12,162 square feet of office and 5,986 square feet of retail).  As shown in Table 7-3, 

the existing development site generates about 416 metric tons of CO2e annually, with the majority 

of emissions generated by mobile sources traveling to and from the Project Site. 

 

 

 TABLE 7-3:  EXISTING ANNUAL CO2e GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

(Metric Tons per Year) 

  

Scenario and Source CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Area Sources <1 0 0 <1 

Energy Sources  140 <1 <1 141 

Mobile Sources 233 <1 0 234 

Waste Sources 4 <1 0 9 

Water Sources 30 <1 <1 32 

Total Emissions 407 <1 <1 416 

Source: DKA Planning, 2018 based on CalEEMod 2016.3.2. 

 
Methodology 
 
The methodology utilized for this analysis is based on a Technical Advisory released by the 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) on June 19, 2008 titled CEQA and Climate 
Change: Addressing Climate Change Through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review.  

Both one-time emissions and indirect emissions are expected to occur each year after build-out 

of the Project.  One-time emissions from construction and vegetation removal were amortized 

over a 30-year period because no significance threshold has been adopted for such emissions.  

The Project emission reductions are results of Project’s commitments and regulatory changes, 

which include the implementation of the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) of 33 percent, the 

Pavley regulation and Advanced Clean Cars program mandating higher fuel efficiency standards 

for light-duty vehicles, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS).  

 

The California Climate Action Registry (Climate Registry) General Reporting Protocol provides 

basic procedures and guidelines for calculating and reporting GHG emissions from a number of 
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general and industry-specific activities.

39   
The General Reporting Protocol is based on the 

“Greenhouse Gas Protocol:  A Corporate Accounting and Reporting Standard” developed by the 

World Business Council for Sustainable Development and the World Resources Institute through 

“a multi-stakeholder effort to develop a standardized approach to the voluntary reporting of GHG 

emissions.”
40

  The General Reporting Protocol provides a basic framework for calculating and 

reporting GHG emissions from the project.  The information provided in this analysis is consistent 

with the General Reporting Protocol’s reporting requirements. 

 

The General Reporting Protocol recommends the separation of GHG emissions into three 

categories that reflect different aspects of ownership or control over emissions.  They include the 

following: 

 

• Scope 1: Direct, on-site combustion of fossil fuels (e.g., natural gas, propane, 

gasoline, and diesel). 

• Scope 2: Indirect, off-site emissions associated with purchased electricity or 

purchased steam. 

• Scope 3: Indirect emissions associated with other emissions sources, such as third-

party vehicles and embodied energy (e.g., energy used to convey, treat, 

and distribute water and wastewater).
41

 

 

The General Reporting Protocol provides a range of basic calculations methods.  However, the 

General Reporting Protocol calculations are typically designed for existing buildings or facilities.  

These retrospective calculation methods are not directly applicable to planning and development 

situations where buildings do not yet exist. 

 

CARB recommends consideration of indirect emissions to provide a more complete picture of the 

GHG footprint of a facility.  Annually reported indirect energy usage aids the conservation 

awareness of a facility and provides information to CARB to be considered for future strategies.
42  

For example, CARB has proposed requiring the calculation of direct and indirect GHG emissions 

as part of the AB 32 reporting requirements.  Additionally, the Office of Planning and Research 

has noted that lead agencies “should make a good-faith effort, based on available information, to 

calculate, model, or estimate… GHG emissions from a project, including the emissions associated 

with vehicular traffic, energy consumption, water usage and construction activities.”
43   

Therefore, 

direct and indirect emissions have been calculated for the Project. 

 

GHG emissions were quantified from construction and operation of the Project using SCAQMD’s 

California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod).  Operational emissions include both direct and 

indirect sources including mobile sources, water use, solid waste, area sources, natural gas, and 

																																																								
39 California Climate Action Registry, General Reporting Protocol Version 3.1, January 2009, www.

sfenvironment.org/sites/default/files/fliers/files/ccar_grp_3-1_january2009_sfe-web.pdf, 

accessed August 1, 2016. 

40 Ibid. 

41    Embodied energy is a scientific term that refers to the quantity of energy required to manufacture 

and supply to the point of use a product, material, or service. 

42 California Air Resources Board, Initial Statement of Reasons for Rulemaking, Proposed Regulation 

for Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Pursuant to the California Global Warming 

Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), Planning and Technical Support Division Emission Inventory Branch, 

October 19, 2007, www.arb.ca.gov/regact/2007/ghg2007/isor.pdf, accessed August 1, 2016. 

43 OPR Technical Advisory, p. 5. 
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electricity use emissions. CalEEMod is a statewide land use emissions computer model designed 

to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and environmental 

professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and GHG emissions associated with both 

construction and operations from a variety of land use projects. The model is considered by the 

SCAQMD to be an accurate and comprehensive tool for quantifying air quality and GHG impacts 

from land use projects throughout California.
44

 

 
Significance Criteria 
 
CARB, SCAQMD and the City of Los Angeles have yet to adopt project-level significance thresholds 

for GHG emissions that would be applicable to the Project.
45

  As a result, this analysis relies on 

primary direction from the CEQA Guidelines.  OPR’s amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for 

GHGs were adopted by the Resources Agency on December 30, 2009, indicating that a project 

could have a significant impact if it would: 

 

1. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 

significant impact on the environment; or 

2. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 

the emissions of greenhouse gases.46 
 

Section 15064.4 of the CEQA Guidelines was adopted to assist lead agencies in determining the 

significance of the impacts of GHGs.  It urges the quantification of GHG emissions where possible 

and includes language necessary to avoid an implication that a “life-cycle” analysis is required.  It 

also recommends considering other qualitative factors that may be used in the determination of 

significance (i.e., extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions; whether the 

project exceeds an applicable significance threshold; and extent to which the project complies 

with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a reduction or mitigation of GHGs).  

Further, it states that: 

 

1. A lead agency should consider the following factors, among others, when assessing 

the significance of greenhouse gas emissions on the environment: 

 

a. The extent to which the project may increase or reduce greenhouse gas emissions 

as compared to the existing environmental setting; 

b. Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead 

agency determines applies to the project; and 

c. The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements 

adopted to implement a Statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or 

mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.  Such requirements must be adopted by 

the relevant public agency through a public review process and must reduce or 

																																																								
44 See www.caleemod.com. 

45 The South Coast Air Quality Management District formed a GHG Significance Threshold Working 

Group.  Information on this Working Group is available at www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/

air-quality-analysis-handbook/ghg-significance-thresholds/page/2 . 

46 A recent opinion by the California Supreme Court on November 30, 2015 (Center for Biological 

Diversity v. California Department of Fish and Wildlife) has suggested that environmental analyses 

need to support its assumptions and provide evidentiary support to find consistency with a 

“Business as Usual” approach with the AB 32 Scoping Plan. 
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mitigate the project’s incremental contribution of greenhouse gas emissions.  If 

there is substantial evidence that the possible effects of a particular project are 

still cumulatively considerable notwithstanding compliance with the adopted 

regulations or requirements, an EIR must be prepared for the project. 

 

Lead agencies are to establish thresholds in which a lead agency may appropriately look to 

thresholds developed by other public agencies, or suggested by other experts, such as CAPCOA, 

so long as any threshold chosen is supported by substantial evidence (see CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15064.7(c)).  The CEQA Guidelines amendments also clarify that the effects of GHG 

emissions are cumulative.  The CEQA Guidelines were amended in response to Senate Bill 97 to 

specify that compliance with a GHG emissions reduction plan renders a cumulative impact 

insignificant. 

 

To qualify, such a plan or program must be specified in law or adopted by the public agency with 

jurisdiction over the affected resources through a public review process to implement, interpret, 

or make specific the law enforced or administered by the public agency.
47

  Examples of such 

programs include a “water quality control plan, air quality attainment or maintenance plan, 

integrated waste management plan, habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation 

plans [and] plans or regulations for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.”
48

  Put another 

way, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3) allows a lead agency to make a finding of non-

significance for GHG emissions if a project compiles with the California Cap-and-Trade Program 

and/or other regulatory schemes to reduce GHG emissions.
49

 

 

Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(3), a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative 

impact can be found not cumulatively considerable if the project will comply with an approved 

plan or mitigation program that provides specific requirements that will avoid or substantially 

lessen the cumulative problem within the geographic area of the project.
50 

  

 

To evaluate a project’s potential greenhouse gas emissions under CEQA, a lead agency may adopt 

																																																								
47 Id. 

48 Id. (emphasis added). 

49 See San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, CEQA Determinations of Significance tor 

Projects Subject to CARB’s GHG Cap-and-Trade Regulation, APR—2030 (June 25, 2014), where the 

SJVAPCD “determined that GHG emissions increases that are covered under CARB’s Cap-and-Trade 

regulation cannot constitute significant increases under CEQA…”  Further, SCAQMD has taken this 

position as a lead agency, preparing three Negative Declarations and one Draft EIR that applied its 

10,000 MTCO2e/yr. significance threshold in such a way that GHG emissions covered by the Cap-

and-Trade Program do not constitute emissions that must be measured against the threshold. See 

SCAQMD, Final Negative Declaration for Ultramar Inc. Wilmington Refinery Cogeneration Project, 

SCH #2012041014 (www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-

projects/2014/ultramar_neg_dec.pdf?sfvrsn=2) (October 2014); SCAQMD, Final Negative 

Declaration tor Phillips 66 Los Angeles Refinery Carson Plant—Crude Oil Storage Capacity Project, 

SCH No. 2013091029 (December 2014) (www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/

permit-projects/2014/phillips-66-fnd.pdf?sfvrsn=2); Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for Toxic 

Air Contaminant Reduction for Compliance with SCAQMD Rules 1420.1 and 1402 at the Exide 

Technologies Facility in Vernon, CA, SCH No. 2014101040  (www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/

ceqa/documents/permit-projects/2014/exide-mnd_final.pdf?sfvrsn=2) (December 2014); and 

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Breitburn Santa Fe Springs Blocks 400/700 Upgrade 

Project, SCH No. 2014121014 (www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/documents/permit-

projects/2015/deir-breitburn-chapters-1-3.pdf?sfvrsn=2) (April 2014). 

50 14 CCR § 15064(h)(3). 
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a significance criterion of whether the project will be consistent with statewide greenhouse gas 

emission reduction goals, as set forth in the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (or 

“AB 32”) and the California Air Resources Board 2008 Climate Change Scoping Plan (“Scoping 

Plan”) that implements A.B. 32. (Center for Biological Diversity v. Cal. Dept. of Fish and Game 

(2015) 62 Cal.4th 204, 220; see also CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4.) 

 

The statewide greenhouse gas reduction goals include cutting greenhouse gas emissions by 

approximately 30 percent from the BAU emission levels projected for 2020. The Scoping Plan sets 

forth the BAU projection, which assumes no conservation or regulatory efforts beyond what was 

in place when the forecast was made. A lead agency may use the BAU projection as the baseline 

to compare a project’s expected greenhouse gas emissions rather than using a baseline of 

emissions in the existing physical environment.  However, the lead agency must provide 

substantial evidence to show that a project’s specific project-level reduction in greenhouse gas 

emissions as compared to the BAU projection will actually meet the statewide goals of 

greenhouse gas reductions. 

 

There are three ways a lead agency could make that showing. First, a lead agency may evaluate 

the data behind the Scoping Plan’s BAU model to determine how a specific project in a proposed 

location would contribute to the statewide greenhouse gas reduction goals. Second, a lead agency 

may assess a project’s consistency with AB 32’s goals in whole or in part by considering a project’s 

compliance with regulatory programs designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from 

particular activities, such as building efficiency and conservation standards. Third, a lead agency 

may rely on existing numerical thresholds of significance for greenhouse gas emissions reductions. 

 

Thus, in the absence of any adopted, quantitative threshold, the Project would not have a 

significant effect on the environment if it is found to be consistent with the applicable regulatory 

plans and policies to reduce GHG emissions: 

 

• Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15; 

• AB 32 Scoping Plan; 

• SCAG’s 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy; 

• City of Los Angeles Mobility 2035 Plan;  

• City of Los Angeles ClimateLA implementation plan; and 

• City of Los Angeles Green Building Ordinance 

 

The following section provides an extensive analysis of the Proposed Project’s consistency with 

these State, regional, and local climate action-related policies.  This section focuses on disclosing 

potential GHG emissions. 

 
Construction Phase Impacts on Climate Change 

 

Construction of the Proposed Project would emit GHG emissions through the combustion of fossil 

fuels by heavy-duty construction equipment and through vehicle trips generated by construction 

workers and vendors traveling to and from the Project site.  These impacts would vary day to day 

over the 16-month duration of construction activities.  As illustrated in Table 7-4, construction 

emissions of CO2 would peak in 2019, when up to 8,712 pounds of CO2e per day are anticipated.  
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These emissions are further incorporated in the assessment of long-term operational impacts by 

amortizing them over a 30-year period, pursuant to guidance from the State and SCAQMD.
51

 

 

TABLE 7-4: ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS – MITIGATED (Pounds per Day) 

Construction Year CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

2019 8,688 1 0 8,712 

2020 8,587 1 0 8,610 

Source:  DKA Planning, 2018, based on CalEEMod 2016.3.2 

 

Operations Phase Impacts on Climate Change 

 

Greenhouse gas emissions were calculated for long-term operations.  Both one-time emissions 

and indirect emissions are expected to occur each year after build-out of the Project.  One-time 

emissions from construction and vegetation removal were amortized over a 30-year period 

because no significance threshold has been adopted for such emissions.  The Project emission 

reductions are results of Project’s commitments and regulatory changes, which include the 

implementation of the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) of 33 percent, the Pavley regulation 

and Advanced Clean Cars program mandating higher fuel efficiency standards for light-duty 

vehicles, and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS).  

 

This analysis compares the Project’s GHG emissions to the emissions that would be generated by 

the Project in the absence of any GHG reduction measures (i.e., the No Action Taken (“NAT”) 

Scenario.  This approach is consistent with the concepts used in CARB’s Climate Change Scoping 
Plan for the implementation of AB 32.  This methodology is used to analyze consistency with 

applicable GHG reduction plans and policies and demonstrate the efficacy of the measures 

contained therein, but it is not a threshold of significance.  

 

The analysis in this section includes potential emissions under NAT scenarios and from the Project 

at build-out based on actions and mandates expected to be in force in 2020.  Early-action 

measures identified in the Climate Change Scoping Plan that have not been approved were not 

credited in this analysis.  By not speculating on potential regulatory conditions, the analysis takes 

a conservative approach that likely overestimates the Project’s GHG emissions at build-out. 

 

The NAT scenario is used to establish a comparison with project-generated GHG emissions.  The 

NAT scenario does not consider site-specific conditions, project design features, or prescribed 

mitigation measures.  As an example, a NAT scenario would apply a base ITE trip-generation rate 

for the project and would not consider site-specific benefits resulting from the proposed mix of 

uses or close proximity to public transportation.  The analysis below establishes NAT as complying 

with the minimum performance level required under Title 24.  The NAT scenario also considers 

State mandates that were already in place when CARB prepared the Supplemental FED (e.g., 

Pavley I Standards, full implementation of California’s Statewide Renewables Portfolio Standard 

beyond current levels of renewable energy, and the California Low Carbon Fuel Standard). 

 

																																																								
51  SCAQMD, Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans, 2008.  

http://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/ceqa/handbook/greenhouse-gases-(ghg)-ceqa-

significance-thresholds/ghgboardsynopsis.pdf?sfvrsn=2 
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Emissions calculations for the Project include credits or reductions for the regulatory compliance 

measures and project design features set forth throughout this analysis, such as reductions in 

energy or water demand.  In addition, as mobile source GHG emissions are directly dependent on 

the number of vehicle trips, a decrease in the number of Project generated trips as a result of 

project features will provide a proportional reduction in mobile source GHG emissions. This 

scenario conservatively did not include actions and mandates that are not already in place but are 

expected to be in force in 2020 (e.g., Pavley II), which could further reduce GHG emissions from 

use of light-duty vehicles by 2.5 percent. 

 

As shown in Table 7-5, the emissions for the Project and its associated CARB 2020 NAT scenario 

are estimated to be 2,385 and 3,532 MTCO2e per year, respectively, which shows the Project will 

reduce emissions by 33 percent from CARB’s 2020 NAT scenario.  The proposed emissions would 

represent a net 1,969 metric ton increase in annual emissions when accounting for existing 

emissions from current development.  Based on these results, the Project is consistent with the 

reduction target as a numeric threshold (15.3 percent) set forth in the 2014 Revised AB 32 Scoping 

Plan. 

 

 TABLE 7-5:  ESTIMATED ANNUAL CO2e GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

(Metric Tons per Year) 

  

Scenario and Source NAT 
Scenario* 

As Proposed 
Scenario 

Reduction from 
NAT Scenario 

Change from 
NAT Scenario 

Area Sources   <1 <1 - 0% 

Energy Sources  1,220 708 -513 -42% 

Mobile Sources 2,126 1,493 -634 -30% 

Waste Sources 91 91 - 0% 

Water Sources 58 58 - 0% 

Construction 36 36 - 0% 

Total Emissions 3,532 2,385 -1,146 -33% 

Net Emissions - 1,969 N/A N/A 

Daily construction emissions amortized over 30-year period pursuant to SCAQMD guidance.  Annual construction emissions derived by taking total 

emissions over duration of activities and dividing by construction period.   

 

* NAT scenario does not assume 30% reduction in in mobile source emissions from Pavley emission standards (19.8%), low carbon fuel standards 

(7.2%), vehicle efficiency measures 2.8%); does not assume 42% reduction in energy production emissions from the State’s renewables portfolio 

standard (33%), natural gas extraction efficiency measures (1.6%), and natural gas transmission and distribution efficiency measures (7.4%). 

 

Source: DKA Planning, 2018. 

 

The analysis in this report uses the 2014 Revised AB 32 Scoping Plan's statewide goals as one 

approach to evaluate the Proposed Project’s impact (i.e., 15.3 percent reduction from NAT).  The 

report's methodology is to compare the Project’s emissions as proposed to the Project’s emissions 

if the Project were built using a NAT approach in terms of design, methodology, and technology.  

This means the Project's emissions were calculated as if it was constructed with project design 

features to reduce GHG and with several regulatory measures adopted in furtherance of AB 32. 

While the AB 32 Scoping Plan’s cumulative statewide objectives were not intended to serve as the 

basis for project-level assessments, this analysis finds that its NAT comparison based on the 

Scoping Plan is appropriate because the Proposed Project would contribute to statewide GHG 

reduction goals.  Specifically, the Proposed Project’s mixed-use nature and location in an existing 
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urban setting provide opportunities to reduce transportation-related emissions.  First, it would 

capture vehicle travel on-site that would have normally been destined for off-site locations.  This 

produces substantial reductions in the amount of vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled that no 

longer are made.  Second, it would eliminate many vehicle trips because travel to and from the 

Project Site could be captured by public transit and pedestrian travel instead.  Finally, it would 

attract existing trips on the street network that would divert to the proposed uses. 

 

TABLE 7-6: DAILY VEHICLE TRAVEL REDUCTIONS ASSOCIATED WITH PROPOSED PROJECT 

Land Use Reduction from 
Internal Capture 

Reduction from 
Pass-By Trips 

Reduction from 
Transit/Walk-In Trips 

Hotel 0% 0% 15% 

Restaurant 10% 20% 15% 

Source:  Gibson Transportation, Inc. “Traffic Impact Study for 124 E. Olympic Boulevard” February 2018 

 

 

As illustrated in Table 7-6, the Proposed Project’s profile as an urban infill, mixed-use project with 

proximity to substantial public transit will produce substantial reductions over land uses that are 

located in a more typical community that has not coordinated its land use and transportation 

planning.  The projected reductions in vehicle trips and VMT would range from 0-20 percent in 

reductions from pass-by trips, up to 10 percent for travel within the development, and up to 15 

percent reductions from the substantial mode share from public transit.  These would result in 

concomitant reductions in CO2e emissions that far exceed the State’s AB 32 Scoping Plan goal of 

a 4.5 percent reduction from the overall transportation sector by 2020.  As such, this analysis 

concludes that the Proposed Project would meet and exceed its contribution to statewide climate 

change obligations that are under the control of local governments in their decisionmaking. 

 

It should be noted that each source category of emissions from the Proposed Project is subject to 

a number of regulations that directly or indirectly reduce climate change-related emissions: 

 

• Stationary and area sources.  Emissions from small on-site sources are subject to 

specific emission reduction mandates and/or are included in the State’s Cap and 

Trade program. 

• Transportation.  Both construction and operational activities from the Project Site 

would generate transportation-related emissions from combustion of fossil fuels that 

are covered in the State’s Cap and Trade program. 

• Energy Use.  Activities from the Project Site would generate energy-related emissions 

that are covered by the State’s renewable portfolio mandates, including SB 350, 

which requires that at least 50 percent of electricity generated and sold to retail 

customers from renewable energy sources by December 31, 2030. 

• Building structures.  Operational efficiencies will be built into the project that reduce 

energy use and waste, as mandated by CALGreen building codes. 

• Water and wastewater use.  The Project would be subject to water conservation 

emergency orders and related State Water Quality Control Board restrictions. 

• Major appliances.  The Project would include major appliances that are regulated by 

California Energy Commission requirements for energy efficiency. 

• Solid waste management.  The Project would be subject to solid waste diversion 

policies administered by CalRecycle that reduce GHG emissions. 
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In addition to the GHG emission reductions described above, it is important to note that the CO2 

estimates from mobile sources (particularly CO2, CH4, and N2O emissions) are likely much greater 

than the emissions that would actually occur.  The methodology used assumes that all emissions 

sources are new sources and that emissions from these sources are 100 percent additive to 

existing conditions.  This is a standard approach taken for air quality analyses.  In many cases, such 

an assumption is appropriate because it is impossible to determine whether emissions sources 

associated with a project move from outside the air basin and are in effect new emissions sources, 

or whether they are sources that were already in the air basin and just shifted to a new location.  

Because the effects of GHGs are global, a project that shifts the location of a GHG-emitting activity 

(e.g., where people live, where vehicles drive, or where companies conduct business) would result 

in no net change in global GHG emissions levels.  

 

For example, if a substantial portion of California’s population migrated from the South Coast Air 

Basin to the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, this would likely decrease GHG emissions in the South 

Coast Air Basin and increase emissions in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, but little change in 

overall global GHG emissions.  However, if a person moves from one location where the land use 

pattern requires auto use (e.g., commuting, shopping) to a new development that promotes 

shorter and fewer vehicle trips, more walking, and overall less energy usage, then it could be 

argued that the new development would result in a potential net reduction in global GHG 

emissions. 

 

As described throughout this analysis, the Project contains numerous regulatory compliance 

measures and project design features that would reduce the Project’s GHG emissions profile and 

would represent improvements vis-à-vis the NAT scenario.  As a result of this and the analysis of 

net emissions, the Project’s contribution to global climate change is not “cumulatively 

considerable” and is considered less than significant. 

 

Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required.   

 
Level of Significance After Mitigation 
 
Project-specific impacts related to the emission of greenhouse gases would be less than 

significant.  

 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing 
the emissions of greenhouse gases?  Less Than Significant Impact. 

 
The Project will contribute to cumulative increases in GHG emissions over time in the absence of 

policy intervention.  As noted earlier, the Proposed Project would be consistent with a number of 

relevant plans and policies that govern climate change.   

 

• Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15; 

• AB 32 Scoping Plan; 

• SCAG’s 2016-2040 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy; 

• City of Los Angeles Mobility 2035 Plan;  

• City of Los Angeles ClimateLA implementation plan; and 
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• City of Los Angeles Green Building Ordinance 

 

Consistency with Executive Orders S-03-05 and B-30-15. 
 

The Project is consistent with the State’s Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15, which are orders 

from the State’s Executive Branch for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.  These strategies 

call for developing more efficient land-use patterns to match population increases, workforce, 

and socioeconomic needs for the full spectrum of the population.  The Project includes elements 

of smart land use as it is a mixed-used development located in an urban infill area well-served by 

transportation infrastructure that includes robust public transit provided by Metro. 

	
Although the Project’s emissions level in 2050 cannot be reliably quantified, statewide efforts are 

underway to facilitate the State’s achievement of that goal and it is reasonable to expect the 

Project’s emissions profile to decline as the regulatory initiatives identified by CARB in the First 

Update are implemented, and other technological innovations occur.  Stated differently, the 

Project’s emissions total at build-out presented in this analysis represents the maximum 

emissions inventory for the Project as California’s emissions sources are being regulated (and 

foreseeably expected to continue to be regulated in the future) in furtherance of the State’s 

environmental policy objectives.  As such, given the reasonably anticipated decline in Project 

emissions once fully constructed and operational, the Project is consistent with the Executive 

Order’s horizon-year goal, though there is no explicit requirement to gauge the project’s 

consistency with these 2050-based goals
52

. 

 

Many of the emission reduction strategies recommended by CARB would serve to reduce the 

Project’s post-2020 emissions level to the extent applicable by law and help lay the foundation 

“…for establishing a broad framework for continued emission reductions beyond 2020, on the 

path to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050,” as called for in CARB’s First Update to the AB 32 

Scoping Plan.
53,54

 

 

As such, the Project’s post-2020 emissions trajectory is expected to follow a declining trend, 

consistent with the 2030 and 2050 targets and Executive Order S-3-05 and B-30-15. 

 

Consistency with the AB 32 Scoping Plan 

 

The AB 32 Scoping Plan provides the basis for policies that will reduce cumulative GHG emissions 

within California to 1990 levels by 2020.  Table 7-7 evaluates the Proposed Project’s consistency 

with the AB 32 Scoping Plan to determine whether it will result in adverse cumulative impacts to 

global climate change.  The Proposed Project is consistent with the AB 32 Scoping Plan’s focus on 

emission reductions from several key sectors: 

 

																																																								
52  California Supreme Court S223603, Cleveland National Forest Foundation et al and CREED-21 et al 

vs. San Diego Association of Governments, Super Ct. No. 37-2011-00101660-CU-TT-CTL, filed July 

13, 2017. 

53 CARB, First Update, p. 4, May 2014.  See also id. at pp. 32–33 [recent studies show that achieving 

the 2050 goal will require that the “electricity sector will have to be essentially zero carbon; and 

that electricity or hydrogen will have to power much of the transportation sector, including almost 

all passenger vehicles.”] 

54  CARB, First Update, Table 6: Summary of Recommended Actions by Sector, pp. 94-99, May 2014. 
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• Energy Sector:  Continued improvements in California’s appliance and building 

energy efficiency programs and initiatives, such as the State’s zero net energy building 

goals, would serve to reduce the Project’s emissions level.
55

  Additionally, further 

additions to California’s renewable resource portfolio would favorably influence the 

Project’s emissions level.
56

 

• Transportation Sector:  Anticipated deployment of improved vehicle efficiency, zero 

emission technologies, lower carbon fuels, and improvement of existing 

transportation systems all will serve to reduce the Project’s emissions level.
57

 

• Water Sector:  The Project’s emissions level will be reduced as a result of further 

desired enhancements to water conservation technologies.
58

 

• Waste Management Sector:  Plans to further improve recycling, reuse and reduction 

of solid waste will beneficially reduce the Project’s emissions level.
59

 

TABLE 7-7:  PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH AB 32 SCOPING PLAN GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION REDUCTION 

STRATEGIES 

Strategy Project Consistency 
California Cap-and-Trade Program.  Implement a broad-based 

California cap-and-trade program to provide a firm limit on emissions. 

Not Applicable.  The statewide program is not 

relevant to the proposed Project. 

California Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Standards.  Implement 

adopted Pavley standards and planned second phase of the system.  

Align zero-emission vehicle, alternative and renewable fuel and vehicle 

technology programs with long-term climate change goals. 

Not Applicable.  The development of standards is 

not relevant to the proposed Project. 

Energy Efficiency.  Maximize energy efficiency building and appliance 

standards and pursue additional efficiency efforts including new 

technologies, and new policy and mechanisms.  Pursue comparable 

investment in energy efficiency from all retail providers of electricity in 

California.   

Consistent.  The Project is designed to meet Cal 

Green building standards by including several 

measures designed to reduce energy consumption. 

Renewables Portfolio Standard.  Achieve 33 percent renewable energy 

mix statewide. 

Consistent.  The Project will utilize energy from the 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, which 

has goals to diversify its portfolio of energy sources 

to increase the use of renewable energy. 

Low-Carbon Fuel Standard.  Develop and adopt the Low Carbon Fuel 

Standard. 

Not Applicable.  The statewide program is not 

relevant to the proposed Project. 

Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse Gases.  Develop regional 

greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets for passenger vehicles. 

Not Applicable.  The development of regional 

planning goals is not relevant to the proposed 

Project.  The project’s infill location near several bus 

routes (i.e., Metro, Torrance, Montebello, LADOT, 

Gardena, Santa Monica, OCTA) and Metro’s Red, 

Purple, Blue and Expo stations make it consistent 

with the smart growth objectives of the region’s 

Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS). 

Vehicle Efficiency Measures.  Implement light-duty vehicle efficiency 

measures. 

Not Applicable.  State agencies are responsible for 

implementing efficiency measures. 

Source:  DKA Planning, 2018. 

																																																								
55  CARB, First Update, pp. 37-39, 85, May 2014. 

56  CARB, First Update, pp. 40-41, May 2014. 

57  CARB, First Update, pp. 55-56, May 2014. 

58  CARB, First Update, p. 65, May 2014. 

59  CARB, First Update, p. 69, May 2014. 



Mart South Project  

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases Impact Report 

 
 

Based on this evaluation, this analysis finds the Project would be consistent with all feasible and 

applicable strategies recommended in the AB 32 Scoping Plan. 

 

Consistency with SCAG’s 2016-2040 RTP/SCS 

 

At the regional level, the 2016-2040 RTP and Sustainable Communities Strategy represent the 

region’s Climate Action Plan that defines strategies for reducing GHGs.  In order to assess the 

Project’s potential to conflict with the RTP/SCS, this section analyzes the Project’s land use profile 

for consistency with those in the Sustainable Communities Strategy.  Generally, projects are 

considered consistent with the provisions and general policies of applicable City and regional land 

use plans and regulations, such as SCAG’s Sustainable Communities Strategy, if they are 

compatible with the general intent of the plans and would not preclude the attainment of their 

primary goals.   

 

The Proposed Project is an infill development that is also consistent with the 2016 RTP/SCS and 

its focus on integrated land use planning.  Specifically, the site’s location near substantial local 

transit bus services, and within ¼ mile of a Metro Red Line station places it in a High-Quality Transit 

Area (HQTA).  The 2016 RTP/SCS projects that these areas, while comprising only three percent 

of land area in the region make up 46 percent of future household growth and 55 percent of 

future job growth.  Further, the vertical integration of land uses on the site will produce 

substantial reductions in auto mode share to and from the site that will help the region 

accommodate growth and promote public transit ridership that minimizes GHG emission 

increases and reduces per capita emissions consistent with the RTP/SCS.  Further, the inclusion of 

electric vehicle charging infrastructure will support the penetration of electric zero-emission 

vehicles into the vehicle fleet. 

 

 
TABLE 7-8:  PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH SCAG 2016-2040 RTP/SCS 

Actions and Strategies 
Responsible 
Party(ies) Consistency Analysisa 

Land Use Strategies 
Reflect the changing population 

and demands, including 

combating gentrification and 

displacement, by increasing 

housing supply at a variety of 

affordability levels. 

Local jurisdictions Neutral.  The Project is a hotel project that would not include 

residences that would add to the supply of housing in metropolitan 

Los Angeles County. 

Focus new growth around 

transit. 

Local Jurisdictions Consistent.  The Proposed Project is an infill development that 

would be consistent with the 2016 RTP/SCS focus on growing near 

bus and rail transit facilities. 

Plan for growth around livable 

corridors, including growth on 

the Livable Corridors network. 

SCAG, Local 

Jurisdictions 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project is an infill development that 

would be consistent with the 2016 RTP/SCS focus on focusing 

growth along the 2,980 miles of Livable Corridors in the region. 

Provide more options for short 

trips through Neighborhood 

Mobility Areas and Complete 

Communities. 

SCAG, Local 

Jurisdictions 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project would help further jobs/housing 

balance objectives that can improve the use of Neighborhood 

Electric Vehicles for short trips.  The project is also generally 

consistent with the Complete Communities initiative that focuses on 

creation of mixed-use districts in growth areas. 
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TABLE 7-8:  PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH SCAG 2016-2040 RTP/SCS 

Actions and Strategies 
Responsible 
Party(ies) Consistency Analysisa 

Support local sustainability 

planning, including developing 

sustainable planning and design 

policies, sustainable zoning 

codes, and Climate Action Plans. 

Local Jurisdictions Not Applicable.  While this strategy calls on local governments to 

adopt General Plan updates, zoning codes, and Climate Action Plans 

to further sustainable communities, the Proposed Project would not 

interfere with such policymaking and would be consistent with 

those policy objectives. 

Protect natural and farm lands, 

including developing 

conservation strategies. 

SCAG 

Local Jurisdictions 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project is an infill development that 

would help reduce demand for growth in urbanizing areas that 

threaten greenfields and open spaces. 

Transportation Strategies 

Preserve our existing 

transportation system. 

SCAG 

County 

Transportation 

Commissions 

Local Jurisdictions 

Not Applicable.  While this strategy calls on investing in the 

maintenance of our existing transportation system, the Proposed 

Project would not interfere with such policymaking. 

Manage congestion through 

programs like the Congestion 

Management Program, 

Transportation Demand 

Management, and 

Transportation Systems 

Management strategies. 

County 

Transportation 

Commissions 

Local Jurisdictions 

Consistent.  The Proposed Project is an infill development that will 

minimize congestion impacts on the region because of its proximity 

to public transit, Complete Communities, and general density of 

population and jobs.   

Promote safety and security in 

the transportation system. 

SCAG 

County 

Transportation 

Commissions 

Local Jurisdictions 

Not Applicable.  While this strategy aims to improve the safety of 

the transportation system and protect users from security threats, 

the Proposed Project would not interfere with such policymaking. 

Complete our transit, passenger 

rail, active transportation, 

highways and arterials, regional 

express lanes, goods movement, 

and airport ground 

transportation systems. 

SCAG 

County 

Transportation 

Commissions 

Local Jurisdictions 

Not Applicable.  This strategy calls for transportation planning 

partners to implement major capital and operational projects that 

are designed to address regional growth.  The Proposed Project 

would not interfere with this larger goal of investing in the 

transportation system.   

Technological Innovation and 21st Century Transportation 

Promote zero-emissions vehicles. SCAG 

Local Jurisdictions 

Consistent.  While this action/strategy is not necessarily applicable 

on a project-specific basis, the Project would include pre-wiring for 

electric vehicle charging infrastructure.   

Promote neighborhood electric 

vehicles. 

SCAG 

Local Jurisdictions 

Consistent.  While this action/strategy is not necessarily applicable 

on a project-specific basis, the Project would include pre-wiring for 

electric vehicle charging infrastructure.   

Implement shared mobility 

programs. 

SCAG 

Local Jurisdictions 

Not Applicable.  While this strategy is designed to integrate new 

technologies for last-mile and alternative transportation programs, 

the Proposed Project would not interfere with these emerging 

programs. 

Source:  Southern California Association of Governments; 2016–2040 RTP/SCS, Chapter 5:  The Road to Greater Mobility and 
Sustainable Growth; April 2016. 

 

Table 7-8 demonstrates the Project’s consistency with the Actions and Strategies set forth in the 

2016-2040 RTP/SCS.  The Project would also be consistent with the applicable goals and principles 

set forth in the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS and the Compass Growth Vision Report.  Therefore, the 
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Project would be consistent with the GHG reduction related actions and strategies contained in 

the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS. 

 

Consistency with the City of Los Angeles Mobility 2035 Plan 

 

While the Mobility 2035 Plan focuses on developing a multi-modal transportation system, its key 

policy initiatives include considering the strong link between land use and transportation and 

targeting GHG through a more sustainable transportation system.  The Proposed Project is fully 

consistent with these general objectives, including the most relevant strategy, Program No. D7, 

which calls for the development of GHG tracking program that would quantify reductions in GHG 

from reductions in vehicle miles traveled.  

 

Consistency with the City of Los Angeles ClimateLA Plan 
	
Construction of the Proposed Project is consistent with the “ClimateLA” plan’s goal of reducing or 

recycling 70 percent of trash (including construction waste) by 2015.  The Project would promote 

this goal by complying with waste reduction measures mandated by CALGreen and City’s Green 

Building Code, as well as solid waste diversion policies administered by CalRecycle that in turn 

reduce GHG emissions. 

	
Long-term operations of the Proposed Project is also consistent with the “ClimateLA” focus on 

transportation, energy, water use, land use, waste, open space and greening, and economic 

factors to achieve emissions reductions.  

 

With regard to transportation, the Project is consistent with the Plan’s focus on reducing 

emissions from private vehicle use. Specifically, the site’s infill location with immediate access to 

significant public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities results in a transit-oriented 

development that will reduce auto dependence.  Further, the mixed-use nature of the Project is 

consistent with the Plan’s land use policies that promote high density near transportation, transit-

oriented development, and making underutilized land available for housing and mixed-use 

development, especially when near transit.  

 

To reduce emissions from energy usage, the Proposed Project would be consistent with 

“ClimateLA” and its focus on increasing the amount of renewable energy provided by the Los 

Angeles Department of Water and Power; presenting a comprehensive set of green building 

policies to guide and support private sector development; and helping citizens to use less energy. 

Both construction and operational activities from the Project site would generate energy-related 

emissions that are reduced by the State’s renewable portfolio mandates, including SB 350, which 

requires that at least 50 percent of electricity generated and sold to retail customers come from 

renewable energy sources by December 31, 2030. 

 

With regard to water, the Proposed Project would be consistent with reducing water from growth 

through water conservation and recycling; reducing per capita water consumption by 20 percent; 

and implementing the City’s water and wastewater integrated resources plan that will increase 

conservation, and maximize the capture and reuse of storm water.  Specifically, the Project would 

be subject to drought-related water conservation emergency orders and related State Water 

Quality Control Board restrictions, as well as CALGreen and City Green Building Code that call for 

water-conserving fixtures and processes. These elements of the Project would be consistent with 
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goals set forth in the “ClimateLA” plan.  

 

With regard to waste, the Proposed Project would be consistent with the “ClimateLA” goal of 

reducing or recycling 70 percent of trash by 2015. Operational efficiences will be built into the 

Project that reduce energy use and waste, as mandated by the City’s Green Building Code and 

CALGreen building code.  With regard to ongoing operations, the Project would be subject to solid 

waste diversion policies administered by CalRecycle that reduce GHG emissions. 

 

With regard to open space and greening, the Proposed Project would not interfere with 

“ClimateLA” and its focus on creating 35 new parks; revitalizing the Los Angeles River to create 

open space opportunities; planting one million trees throughout the City; identifying 

opportunities to “daylight” streams; identifying promising locations for stormwater infiltration to 

recharge groundwater aquifers; and collaborating with schools to create more parks in 

neighborhoods.  

 

Consistency with the City of Los Angeles Green Building Ordinance 

 

The Los Angeles Green Building Ordinance requires that all Projects filed on or after January 1, 

2014 comply with the Los Angeles Green Building Code as amended to comply with the 2013 

CALGreen Code.  Mandatory measures under the Green Building Ordinance that would help 

reduce GHG emissions include short and long-term bicycle parking measures; designated parking 

measure; and electric vehicle supply wiring.  The Project would comply with these mandatory 

measures, as the Project would provide on-site bicycle parking spaces.  Furthermore, the Green 

Building Ordinance includes measures that would increase energy efficiency on the Project Site, 

including installing Energy Star rated appliances and installation of water-conserving fixtures.  

Therefore, the Project is consistent with the Los Angeles Green Building Ordinance.  

 

The Proposed Project will comply with the City of Los Angeles’ Green Building Ordinance 

standards that compel LEED certification, reduce emissions beyond a NAT scenario, and are 

consistent with the AB 32 Scoping Plan’s recommendation for communities to adopt building 

codes that go beyond the State’s codes.  Under the City’s Los Angeles Green Building Code, the 

Project must incorporate several measures and design elements that reduce the carbon footprint 

of the development: 

 

The Proposed Project would include design, construction, maintenance, and operation at the 

Leadership in Energy & Environmental Design (LEED) certified level. Projects that are LEED 

certified generally exceed Title 24 (2013) standards by at least 10 percent.
60

  As such, it would 

incorporate several design elements and programs that will reduce the carbon footprint of the 

development, including: 

 

1. GHG Emissions Associated with Planning and Design.  The Project must have measures 

to reduce storm water pollution, provide designated parking for bicycles and low-

emission vehicles, have wiring for electric vehicles, reduce light pollution, and design 

grading and paving to keep surface water from entering buildings.  This would include: 

 

																																																								
60  U.S. Green Building Council. “Interpretation 10396” accessed at http://www.usgbc.org/leed-

interpretations?keys=10396 February 26, 2015. 
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• Reduced parking based on compliance with the City’s bicycle parking ordinance. 

• Access to several public transportation lines, including to 65 bus routes operating by 

the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, LADOT DASH, Foothill 

Transit, Montebello Bus Lines, Orange County Transportation Authority, Torrance 

Transit, Gardena Municipal Bus, and Santa Monica Big Blue Bus.  In addition, Metro 

operates the Red Line, Purple Line, Blue Line, and Expo Lines in the project area. 

 

2. GHG Emissions Associated with Energy Demand.  The Project must meet Title 24 2013 

standards and include Energy Star appliances, have pre-wiring for future solar facilities, 

and off-grid pre-wiring for future solar facilities.  This includes: 

 

• Use of low-emitting paints, adhesives, carpets, coating, and other materials. 

• Equipment and fixtures will comply with the following where applicable: 

o Installed gas-fired space heating equipment will have an Annual Fuel Utilization 

Ratio of .90 or higher. 

o Installed electric heat pumps will have a Heating Seasonal Performance Factor of 

8.0 or higher. 

o Installed cooling equipment will have a Seasonal Energy Efficiency Ratio higher 

than 13.0 and an Energy Efficiency Ratio of at least 11.5. 

o Installed tank type water heaters will have an Energy Factor higher than .6. 

o Installed tankless water heaters will have an Energy Factor higher than .80. 

o Perform duct leakage testing to verify a total leakage rate of less than 6 percent 

of the total fan flow. 

o Building lighting in the kitchen and bathrooms within the dwelling units will 

consist of at least 90 percent ENERGY STAR qualified hard-wired fixtures 

(luminaires). 

 

• An electrical conduit will be provided from the electrical service equipment to an 

accessible location in the attic or other location suitable for future connection to a 

solar system. The conduit shall be adequately sized by the designer but shall not be 

less than one inch. The conduit shall be labeled as per the Los Angeles Fire 

Department requirements. The electrical panel shall be sized to accommodate the 

installation of a future electrical solar system. 

• A minimum of 250 square feet of contiguous unobstructed roof area will be provided 

for the installation of future photovoltaic or other electrical solar panels. The location 

shall be suitable for installing future solar panels as determined by the designer. 

• Appliances will meet ENERGY STAR if an ENERGY STAR designation is applicable for 

that appliance. 

 

3. GHG Emissions Associated with Water Use.  The Project would be required to provide a 

schedule of plumbing fixtures and fixture fittings that reduce potable water use within 

the development by at least 20 percent.  It must also provide irrigation design and 

controllers that are weather- or soil moisture-based and automatically adjust in response 

to weather conditions and plants’ needs.  Wastewater reduction measures must be 

included that help reduce outdoor potable water use.  This would include: 

• A schedule of plumbing fixtures and fixture fittings that will reduce the overall use 

of potable water within the building by at least 20 percent shall be provided. The 
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reduction shall be based on the maximum allowable water use per plumbing fixture 

and fitting as required by the California Building Standards Code. The 20 percent 

reduction in potable water use shall be demonstrated by one of the following 

methods: 

 

o Each plumbing fixture and fitting shall meet reduced flow rates specified 

on Table 4.303.2; or 

o A calculation demonstrating a 20 percent reduction in the building “water 

use” baseline will be provided. 

 

• When single shower fixtures are served by more than one showerhead, the 

combined flow rate of all the showerheads will not exceed specified flow rates. 

 

• When automatic irrigation system controllers for landscaping are provided and 

installed at the time of final inspection, the controllers shall comply with the 

following: 

 

o Controllers shall be weather- or soil moisture-based controllers that 

automatically adjust irrigation in response to changes in plants' needs as 

weather conditions change; 

o Weather-based controllers without integral rain sensors or 

communication systems that account for local rainfall shall have a 

separate wired or wireless rain sensor that connects or communicates 

with the controller(s). 

 

4. GHG Emissions Associated with Solid Waste Generation.  The Project is subject to 

construction waste reduction of at least 50 percent.  Solid waste from the Project’s 

operations would contribute toward the City’s AB 939 requirements to divert 50 percent 

of solid waste to landfills through source reduction, recycling, and composting.  The 

Project is required by the California Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Access Act of 1991 

to provide adequate storage areas for collection and storage of recyclable waste 

materials. 

 

5. GHG Emissions Associated with Environmental Quality.  The Project must meet strict 

standards for any fireplaces and woodstoves, covering of duct openings and protection 

of mechanical equipment during constructions, and meet other requirements for 

reducing emissions from flooring systems, any CFC and halon use, and other project 

amenities.  This would include: 

 

o Openings in the building envelope separating conditioned space from 

unconditioned space needed to accommodate gas, plumbing, electrical lines 

and other necessary penetrations must be sealed in compliance with the 

California Energy Code. 

o Provide flashing details on the building plans which comply with accepted 

industry standards or manufacturer’s instructions around windows and 

doors, roof valley, and chimneys to roof intersections. 
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Taken together, these strategies encourage providing recreational, cultural, and a range of 

shopping, entertainment and services all within a relatively short distance; providing employment 

near current and planned transit stations and neighborhood commercial centers; and supporting 

alternative fueled and electric vehicles.  As a result, the Project would be consistent with 

applicable State, regional and local GHG reduction strategies.  Given that the Project would 

generate GHG emissions that are less than significant, and given that GHG emission impacts are 

cumulative in nature, the Project’s incremental contribution to cumulatively significant GHG 

emissions would be less than cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
The emission of GHGs by a single project into the atmosphere is not itself necessarily an adverse 

environmental effect.  Rather, it is the increased accumulation of GHG from more than one project 

and many sources in the atmosphere that may result in global climate change.  The consequences 

of that climate change can cause adverse environmental effects.  A project’s GHG emissions 

typically would be very small in comparison to state or global GHG emissions and, consequently, 

they would, in isolation, have no significant direct impact on climate change.  The State has 

mandated a goal of reducing statewide emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, even though statewide 

population and commerce is predicted to continue to expand.  In order to achieve this goal, CARB 

is in the process of establishing and implementing regulations to reduce statewide GHG emissions.  

At a minimum, most project-related emissions, such as energy, mobile, and construction, would 

be covered by the Cap-and-Trade Program. 

 

Currently, there are no applicable CARB, SCAQMD, or City of Los Angeles significance thresholds 

or specific reduction targets, and no approved policy or guidance to assist in determining 

significance at the project or cumulative levels.  Additionally, there is currently no generally 

accepted methodology to determine whether GHG emissions associated with a specific project 

represent new emissions or existing, displaced emissions.  Therefore, consistent with CEQA 

Guideline Section 15064h(3), the City as Lead Agency has determined that the Project’s 

contribution to cumulative GHG emissions and global climate change would be less than 

significant if the Project is consistent with the applicable regulatory plans and policies to reduce 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions:  Executive Orders S-3-05 and B-30-15; AB 32, the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS 

and the City of Los Angeles Green Building Ordinance and Mobility 2035 Plan. 

 

Implementation of the Project’s regulatory compliance measures and project design features, 

including State mandates, would contribute to GHG reductions.  These reductions represent a 

reduction from NAT and support State goals for GHG emissions reduction.  The methods used to 

establish this relative reduction are consistent with the approach used in CARB’s Climate Change 
Scoping Plan for the implementation of AB 32. 

 

The Project is consistent with the approach outlined in CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan, 

particularly its emphasis on the identification of emission reduction opportunities that promote 

economic growth while achieving greater energy efficiency and accelerating the transition to a 

low-carbon economy.  In addition, as recommended by CARB’s Climate Change Scoping Plan, the 

Project would use “green building” features as a framework for achieving cross-cutting emissions 

reductions as new buildings and infrastructure would be designed to achieve the standards of 

CALGreen. 
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As part of SCAG’s 2016-2040 SCS/RTP, a reduction in VMT within the region is a key component 

to achieve the 2020 and 2040 GHG emission reduction targets established by CARB.  The Project 

results in significant VMT reduction in comparison to NAT and would be consistent with the 

SCS/RTP. 

 

The Project also would comply with the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code, which 

emphasizes improving energy conservation and energy efficiency, increasing renewable energy 

generation, and changing transportation and land use patterns to reduce auto dependence.  The 

Project’s regulatory compliance measures and project design features provided above and 

throughout this analysis would advance these objectives.  Further, the related projects would also 

be anticipated to comply with many of these same emissions reduction goals and objectives (e.g., 

City of Los Angeles Green Building Code). 

 

Additionally, the Project has incorporated sustainability design features in accordance with 

regulatory requirements as provided in the regulatory compliance measures throughout this 

analysis and project design features to reduce VMT and to reduce the Project’s potential impact 

with respect to GHG emissions. With implementation of these features, the Project results in a 33 

percent reduction in GHG emissions from NAT.  The Project’s GHG reduction measures make the 

Project consistent with AB 32. 

 

As discussed above, the Project is consistent with the applicable GHG reduction plans and policies.  

The NAT comparison demonstrates the efficacy of the measures contained in these policies.  

Moreover, while the Project is not directly subject to the Cap and Program, that Program will 

indirectly reduce the Project’s GHG emissions by regulating “covered entities” that affect the 

Project’s GHG emissions, including energy, mobile, and construction emissions.  More 

importantly, the Cap-and-Trade Program will backstop the GHG reduction plans and policies 

applicable to the Project in that the Cap-and-Trade Program will be responsible for relatively more 

emissions reductions should California’s direct regulatory measures reduce GHG emissions less 

than expected. This will ensure that the GHG reduction targets of AB 32 are met. 

 

Thus, given the Project’s consistency with State, regional, and City of Los Angeles GHG emission 

reduction goals and objectives, the Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.  In the 

absence of adopted standards and established significance thresholds, and given this consistency, 

it is concluded that the Project’s impacts are cumulatively less than significant. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation measures are required.   

 
Level of Significance After Mitigation 
 
Project-specific and cumulative impacts related to the emission of greenhouse gases would be 

less than significant. 
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XII. NOISE -- Would the Project result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?  Less Than Significant Impact. 

Introduction to Noise 

Characteristics of Sound 

Sound can be described in terms of its loudness (amplitude) and frequency (pitch). The standard unit of 
measurement for sound is the decibel, abbreviated dB. Because the human ear is not equally sensitive to 
sound at all frequencies, the A-weighted scale (dBA) is used to reflect the normal hearing sensitivity range 
of the human ear. On this scale, the range of human hearing extends from approximately 3 to 140 dBA. 
Table 12-1 provides examples of A-weighted noise levels from common sources.  

 

TABLE 12-1:     A-WEIGHTED DECIBEL SCALE 

Typical A-Weighted Sound Levels Sound Level (dBA, Leq) 

Threshold of Pain 140 

Jet Takeoff at 100 Meters 125 

Jackhammer at 15 Meters 95 

Heavy Diesel Truck at 15 Meters 85 

Conversation at 1 Meter 60 

Soft Whisper at 2 Meters 35 

Source: United States Occupational Safety & Health Administration, Noise and Hearing Conservation Manual, 1999. 
 

Noise Definitions 

This noise analysis discusses sound levels in terms of Equivalent Noise Level (Leq) and Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL). “Noise” itself is frequently defined as “unwanted sound.” 

Equivalent Noise Level 

Leq represents the average noise level on an energy basis for a specific time period. Average noise 
level is based on the energy content (acoustic energy) of sound. For example, the Leq for one hour 
is the energy average noise level during that hour. Leq can be thought of as a continuous noise 
level of a certain period equivalent in energy content to a fluctuating noise level of that same 
period. Leq is expressed in units of dBA. 

Community Noise Equivalent Level 

CNEL is an adjusted noise measurement scale of average sound level during a 24-hour period. Due 
to increased noise sensitivities during evening and night hours, human reaction to sound between 
7:00 P.M. and 10:00 P.M. is as if it were actually 5 dBA higher than had it occurred between 7:00 
A.M. and 7:00 P.M. From 10:00 P.M. to 7:00 A.M., humans perceive sound as if it were 10 dBA 
higher. To account for these sensitivities, CNEL figures are obtained by adding an additional 5 dBA 
to evening noise levels between 7:00 P.M. and 10:00 P.M. and 10 dBA to nighttime noise levels 
between 10:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Because of this, 24-hour CNEL figures are always higher than 
their corresponding actual 24-hour averages.  
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Noise Attenuation 

Noise levels decrease as the distance from noise sources to receivers increases. For each doubling of 
distance, noise from stationary sources, commonly referred to as “point sources,” can decrease by 
approximately 6 dBA over hard surfaces (i.e., reflective surfaces such as parking lots), even greater over 
soft surfaces (i.e., absorptive surfaces such as soft dirt and grass). For example, if a point source produces 
a noise level of 89 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet and over an asphalt surface, its noise level would 
be approximately 83 dBA at a distance of 100 feet, 77 dBA at 200 feet, etc. Noises generated by mobile 
sources decrease by approximately 3 dBA over hard surfaces and 4.5 dBA over soft surfaces for each 
doubling of distance.  

Noise is most audible when traveling by direct line of sight, an unobstructed visual path between noise 
source and receptor. Barriers that break line of sight between sources and receivers, such as walls and 
buildings, can greatly reduce source noise levels allowing noise to reach receivers by diffraction only. As 
a result, sound barriers can reduce source noise levels by up to 20 dBA.1 However, the effectiveness of 
barriers can be greatly reduced when they are not high or long enough to completely break line of sight 
from sources to receivers. 

It should be noted that because decibels are logarithmic units they cannot be simply added or subtracted. 
For example, two cars producing 60 dBA of noise each would not produce a combined 120 dBA.  

 
Regulatory Framework 

Federal 

Currently, no federal noise standards regulate environmental noise associated with short-term 
construction activities or the long-term operations of development projects. As such, temporary and long-
term noise impacts produced by the Project would be largely regulated by and evaluated with respect to 
State and City of Los Angeles standards designed to protect public well-being and health.  
 

State 

State of California 2017 General Plan Guidelines 

The State’s 2017 General Plan Guidelines establish county and city standards for acceptable exterior noise 
levels based on land use. These standards are incorporated into land use planning processes to prevent 
or reduce noise and land use incompatibilities. Table 12-2 illustrates State compatibility considerations 
between various land uses and exterior noise levels. 

                                                        
1  California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, September 2013.  
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TABLE 12-2:     STATE OF CALIFORNIA NOISE/LAND USE COMPATIBILITY MATRIX 

Land Use Category 
Community Noise Exposure (dB, Ldn or CNEL) 

             55              60             65             70               75              80 

Residential - Low Density Single-Family, Duplex, 
Mobile Homes 

       

       

       

       

Residential - Multi-Family 

       

       

       

       

Transient Lodging - Motels Hotels 

       

       

       

       

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes 

       

       

       

       

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters 

       

       

       

       

Sports Arena, Outdoor Spectator Sports 

       

       

       

       

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks 

       

        

        

       

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, 
Cemeteries 

       

       

       

       

Office Buildings, Business Commercial and Professional 

       

         

       

       

Industrial, Manufacturing, Utilities, Agriculture 

       

       

       

       

 

  Normally Acceptable - Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal conventional 
construction without any special noise insulation requirements. 

   

  Conditionally Acceptable - New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements   
is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design.  Conventional construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply system 
or air conditioning will normally suffice. 

   

  Normally Unacceptable - New construction or development should generally be discouraged.  If new construction or development does proceed, a 
detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. 

   

  Clearly Unacceptable - New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 

 

 

Source: California Office of Planning and Research, General Plan Guidelines - Noise Element Guidelines (Appendix D), Figure 2, 2017. 
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City of Los Angeles 

Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan includes a Noise Element that lays out policies and standards to 
ensure residents, workers, and visitors are protected from noise. Its primary goal is to regulate long-term 
noise impacts that preserve acceptable noise environments for all types of land uses. However, the Noise 
Element contains no quantitative or other thresholds of significance for evaluating a proposed project’s 
noise impacts. Instead, it adopts the State’s guidance on noise and land use compatibility (shown in Table 
12-2) “to help guide determination of appropriate land use and mitigation measures vis-à-vis existing or 
anticipated ambient noise levels.” 

Los Angeles Municipal Code 

The City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) contains a number of regulations that would apply to the 
Project’s temporary construction activities and long-term operations. Notably, Section 41.40(a) would 
prohibit Project construction activities from occurring between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M., 
Monday through Friday. Subdivision 41.40(c) further prohibits such activities from occurring before 8:00 
A.M. or after 6:00 P.M. on any Saturday, or on any Sunday or national holiday. 

SEC.41.40. NOISE DUE TO CONSTRUCTION, EXCAVATION WORK—WHEN PROHIBITED. 

(a) No person shall, between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. of the following day, perform any 
construction or repair work of any kind upon, or any excavating for, any building or structure, where 
any of the foregoing entails the use of any power drive drill, riveting machine, excavator or any other 
machine, tool, device or equipment which makes loud noises to the disturbance of persons occupying 
sleeping quarters in any dwelling hotel or apartment or other place of residence. In addition, the 
operation, repair or servicing of construction equipment and the job-site delivering of construction 
materials in such areas shall be prohibited during the hours herein specified. Any person who knowingly 
and willfully violates the foregoing provision shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor punishable as 
elsewhere provided in this Code. 

(c) No person, other than an individual homeowner engaged in the repair or construction of his single-
family dwelling shall perform any construction or repair work of any kind upon, or any earth grading 
for, any building or structure located on land developed with residential buildings under the provisions 
of Chapter I of this Code, or perform such work within 500 feet of land so occupied, before 8:00 A.M. or 
after 6:00 P.M. on any Saturday or national holiday nor at any time on any Sunday. In addition, the 
operation, repair, or servicing of construction equipment and the job-site delivering of construction 
materials in such areas shall be prohibited on Saturdays and on Sundays during the hours herein 
specific… 
 

Section 112.05 of the LAMC establishes noise limits for powered equipment and hand tools operated 
within 500 feet of residential zones. However, the Project is not located within 500 feet of residential-
zoned land. A distinction between Section 112.05 below and Section 41.40 above should be noted: 
Whereas Section 112.05 specifically refers to residential-zoned land when outlining its restrictions, 
Section 41.40 refers more broadly to places of residence, which may include those built within non-
residential zones. 
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SEC. 112.05. MAXIMUM NOISE LEVEL OF POWERED EQUIPMENT OR POWERED HAND TOOLS 

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 therefrom: 

(a) 75 dBA 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; 

(b) 75 dBA for powered equipment of 20 HP or less intended for infrequent use in residential areas, 
including chain saws, log chippers and powered hand tools; 

(c) 65 dBA for powered equipment intended for repetitive use in residential areas, including lawn mowers, 
backpack blowers, small lawn and garden tools and riding tractors. 

Said noise limitations shall not apply where compliance therewith is technically infeasible. The burden of 
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.  
 

Section 112.01 of the LAMC would prohibit any amplified noises, especially those from outdoor sources 
(e.g., outdoor speakers, stereo systems, etc.) from exceeding the ambient noise levels of adjacent 
properties by more than 5 dBA. Subdivision (b) would not apply, as the Project is not located in a 
residential zone or within 500 feet of any residential zone. 

SEC.112.01. RADIOS, TELEVISION SETS, AND SIMILAR DEVICES 

(a) It shall be unlawful for any person within any zone of the City to use or operate any radio, musical 
instrument, phonograph, television receiver, or other machine or device for the producing, reproducing 
or amplification of the human voice, music, or any other sound, in such a manner, as to disturb the 
peace, quiet, and comfort of neighbor occupants or any reasonable person residing or working in the 
area. 

(b) Any noise level caused by such use or operation which is audible to the human ear at a distance in excess 
of 150 feet from the property line of the noise source, within any residential zone of the City or within 
500 feet thereof, shall be a violation of the provisions of this section. 

(c) Any noise level caused by such use or operation which exceeds the ambient noise level on the premises 
of any other occupied property, or if a condominium, apartment house, duplex, or attached business, 
within any adjoining unit, by more than five (5) decibels shall be a violation of the provisions of this 
section. 

Section 112.02(a), below, would prevent Project HVAC systems and other mechanical equipment from 
elevating ambient noise levels at neighboring residences by more than 5 dBA. 

SEC.112.02. AIR CONDITIONING, REFRIGERATION, HEATING, PLUMBING, FILTERING EQUIPMENT 

(a) It shall be unlawful for any person, within any zone of the city, to operate any air conditioning, 
refrigeration or heating equipment for any residence or other structure or to operate any pumping, 
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filtering or heating equipment for any pool or reservoir in such manner 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 decibels.  

 
Construction Noise 

Project Overview 

Located at 124 E. Olympic Boulevard, the Project would adaptively re-use an existing six-story commercial 
building, converting it into a 149-room hotel with approximately 6,186 square feet of ground floor 
restaurant space. The Project’s roof deck would include pool and outdoor bar areas, though it could 
include a dance floor. On-site parking would be provided by 24 underground spaces, though the Project 
would have access to additional parking in an adjoining parking structure. 

Regulated Noise Sources 

During all construction phases, noise-generating activities could occur at the Project site between the 
hours of 7:00 A.M. and 9:00 P.M. Monday through Friday, in accordance with Section 41.40(a) of the 
LAMC. On Saturdays, construction would be permitted to occur between 8:00 A.M. and 6:00 P.M. Because 
the Project is an adaptive re-use development, the use of heavy-duty construction vehicles would be 
limited. Only a single excavator would be required, and its use would likely be infrequent given the lack 
of any grading phase of construction. Smaller equipment such as forklifts, generators, and various 
powered hand tools would be the Project’s primary on-site construction noise sources. Off-site secondary 
noises would be generated by sources such as construction worker vehicles, vendor deliveries, and haul 
trucks. Table 12-3 lists the hourly noise levels of construction vehicles and equipment at various distances 
that could be utilized for the Project. 

 
TABLE 12-3:     CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS – UNMITIGATED 

Noise Source 
Noise Level (dBA, 1-hr Leq)1 

50 feet 100 feet 150 feet 200 feet 250 feet 300 feet 

Concrete Mixer Truck 74.8 68.8 65.3 62.8 60.8 59.3 

Concrete Pump Truck 74.4 68.4 64.9 62.4 60.4 58.8 

Dump Truck 72.5 66.5 62.9 60.4 58.5 56.9 

Excavator 76.7 70.7 67.2 64.7 62.8 61.2 

Gradall 79.4 73.4 69.9 67.4 65.4 63.9 

Welder 70.0 64.0 60.5 58.0 56.0 54.5 
1  Noise levels derived from the Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway Construction Noise Model, version 1.1 (FHWA RCNM 1.1).  

 

Section 112.05 of the LAMC establishes a maximum noise level of 75 dBA at 50 feet for powered 
construction equipment operating in or within 500 feet of residential zones. And as shown in Table 12-3, 
the Project’s construction noise levels from certain powered equipment could exceed 75 dBA at a distance 
of 50 feet. However, the Project is not located in or within 500 feet of any residential-zoned land. The 
nearest residential zones to the Project are [Q]R5-4D-O-zoned parcels located along Hill Street, nearly 700 
feet west of the Project. The Project is predominantly surrounded by various C and M-zoned parcels. As a 
result, the noise limits set forth by LAMC Section 112.05 would not apply to the Project. Construction 
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activity would still comply with the restrictions set forth by Section 41.40 of the LAMC. Project 
construction would be consistent with all local general plan and noise ordinance regulations related to 
noise, and this impact would be considered less than significant. 

With regard to off-site construction-related noise impacts, Section 112.05 of the LAMC does not regulate 
noise levels from road legal trucks, such as delivery vehicles, concrete mixing trucks, pumping trucks, and 
haul trucks. However, the operation of these vehicles would still comply with the construction restrictions 
set forth by Section 41.40 of the LAMC. 

 
Mitigation Measures 

None required. 

 
Operational Noise 

Regulated Noise Sources 

During long-term project operations, the development would produce noise from both on- and off-site 
sources. LAMC Section 112.02 would regulate noise from mechanical sources such as heating, air 
conditioning, and ventilation systems. Section 112.01 would regulate any noise from amplified sources, 
for example ambient music played on the pool deck or other music played on the possible rooftop dance 
floor.  

Compliance with these regulations would ensure that the Project’s on-site operational noise sources 
would not generate noise levels in excess of standards established by any noise ordinance or other set of 
regulations.  

A more detailed analysis of the Project’s on- and off-site operational noise impacts, specifically in relation 
to General Plan guidelines and recommendations, is addressed as part of the response to CEQA Guidelines 
checklist question (c). 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels?  Less Than Significant Impact. 

Introduction to Vibration 

Characteristics of Vibration 

Vibration is an oscillatory motion through a solid medium in which the motion’s amplitude can be 
described in terms of displacement, velocity, and acceleration. Unlike noise, vibration is not a common 
environmental problem, as it is unusual for vibration from vehicle sources to be perceptible. Common 
sources of vibration include trains, construction activities, and certain industrial operations. 

Vibration Definitions 

This noise analysis discusses vibration in terms of Peak Particle Velocity (PPV). 
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Peak Particle Velocity 

PPV is commonly used to describe and quantify vibration impacts to buildings and other 
structures. PPV levels represent the maximum instantaneous peak of a vibration signal and are 
usually measured in inches per second.2 

Effects of Vibration 

High levels of vibration may cause physical personal injury or damage to buildings. However, ground-
borne vibration levels rarely affect human health. Instead, most people consider ground-borne vibration 
to be an annoyance that can disrupt concentration or disturb sleep. Ground-borne vibration can also 
interfere with certain types of highly sensitive equipment and machines, especially imaging devices used 
in medical laboratories. 

Perceptible Vibration Changes 

Unlike noise, ground-borne vibration is not an environmental issue that most people experience every 
day. Background vibration levels in residential areas are usually well below the threshold of perception 
for humans, approximately 0.01 inches per second.3 Perceptible indoor vibrations are most often caused 
by sources within buildings themselves, such as slamming doors or heavy footsteps. Common outdoor 
sources of ground-borne vibration include construction equipment, trains, and traffic on rough or 
unpaved roads. Traffic vibration from smooth and well-maintained roads is typically not perceptible. 

 

Regulatory Framework 

For the evaluation of construction-related vibration impacts, state agency recommendations are used 
given the absence of applicable federal, County, and City standards specific to temporary construction 
activities. 

State 

California Department of Transportation 

In 2013, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) published the Transportation and 
Construction Vibration Guidance Manual to aid in the estimation and analysis of vibration impacts. 
Typically, potential building and structural damages are the foremost concern when evaluating the 
impacts of construction-related vibrations. Table 12-4 summarizes Caltrans’ vibration guidelines for 
building and structural damage.  

 

                                                        
2  California Department of Transportation, Transportation and Construction Vibration Guidance Manual, September 2013. 
3  Ibid. 
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TABLE 12-4:     CALTRANS VIBRATION DAMAGE POTENTIAL THRESHOLD CRITERIA 

Structure and Condition 
 

Threshold Criteria (in/sec PPV) 

Transient Sources Continuous/Frequent/ 
Intermittent Sources 

Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient 
monuments 

0.12 0.08 

Fragile buildings 0.2 0.1 

Historic and some old buildings 0.5 0.25 

Older residential structures 0.5 0.3 

New residential structures 1.0 0.5 

Modern industrial/commercial buildings 2.0 0.5 

Source:  California Department of Transportation, 2013. 

 

The Caltrans manual also cites additional criteria for cases where more detailed analysis may be required. 
For buildings consisting of concrete wall and floor foundations, masonry or concrete walls, or stone 
masonry retaining walls, continuous vibrations of 0.3 inches per second PPV can be damaging. For 
buildings consisting of steel or reinforced concrete, such as factories, retaining walls, bridges, steel towers, 
open channels, underground chambers and tunnels with and without concrete alignment, continuous 
vibrations of 0.5 inches per second PPV can be damaging. 
 
Construction Vibration Impacts 
As shown in Table 12-3, the only major vibration-generating vehicle that would be required for the Project 
is an excavator. But because the Project would have no grading component, the excavator would most 
likely be used in a more secondary role. For example, it may be used to load demolished materials into 
haul trucks. It may also be equipped with various attachments to serve a variety of roles (i.e., a hammer 
attachment to assist in breaking apart paved or concrete surfaces). Working in these capacities, the 
excavator would be relatively stationary and would not generate substantial and/or continuous 
groundborne vibrations. It would not expose nearby structures to potentially hazardous or damaging 
levels of vibration. As a result, the Project’s groundborne vibration impact from construction would be 
considered less than significant. 
 
Operational Vibration Impacts 

During Project operations, there would be no significant stationary sources of ground-borne vibration, 
such as heavy equipment or industrial operations. Minimal levels of operational ground-borne vibration 
in the Project’s vicinity would be generated by its related vehicle travel on local roadways. However as 
previously discussed, road vehicles rarely create vibration levels perceptible to humans unless road 
surfaces are poorly maintained and have potholes or bumps. Project-related traffic would expose nearby 
land uses and other sensitive receptors to vibrations far below levels associated with human annoyance 
or land-use disruption. As a result, the Project’s long-term vibration impacts would be considered less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None required. 
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c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing 
without the Project?  Less Than Significant Impact.   
 

Effects of Noise 

The degree to which noise can impact an environment ranges from levels that interfere with speech and 
sleep to levels that can cause adverse health effects. Most human response to noise subjective. Factors 
that influence individual responses include the intensity, frequency, and pattern of noise; the amount of 
background noise present; and the nature of work or human activity exposed to intruding noise.  

According to the National Institute of Health (NIH), extended or repeated exposure to sounds at or above 
85 dB can cause hearing loss. Sounds of 75 dBA or less, even after continuous exposure, are unlikely to 
cause hearing loss.4 The World Health Organization (WHO) reports that adults should not be exposed to 
sudden “impulse” noise events of 140 dB or greater. For children, this limit is 120 dB.5  

Exposure to elevated nighttime noise levels can disrupt sleep, leading to increased levels of fatigue and 
decreased work or school performance. For the preservation of healthy sleeping environments, the WHO 
recommends that continuous interior noise levels not exceed 30 dBA Leq, and that individual noise events 
of 45 dBA or higher be limited.6 Assuming a conservative exterior to interior sound reduction of 15 dBA, 
continuous exterior noise levels should therefore not exceed 45 dBA Leq. Individual exterior events of 60 
dBA or higher should also be limited. 

Some epidemiological studies have shown a weak association between long-term exposure to noise levels 
of 65-70 dBA Leq and cardiovascular effects including ischaemic heart disease and hypertension. However, 
at this time, the relationship is largely inconclusive. 

People with normal hearing sensitivity can recognize small perceptible changes in sound levels of 
approximately 3 dBA. Changes of at least 5 dBA can be readily noticeable and may cause community 
reactions. Sound level increases of 10 dBA or greater are perceived as a doubling in loudness and can 
provoke a community response.7 However, few people are highly annoyed at noise levels below 55 dBA 
Leq.8 

 
Noise Impact Assessment 

L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide 

The City’s 2006 L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide provides guidance for the determination of significance for 
construction and operational noise impacts. It should be noted that the Guide is “intended to be available 
as a voluntary tool” that serves as “a guidance document that draws together practical information” to 
“streamline and enhance the City’s permit and development processes.” The guidance further notes that 
“[i]t recognizes that the impacts resulting from a particular action depend on the project setting, design, 
and operational components and that the determination of significance and the appropriate criteria for 

                                                        
4  National Institute on Deafness and Other Communication,      
 www.nidcd.nih.gov/health/noise-induced-hearing-loss. 
5  World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, 1999. 
6  Ibid. 
7  Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 2006.  
8  World Health Organization, Guidelines for Community Noise, 1999. 
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evaluation are the responsibility of the lead agency.” According to the Guide, a Project would, under 
normal circumstances, have a significant impact from operational noise sources if: 

• 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… 

• Any 5 dBA or greater noise increase. 

These “normally unacceptable” and “clearly unacceptable” categories refer to those outlined by the 
State’s noise and land-use compatibility chart, shown in Table 12-2. 

 
On-Site Noise Sources 

During Project operations, the development would produce noise from both on- and off-site sources. The 
direct on-site sources would include the following: 

Mechanical Equipment 

Regulatory compliance with LAMC Section 112.02 would ensure that noises from sources such as 
heating, air conditioning, and ventilation systems do not increase ambient noise levels at 
neighboring occupied properties by more than 5 dBA. Given this regulation, high ambient noise 
levels in the Project’s vicinity, distances to receptors, and the relatively quiet operation of modern 
HVAC systems, these on-site noise sources would not be capable of causing the ambient noise 
levels of nearby uses to increase by 3 dBA CNEL to or within their respective L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide’s “Normally Unacceptable” of “Clearly Unacceptable” noise categories, or by 5 dBA or 
greater overall.  Noise from pool pumping and filtering equipment would also be regulated by 
LAMC Section 112.02, though it is similarly doubtful that these noises would be capable of 
contributing to audible off-site increases in noise given the relatively quiet operation of this 
equipment and the Project’s location in a bustling urban commercial area with elevated existing 
noise levels.  

Restaurant and Bar/Lounge Areas 

The Project would contain approximately 6,816 square feet of ground level restaurant space, a 
rooftop pool bar, and possibly 1,135 square feet of rooftop bar/lounge space. The Project’s 
ground level restaurants would not contain any outdoor components, so related noises would be 
confined to within the Project itself. The rooftop bars and lounge area could generate noise from 
ambient music, as well as patron noises (e.g. conversation). However, the Project’s rooftop deck 
would contain tall perimeter glass railing which would reduce the off-site transmission of these 
noises by obstructing their direct line of sight travel to nearby receptors. As a result, restaurant 
and bar/lounge related noises would not be expected to have more than a marginal effect on 
noise levels in the Project’s vicinity, especially given the absence of sensitive receptors in the 
Project’s immediate vicinity. 

Dance Floor 

The Project could possibly contain a rooftop dance floor. Events such as DJ or other musical 
performances could periodically generate amplified noises. Though the Project is not necessarily 
located in an area with similar types of uses that generate amplified noise from music, it is located 
in an area with elevated noise levels and no nearby sensitive receptors. Most uses in the vicinity 
of the Project are office or commercial in nature and would not be sensitive to any noises from 
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the Project’s rooftop activities. And nearby office and commercial uses would be largely un-
operational during the late-evening hours during which amplified musical performances would 
most likely take place. The Project’s dance floor area could alter the noise profile of the Project 
area, but it would not have a significant impact on any nearby receptors.  

Auto-Related Activities 

The Project would provide 24 on-site parking spaces. 13 spaces would be located off-site at an 
adjacent existing parking garage. On-site parking would be subterranean, and related noises 
would be mostly confined to within the Project’s underground parking area. The Project’s use of 
13 off-site spaces would have a negligible impact on noise levels, as they are located within an 
existing parking garage. The Project’s use of these spaces would not represent a change in the 
environment, nor would the continuing use of its existing on-site parking spaces.  

The impact potential of these on-site operational noise sources would be considered less than significant. 

 
Off-Site Noise Sources 

The majority of the Project’s operational noise impacts would be from off-site mobile sources associated 
with its net new daily trips. On a typical weekday, the Project is forecast to generate an estimated 1,457 
net new daily trips, including 108 A.M. peak hour trips and 101 P.M. peak hour trips.9 The noise impact of 
these vehicle trips was modeled using the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model 
2.5 (TNM 2.5). This noise prediction software uses traffic volumes, vehicle mix, average speeds, roadway 
geometry, and other inputs to calculate average noise levels along inputted roadway segments. For this 
analysis, an existing year (2018) no project scenario was compared to an existing year with project 
scenario. The analysis also incorporates the Project’s potential valet trips, which were assumed to be 50% 
of the Project’s gross trips. As shown in Tables 12-5 and 12-6, Project-related traffic would, individually, 
have a negligible impact on roadside ambient noise levels in the Project’s vicinity. 24-hour CNEL impacts 
would similarly be minimal, far below L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide significance criteria for operation noise 
impacts, which begin at 3 dBA. This impact would be considered less than significant.  

 
TABLE 12-5: EXISTING + PROJECT A.M. PEAK HOUR MOBILE SOURCE NOISE LEVELS  

Roadway Segment 

Estimated dBA, Leq 1hr 

No Project 
(2018) 

With Project 
(2018) 

Project 
Change 

Significant 
Impact? 

N/B Main St., S of Olympic Blvd. 67.1 67.2 0.1 No 

S/B Main St., S of Olympic Blvd. 66.3 66.4 0.1 No 

N/B Los Angeles St., S of Olympic Blvd. 67.2 67.3 0.1 No 

S/B Los Angeles St., S of Olympic Blvd. 67.6 67.8 0.2 No 

Source: DKA Planning, 2018. 

 

                                                        
9  Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc. “Draft Transportation Impact Study for the 124 E. Olympic Boulevard Hotel Conversion 
Project”, February 2018. 
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TABLE 12-6: EXISTING + PROJECT P.M. PEAK HOUR MOBILE SOURCE NOISE LEVELS  

Roadway Segment 

Estimated dBA, Leq 1hr 

No Project 
(2018) 

With Project 
(2018) 

Project 
Change 

Significant 
Impact? 

N/B Main St., S of Olympic Blvd. 66.6 66.7 0.1 No 

S/B Main St., S of Olympic Blvd. 66.5 66.5 < 0.1 No 

N/B Los Angeles St., S of Olympic Blvd. 68.4 68.5 0.1 No 

S/B Los Angeles St., S of Olympic Blvd. 68.5 68.6 0.1 No 

Source: DKA Planning, 2018. 

 
The majority of the Project’s long-term noise impacts would come from traffic traveling to and from the 
Project. This, the addition of future traffic from any new developments in the Project area, and overall 
ambient traffic growth would elevate ambient noise levels surrounding local roadways. However, the 
Project’s individual contribution to permanent off-site ambient noise level increases would be minimal. 
As shown in Tables 12-7 and 12-8, with or without the addition of Project traffic, future roadside peak 
hour ambient noise levels would not substantially increase. CNEL noise levels in the Project’s vicinity 
would likewise not increase by 3 dBA to or within their respective “Normally Unacceptable” or “Clearly 
Unacceptable” noise categories, or by 5 dBA or greater overall. The Project’s cumulative operational noise 
impact would therefore be considered less than significant.  

 

TABLE 12-7: FUTURE + PROJECT A.M. PEAK HOUR MOBILE SOURCE NOISE LEVELS 

Roadway Segment 

Estimated dBA, Leq 1hr 

Existing 
(2018) 

No Project 
(2021) 

With Project 
(2021) 

Total 
Change 

Significant 
Impact? 

N/B Main St., S of Olympic Blvd. 67.1 67.3 67.5 0.4 No 

S/B Main St., S of Olympic Blvd. 66.3 66.5 66.6 0.3 No 

N/B Los Angeles St., S of Olympic Blvd. 67.2 67.5 68.0 0.8 No 

S/B Los Angeles St., S of Olympic Blvd. 67.6 68.0 68.3 0.7 No 

Source: DKA Planning, 2018. 

 

TABLE 12-8: FUTURE + PROJECT P.M. PEAK HOUR MOBILE SOURCE NOISE LEVELS 

Roadway Segment 

Estimated dBA, Leq 1hr 

Existing 
(2018) 

No Project 
(2021) 

With Project 
(2021) 

Total 
Change 

Significant 
Impact? 

N/B Main St., S of Olympic Blvd. 66.6 67.8 67.9 0.2 No 

S/B Main St., S of Olympic Blvd. 66.5 68.1 68.2 0.2 No 

N/B Los Angeles St., S of Olympic Blvd. 68.4 69.0 69.0 0.6 No 

S/B Los Angeles St., S of Olympic Blvd. 68.5 69.0 69.0 0.5 No 

Source: DKA Planning, 2018. 

 
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above 
levels existing without the Project? Less Than Significant Impact. 
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Noise Impact Assessment 

L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide 

As discussed earlier, the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide is not a set standard for the preparation of technical 
studies, but merely a voluntary guidance document. According to the Guide, a Project would, under 
normal circumstances, have a significant impact from construction noise 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; or 

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

 
Existing Conditions 

According to the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide, land uses sensitive to noise include residences, transient 
lodgings, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, concert halls, amphitheaters, 
playgrounds, and parks. Because the Project is located in a dense urban commercial district, there is a lack 
of nearby sensitive receptors that could reasonably be affected by the Project’s construction activities. 
The following receptor was chosen specifically for detailed construction noise impact analysis given its 
potential sensitivity to noise and proximity to the Project site: 

Broadway Palace Apartments 

Located at 1026 S. Broadway Street, this multi-family residential receptor is located 
approximately 250 feet west of the Project site. 

DKA Planning took short-term noise readings at this receptor and at the Project site to determine the 
area’s existing noise conditions.10 For both noise monitoring locations, ambient noise was primarily 
attributable to vehicle traffic along nearby roadways, as well as noise from pedestrians and commercial 
activity in the area (e.g. truck deliveries). Table 12-9 shows the results of this monitoring.  

 
TABLE 12-9:     EXISTING AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS 

Noise Monitoring Location Existing Ambient Noise 
Level (dBA Leq) 

1. Intersection of Olympic Blvd. and Main St. 69.1 

2. Intersection of Olympic Blvd. and Los Angeles St. 69.7 
Source: DKA Planning, 2018 

 

                                                        
10  Noise measurements were taken using a Quest Technologies SoundPro DL Sound Level Meter. The SoundPro meter complies with 
 the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) and International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC) for general environmental 
 measurement instrumentation. The meter was equipped with an omni-directional microphone, calibrated before the day’s 
 measurements, and set at approximately five feet above the ground. 



Mart South Project  
Noise and Vibration Impact Report 
 
Construction Noise 

The L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide suggests that a project could result in a significant impact if construction 
activities lasting more than one day would exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels at a noise 
sensitive use by 10 dBA, or if activities lasting more than 10 days in a three month period would exceed 
existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at such a use. Construction activities would not 
occur between 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. Monday through Friday, before 8:00 A.M. or after 6:00 P.M. on 
Saturday, or at all on Sunday.  

For this Project, its noise impact was modeled using the noise reference level of an excavator, as a single 
excavator would be the only heavy construction vehicle required by the Project. Excavators can produce 
average peak noise levels of 80.7 dBA at a reference distance of 50 feet.11 The projected noise impact 
from excavator activity is shown in Table 12-10. As the Project is an adaptive re-use development, most 
remodeling would occur within the Project or on its roof deck, locations where any construction noises 
would have a reduced off-site noise impact. Powered hand tools and other equipment used to remodel 
the Project would not be as noisy as heavy-duty diesel-powered construction vehicles.  

 
TABLE 12-10:     CONSTRUCTION NOISE LEVELS – UNMITIGATED 

 

Sensitive Receptor 

Distance 
from Site 

(feet) 

Maximum 
Construction 
Noise Level  

(dBA) 

Existing 
Ambient 

(dBA, Leq) 

New Ambient  
(dBA, Leq) 

 

Increase 

Broadway Palace Apartments 250 57.7 69.1 69.4 0.3 

Source: DKA Planning, 2018. 

 

As shown, Broadway Palace Apartments is not projected to experience a temporary noise increase in 
excess of the L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide’s 5 dBA threshold due to the Project’s construction activities. 
As a result, the Project’s construction noise impact would be considered less than significant.  

With regard to off-site construction-related noise impacts, the Project would require up to 20 haul trips 
per day to export waste and other debris from the Project site to a regional landfill. Such activity can 
marginally increase ambient noise levels at any roadside sensitive receptors. However, the Project would 
generate no more than a few haul trips per hour at a maximum. This would not be capable of substantially 
increasing roadway noise levels in the Project’s vicinity, especially because the Project is located in a dense 
urban area with existing elevated roadway noise levels and a lack of roadside sensitive receptors. As a 
result, the Project’s impact from off-site construction noise sources would be considered less than 
significant.  

 
Mitigation Measures 

None required.  

 

                                                        
11  Reference noise levels obtained from the Federal Highway Administration’s Roadway Construction Noise Model. 
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DKA Planning 

Phone: (310) 316-2800 
 

To: Jamison Properties, LP 
From: Douglas Kim, AICP 

CC: Andrew Brady 
Date: February 28, 2019 

Re: Mart South Roofdeck Noise Analysis 

This memo provides a supplemental analysis of the potential operational noise impacts 
from roofdeck activities for the proposed Mart South project at 124 East Olympic 
Boulevard in the City of Los Angeles.  It supplements the technical noise report prepared 
by DKA Planning for the project dated March 2018.  The Proposed Project would include 
conversion of an existing office building to a 149-room hotel with an 8,305 square-foot 
restaurant.  The facility would include roofdeck facilities that would generate operational 
noise that could impact sensitive receptors in the area.  Specifically, the closest receptor 
in this commercial district is the Broadway Palace Apartments located as close as 250 
feet west of the project site at 1026 South Broadway.  There are three sources of 
operational noise from the roofdeck that could impact this receptor. 

Mechanical equipment.  Heating, air conditioning, and ventilation systems could be 
located on the roof that would generate noise that would be regulated by LAMC Section 
112.02(a) that prohibits noise that would increase ambient noise levels by more than 5 
dB.  Proper screening and maintenance of such roof-top units would ensure that 
mechanical noise from the four indoor suites and an indoor hotel kitchen on the roofdeck 
would be negligible at the Broadway Palace Apartments more than 250 feet away. 

Outdoor swimming pool, deck, and bar.  At the northwest corner of the roofdeck, an 
outdoor pool and 1,327 square-foot roof deck with lounge chairs, cabanas, and an 
outdoor pool bar would operate during day and evening hours.  These would generate 
noise from human conversation, swimming, and potentially from amplified speakers. 

While typical human conversation averages about 60 dB, noise levels would be driven 
by how loud ambient music is played.  With regard to any amplified music, LAMC Section 
112.01 “prohibits any amplified noises, especially those from outdoor sources (e.g., 
outdoor speakers, stereo systems) from exceeding the ambient noise levels of adjacent 
properties by more than 5 dBA.”1  Given the ambient noise levels at adjacent properties 
(approximately 69.7 dBA Leq), amplified music could not exceed 70-75 dB without 
violating the noise ordinance.  However, regardless of the applicability of the noise 
                                                   

1 Technical Report, Noise Report, at pdf p. 62. 
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ordinance, the combination of human conversation and amplified sound would not 
result in significant noise impacts at the nearest sensitive receptor, as explained below. 

In addition to the noise generated byamplified music, humans would talk above ambient 
music levels in order to communicate.  The Lombard effect suggests that noise from 
conversations generally increase proportionally to background ambient noise levels.  
Specifically, vocal intensity increases about 0.38 dB for every 1.0 dB increase in noise 
levels above 55 dB.2 If ambient music were played at 72.5 dBA, human conversation 
would average 79.2 dBA.  This is consistent with a recent study shows that in a restaurant 
setting with about 80 persons, the Lombard effect adds up to 12 dB of increase in sound 
pressure level above ambient noise levels (this would equate to about 81 dBA based on 
existing noise levels at adjacent receptors).3  The cumulative noise levels from both 
amplified music and human conversations would average 80 dBA, approximately 10.3 
dBA above ambient noise levels. 

While the noise levels from rooftop activities would 
elevate noise levels at the project site, noise levels at the 
nearest receptors would be negligible for three reasons. 
First, the 250-foot distance of the Broadway Palace 
Apartments would substantially attenuate any noise.  
Second, a five-foot high glass railing would eliminate 
any line-of-sight nose path from human conversation 
and amplified musi.  Finally, there is a six-story concrete 
parking structure that blocks virtually any line-of-site 
sound path from the pooldeck area to the Broadway 
Palace Apartments.  Figure 1 illustrates the limited sound 
path to these apartments given the glass railing and the 
intervening garage structure. 
 
As illustrated in Table 1, ambient noise levels would 
increase by 0.2 dBA at the Broadway Palace 
Apartments.  As 3 dBA is the minimal threshold that most 
sensitive humans can detect sound, these increases 
would imperceptible to residents in the Broadway 
Palace Apartments 

Figure 1. View of Broadway 
Palace Apartments from pool deck 

 

                                                   

2 Acoustical Society of America, Volume 134; Evidence that the Lombard effect is frequency-specific in 
humans, Stowe and Golob, July 2013. 

3 EuroRegio2016 conference, Analysis of the Acoustic Behavior of People in a Restaurant; Zelem, Chmelik, 
Rychtarikova, Glorieux; June 2016.  The proposed pool deck area would include seating for up 72 persons. 
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Table 1 
Impacts of Pool Deck Activities at Broadway Palace Apartments 

 

Source Emission 
Level (dBA) 

Distance to 
Receptor 

(feet) 

Existing 
Ambient Noise 

Levels (dBA 
Leq) 

New 
Ambient 

Noise Levels 
(dBA Leq) 

Increase 
(dBA Leq) 

Amplified music 
and human 
conversation 

80.0 250 69.1 69.3 0.2 

Source:  DKA Planning, 2019 
 

Outdoor dance floor and bar.  At the northeast corner of the roofdeck, a 1,133 square-
foot dance floor and 262 square-foot bar are proposed that include seating for up to 44 
persons.  The location of the dance floor would be approximately 400 feet away from 
the nearest sensitive receptor, the Broadway Palace Apartments.  These would generate 
noise from human conversation and amplified speakers playing dance music.  While the 
LAMC would limit how loud amplified music from the dance floor could be played, 
studies show that dance clubs can average about 92 dB at the noise source (note that 
LAMC 112.01 would limit noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptor).4   

Conservatively assuming the dance floor and accompanying bar could generate 92 
dBA, these activities would only elevate noise levels at the nearest receptors by negligible 
levels for four reasons. First, based on the plans approved by the City, the dance floor 
would be located at the northeast corner of the building, approximately 400 feet away 
from the Broadway Palace Apartments.  The 400-foot distance would substantially 
attenuate any noise.  Second, the five-foot high glass railing eliminate any line-of-sight 
noise path from human conversation and amplified music (assuming speakers aren’t 
placed above the glass railing).  Third, the six-story concrete parking structure that blocks 
virtually any line-of-site sound path.  Finally, there is a 1,821 square-foot, one-story building 
that blocks virtually all amplified noise from the adjacent receptor. 

As illustrated in Table 2, given these environmental conditions mentioned above, ambient 
noise levels would increase by 0.8 dBA at the Broadway Palace Apartments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                   

4  Dublin Institute of Technology. Occupational Noise Exposure of Nightclub Bar Employees in Ireland.  
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/ea43/4137cfd6beaf3c2b63737811ceed959503f5.pdf 
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Table 2 
Impacts of Dance Floor Activities at Broadway Palace Apartments 

 

Source Emission 
Level (dBA) 

Distance to 
Receptor 

(feet) 

Existing 
Ambient Noise 

Levels (dBA 
Leq) 

New 
Ambient 

Noise Levels 
(dBA Leq) 

Increase 
(dBA Leq) 

Amplified music 
and human 
conversation 

92.0 400 69.1 69.9 0.8 

Source:  DKA Planning, 2019 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
The roofdeck would host several outdoor sources of noise that could impact local 
receptors like the Broadway Palace Apartments.  However, given the distance of this 
receptor and several structures that would attenuate noise impacts, there would be 
negligible noise impacts at these receptors that would not audible to human ear. 
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Operational Noise Impact Analysis

Impacts of Pool Deck Activities at Broadway Palace Apartments Page 1

Operational Noise - Unmitigated

Total Equipment Noise Levels

Source
Emission Level 

(dBA)
Usage Factor Adjusted dBA

Amplified music 72.5 1 72.5

Human conversation 79.15 1 79.2

Combined dBA 80.0

Housing Row Shielding

               If gaps in the row of buildings constitute less than 35% of the length of the row:
  R 1 *number of rows of houses between source and receiver

  A(rows1) 5

             If gaps in the row of buildings constitute between 35-65% of the length of the row:
  R 0 *number of rows of houses between source and receiver

  A(rows2) 0

               If gaps in the row of buildings constitute more than 65% of the length of the row:
  A(rows3) 0

Tree Zone Shielding

      Where at least 100 feet of trees intervene between source and receiver, and if no clear line of sight exists 
                between source and receiver, and if the trees extend 15 feet or more above the line of sight:
  W 0 *width of the tree zone along the line of sight between source and receiver, in feet.

  A(trees) 0

Cumulative Shielding

  Existing Building 5

  Axxx 0

  Axxx 0

  A(rows1) 5

  A(rows2) 0

  A(trees) 0

  A(cumulative) 10

Impacts of Pool Deck Activities at Broadway Palace Apartments Page 2

Unmitigated Operational Noise Level

Total Noise Level 80.0

Cumulative Shielding (A) 10

G 0

Distance 250

Unmitigated Operational Noise 56.0

Unmitigated Receptor Noise Level

Unmitigated Operational Noise 56.0

Existing Ambient Noise Level 69.1

Unmitigated Ambient Noise 69.3

Unmitigated Increase 0.2

Sources
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Construction Noise Handbook , August 2006.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Assessment , May 2006.

California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol , September 2013.



Operational Noise Impact Analysis

Impacts of Dance Floor Activities at Broadway Palace Apartments Page 1

Operational Noise - Unmitigated

Total Equipment Noise Levels

Source Emission Level 
(dBA) Usage Factor Adjusted dBA

Amplified music 92 1 92.0

Combined dBA 92.0

Housing Row Shielding

               If gaps in the row of buildings constitute less than 35% of the length of the row:
  R 2 *number of rows of houses between source and receiver

  A(rows1) 6.5

             If gaps in the row of buildings constitute between 35-65% of the length of the row:
  R 0 *number of rows of houses between source and receiver

  A(rows2) 0

               If gaps in the row of buildings constitute more than 65% of the length of the row:
  A(rows3) 0

Tree Zone Shielding

      Where at least 100 feet of trees intervene between source and receiver, and if no clear line of sight exists 
                between source and receiver, and if the trees extend 15 feet or more above the line of sight:
  W 0 *width of the tree zone along the line of sight between source and receiver, in feet.

  A(trees) 0

Cumulative Shielding

  Existing Building 5
  Axxx 0
  Axxx 0
  A(rows1) 6.5
  A(rows2) 0
  A(trees) 0
  A(cumulative) 11.5

Impacts of Dance Floor Activities at Broadway Palace Apartments Page 2

Unmitigated Operational Noise Level

Total Noise Level 92.0
Cumulative Shielding (A) 11.5
G 0
Distance 400
Unmitigated Operational Noise 62.4

Unmitigated Receptor Noise Level

Unmitigated Operational Noise 62.4
Existing Ambient Noise Level 69.1

Unmitigated Ambient Noise 69.9

Unmitigated Increase 0.8

Sources
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Construction Noise Handbook , August 2006.
Federal Transit Administration (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Assessment , May 2006.
California Department of Transportation, Technical Noise Supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol , September 2013.
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ANTONIO R. VILLARAIGOSA 
MAYOR 

January 13, 2010 

Dear Councilmember Huizar and Honorable Members: 

http://eng.ladty.org 

Subject: Discussion of Parking Requirements Related to Outdoor and 
Sidewalk Dining- Council File No. 08-3167 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the PW Committee to refer the subject matter of sidewalk dining parking 
requirements to Planning Department and consider the sidewalk dining fees as a 
separate matter for council action. 

DISCUSSION 

This report is in response to comments made by Public Works Committee members 
during the October 7, 2009 meeting. The committee asked the Bureau of Engineering 
(BOE) to report back on the following items: 1) What the City of LA can do to require off 
site parking as a part of the revocable permit; and 2) Requirements for off-site parking 
by other cities. Since parking requirements are under the jurisdiction of the 
Departments of City Planning and Building and Safety, it is recommended that the 
matter be referred to the City Planning Department for further review. 

The Bureau of Engineering did review the following issues for your information: 
. •' ' l . 

AN EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER -Recyclable and mada from rccydod waste. ~., 
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• Current Parking Requirements & Revocable Permit (for Sidewalk Dining) Parking 
Requirements 

• Parking Requirements of Other California Cities 

CURRENT PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

In general, parking requirements fall under the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) 
and are under the jurisdiction of the Departments of Planning and Building and Safety. 
The parking requirements fall under LAMC Section 12.03, Definitions, "Outdoor Eating 
Areas" or a Zoning Administrator's Interpretation (ZAI} 1808. Sidewalk dining in the 
public right-of-way, issued under a revocable permit by the Department of Public Works, 
is required to comply with these parking requirements but in most cases, additional off
street parking would not be required. 

• LAMC Section 12.03, Definitions: OUTDOOR EATING AREA - When used in 
Sections 12.12.2, 12.13, 12.14, 12.21.1 and 12.24, this term shall refer to a 
covered or uncovered portion of a ground floor restaurant which is not completely 
enclosed within the building; is used primarily for the consumption of food and/or 
drinks by the patrons of the restaurant; and is not larger than 50 percent of the 
dining area of the ground floor restaurant. A "ground floor" restaurant refers to 
any restaurant with an average finished floor elevation either below or not more 
than three feet above natural grade as measured from any point along the 
exterior building wall closest to the restaurant. There are no parking requirements 
associated with this code section. (Transmittal No. 1 ). 

• ZAI 1808: Permits outdoor dining in the C2, C4, CM and M zones as an 
incidental activity to a restaurant or food establishment. ZAI 1808 has no 
limitations regarding the dining area and has no parking requirements if the 
dining area is within an unroofed location (Transmittal No. 2). 

The City Council specifically adopted a parking code for outdoor eating areas on private 
property in order to provide an incentive for outdoor dining. Outdoor dining that does 
not exceed 50% of the dining area of a ground floor restaurant is not considered "floor 
area" and therefore is not subject to the code's parking standards. The intent was to 
encourage the use of outdoor dining in furtherance of the General Plan's goal to 
activate the street and encourage pedestrian activity. 

A revision to these current regulations for outdoor dining parking requirements requires 
amending the zoning code. The Planning Department would have to conduct a study, 
prepare a draft ordinance, submit to the City Planning Commission, and then to the City 
Council for adoption. The Bureau of Engineering does not have the authority to require 
additional parking under the revocable permit at this time. 
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However, there may be an opportunity for the City to address the parking issues 
surrounding sidewalk dining. The Department of City Planning is currently drafting a 
new parking management district ordinance Citywide for City Planning Commission 
consideration next year. This proposed ordinance would provide the "tool" to vary 
outdoor/ sidewalk dining parking requirements in specific parking impacted areas, rather 
than on a citywide basis. 

PARKING REQUIREMENTS OF OTHER MUNICIPALITIES 

Several nearby cities were contacted to survey their requirements ·and policies for 
parking with regard to sidewalk dining. The agencies that responded were surveyed 
and results are summarized as follows: 

• City of Burbank 
Per Resolution No. 24,927, the City of Burbank allows tables and chairs for 
sidewalk dining in the public right-of-way, based on the number of existing 
parking spaces provided by the restaurant building. For example, if the 
restaurant building provides 5 parking spaces, or less, per 1 ,000 sf, up to 8 
chairs are allowed. If the restaurant building provides at least 5 parking spaces, 
but, less than 10 parking spaces per 1 ,000 sf, up to 16 chairs are allowed. 
Restaurants located within the Downtown Burbank Village Parking District are 
exempt from these parking requirements since this area provides public parking 
structures with free parking to the public. 

• City of Santa Monica 
The City of Santa Monica allows sidewalk dining without restrictions for 
restaurants that request an outdoor dining area of less than 200 square feet. 
Restaurants requesting a sidewalk dining area of more than 200 square feet 
must abide by performance standards under Santa Monica Municipal Code 
Section 9.04.1 0.08.040, that may include parking requirements based on the size 
of the restaurant and the location's zone. The City of Santa Monica website 
indicates that several parking structures exist within the downtown area that 
provides public parking for a fee. 

• City of Fullerton 
In the City of Fullerton, restaurants requesting sidewalk dining within the 
Restaurant Overlay District, in the downtown area are exempt from any parking 
requirements. According to the City of Fullerton's Outdoor Dining Guidelines, the 
City provides several parking structures and surface lots with free parking in the 
downtown area. Parking requirements for restaurants outside of the downtown 
area are considered on a case-by-case basis. 
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The City of Burbank, the City of Santa Monica and the City of Fullerton all provide public 
parking in structures located in or nearby their respective downtown areas. All three 
cities state that restaurants within these areas were exempt from additional parking 
requirements when proposing to add outdoor dining. The City of Los Angeles currently 
has not identified special areas that exempt restaurants from additional parking 
requirements. 

TRANSMITTALS 

1. Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.03, Definition of Outdoor Eating Area. 

2. Zoning Administrator's Interpretation (ZAI) 1808. 

If you require additional information, please contact Shahin Behdin at (213) 482-7044 or 
Wesley Tanijiri at (213) 482-7062. 

Sincerely, 

4~la~ 
Gary Lee Moore, P.E. 
City Engineer 

GLM/MEK/LMP/SB:wkt/tlwJ:\MEK\Rpt to PWC on Sidewalk Dining-parking 0113201 O.doc 

Attachments 

cc: Cynthia M. Ruiz, President, Board of Public Works 
James A. Gibson, Board of Public Works 
Tom Rathmann, Department of City Planning 
Glenn Ogura, LADOT 
Rene Sagles, LADOT 
Michael E. Kantor, BOE 
Lemuel Paco, BOE 
Julia Moye, BOE 



LAMC Section 12.03- Definitions 

OUTDOOR EATING AREA. 

When used in Sections 12.12.2, 12.13, 12.14, 12.21.1 and 12.24, this term shall 
refer to a covered or uncovered portion of a ground floor restaurant which is not 
completely enclosed within the building; is used primarily for the consumption of 
food and/or drinks by the patrons of the restaurant; and is not larger than 50 
percent of the dining area of the ground floor restaurant. A "ground floor" 
restaurant refers to any restaurant with an average finished floor elevation either 
below or not more than three feet above natural grade as measured from any 
point along the exterior building wall closest to the restaurant. [Amended by 
Ord. No. 165,403, Eft. 2/17/90.) 

Transmittal No. 1 
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Section 12.03 Non-conforming Building. Definition. 

See section 12.23A3(a)3 of this manual. 

Section 12.03 Nurseries - Netted Horticultural Structures (floor 
area) 

Q - Does the area beneath a Netted Horticultural Structure (NHS) constitute Floor Area for 
off-street automobile parking and other Zoning Code requirements? 

A - An NHS is a structure used to accommodate the growing or display oifruits, vegetables, 
flowers or plants. The surface material shall be open meshed or twisted fabric approved by the 
Fire Department. Such types of materials are not considered to provide housing or shelter to 
the use below (see definition of "Building" in Sec. 12.03) and therefore they do not constitute a 
Building. Since the use of these materials do not define a Building, they do not introduce Floor 
Area. Their use, however must be in compliance with other applicable Zoning Code 
requirements such as height, zone requirements etc .. 

For construction and Building Code requirements, see the Information Bulletin listed 
below. 

(Information Bulletin No. P/ZC 2002-003) 

Section 12.03 Outdoor Dining and Eating Areas- Definition. 

Section 12.03 defines "Outdoor Eating Area" as a " ... covered or uncovered portion of a ground 
floor restaurant which is not completely enclosed ... and is notlarger than 50 percent of the dining 
area of the ground floor restaurant..." These "Outdoor Eating Areas" are first permitted in the 
CR zone. 

ZAI 1808 on the other hand, allows uncovered outdoor dining starting in the C2 zone. 

This item consists of two questions related to outdoor eating areas. 

Q 1 - Under what conditions and in what zones are outdoor dining areas permitted in 
conjunction with restaurants? 

A 1 - By authority of ZAI 1808, outdoor dining is permitted in the C2, C4, CM and all the M 
zones as an incidental activity to a restaurant or similar food establishment, (remember that in 
the MR Zones, restaurants are permitted only when incidental to the industrial use on the lot.) 
The ZAI has no limitation regarding the area of the open use and has no parking requirements 
attached to it. In all these instances, the outdoor dining area must be open to the sky and must 
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be located outside of any required yards such as in MR Zones or when the lot contains 
residential use (Yards are defined as unoccupied space in Sec. 12.03.) 

"Outdoor Eating Areas" as defined 
in Sec. 12.03 and in conformity with the 
limitations specified therein and 
summarized above are first permitted in 
the CR zone. "Outdoor Eating Areas", may 
be lopcated in a side, rear or front yard as 
first specified in Section 12.12.2A4.13. In 
the CR, C1 and C1.5 zones however, an 
"Outdoor Eating Area" can be located in a 
side or rear yard only when the yard is 
along a street. This is true whether it is 
roofed or unroofed. 

Q 2 - Which provision takes precedence; 
that contained in the Code or that in the 
ZAI? 

A 2- These provisions overlap in some 
cases but do not supersede one another. 
An unroofed area used for dining in 
conjunction with a restaurant may be 
permitted per ZAI 1808 in the C2 and less 

r-·-·-·-·-·-·---·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-j 

/ RearYard"' 0 Q ! 
i 0 ! Outdooc Eating Area 
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. &'dwe/lilig unit of 

0
1 I 0 j Sitle Yard* 

O:j/ 
'-··~ ~-----~ ~j !==-- Allowed in the CR 

1 

! 
iJL- ~-0> and-less restrictiye ~! 
i zones. 1 ! 

~~~~=o :;;i 
1~ - {r-~lTh~\v:;.---4----=! 
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i::::.: ... ____ :: ' I .......:i 

ik- ~~ 
-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-·-! 

Street 
*In the CR, Cl & Cl.S 
zones, the yards may be 
used only when adjacent 
to a street. restrictive zones. A roofed, though not Figure 8 

completely enclosed "Outdoor Dining ·----------------
Area", must comply with the limitations in 
the Code specified above and those contained in each zone or else, the floor area must be 
computed in the normal manner. In the CR, C1 and C1.5 zones, "Outdoor Eating Areas" are 
permitted only if they cornply with the definition in Section 12.03 and the regulations contained 
in each zone. (Continues on next page) 
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Minutes for the GHG CEQA Significance Threshold  

Stakeholder Working Group #15 
Tuesday, September 28, 2010 

SCAQMD, Room GB, 10:00 AM – 12:00 PM 
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1. Welcome and Introductions 

 

Dr. Elaine Chang, Deputy Executive Officer of SCAQMD’s Planning Rule Development and 

Area Sources Division, called the meeting to order at 10:10 A.M. and asked for self 

introductions of the working group members and SCAQMD staff.  Dr. Chang then presented 

an overview of the meeting agenda. 

 

2. Review of Significance Threshold Approach 

 

Mr. Mike Krause, Program Supervisor of the CEQA Special Projects section in SCAQMD’s 

Planning Rule Development and Area Sources Division, provided a summary of SCAQMD 

staff’s proposed GHG significance threshold approach, shown in the following bullet points: 

• Tier I – Exemptions, e.g., categorical, statutory, etc. 

• Tier II – Consistency with a locally adopted GHG reduction plan 

• Tier III – Numerical Screening Thresholds 

Mr. Krause reminded the group that on December 5, 2008, the SCAQMD Governing 

Board adopted a numerical GHG significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2e/year for 

industrial projects where the SCAQMD is the lead agency.  Staff is now proposing to 

extend the industrial GHG significance threshold for use by all lead agencies.  Similarly, 

with regard to numerical residential/commercial GHG significance thresholds, at the 

11/19/2009 stakeholder working group meeting staff presented two options that lead 

agencies could choose: option #1 – separate numerical thresholds for residential projects 

(3,500 MTCO2e/year), commercial projects (1,400 MTCO2e/year), and mixed use 

projects (3,000 MTCO2e/year) and; option #2 – a single numerical threshold for all non-

industrial projects of 3,000 MTCO2e/year.  If a lead agency chooses one option, it must 

consistently use that same option for all projects where it is lead agency.  The current 

staff proposal is to recommend the use of option #2, but allow lead agencies to choose 

option #1 if they prefer that approach. 

• Tier IV – Performance Standards 

o Option 1 – Percent Emission Reduction Target 

SCAQMD staff has no recommendation regarding this approach at this time.  

Instead, if lead agencies enquire about using this approach, staff would reference 

the GHG significance approach recommended by San Joaquin Valley APCD and 

describe some of the challenges of using this approach. 

o Option 2 – Early Implementation of Applicable Measures – this option has been 

folded into option 3. 

o Option 3 – Sector-based Standard 
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Dr. Elaine Chang presented information on the currently proposed Tier IV 

performance standards.  Option 3 has been modified to incorporate the Bay Area 

AQMD’s concept of efficiency-based threshold for two target dates: 2020 and 

2035.  Relative to the 2020 target date, staff agrees with the methodology for 

establishing the efficiency threshold value of 6.6 MTCO2/yr for plans because this 

number is based on statewide service population (SP) in 2020.  With regard to the 

project level efficiency threshold SCAQMD staff took a slightly different approach 

than BAAQMD.  To derive the project level efficiency threshold  of 4.6, it appears 

that BAAQMD took the 2020 statewide GHG reduction target for land use only 

(295,530,000 MTCO2e/yr) and divided it by the total 2020 statewide SP 

(population plus employment) (44,135,923 + 20,194,661), i.e., (295,530,000 

MTCO2e/yr)/(44,135,923 + 20,194,661) = 4.6 MTCO2e/yr.   SCAQMD staff 

believes that instead of using total 2020 statewide employment for all sectors, this 

approach should have used total 2020 statewide employment for the land use 

sectors only (17,064,489).  If you use total 2020 statewide employment for land use 

sectors instead of total 2020 statewide employment for all sectors as BAAQMD did, 

your local project efficiency threshold becomes: (295,530,000 MTCO2e/yr)/( 

44,135,923 + 17,064,489) = 4.8 MTCO2e/yr.  

Relative to the 2035 target date, this target date was selected to be consistent with 

the GHG reduction target date of SB375.  Overall, GHG reductions by the SB 375 

target date of 2035 would be approximately 40 percent.  This 40 percent reduction 

was applied to the 2020 targets, resulting in an efficiency threshold for plans of 4.1 

MTCO2e/yr and an efficiency threshold at the project level of 3.0 MTCO2e/yr. 

• Tier V – Mitigation: CEQA Offsets – no changes. 

A question was asked whether or not a project must be less than or equal to both the 2020 

and 2035 efficiency threshold in order to be considered insignificant.  Staff responded yes. 

Another stakeholder asked if the lead agency could take credit for GHG design features when 

determining the significance of GHG impacts.  Staff responded yes. 

Staff was asked whether or not they had looked at any test cases to see if projects could meet 

the 2035 efficiency threshold.  Staff responded that no test cases were evaluated.  However, it 

may be likely that projects can achieve the 2035 efficiency threshold because the SB375 

target GHG reductions are expected to be met primarily through cleaner fleets as a result of 

fleet turnover and reducing VMT.  Consequently, fleet turnover plus a small increment of 

GHG reductions from land use projects could potentially achieve the 2035 efficiency 

threshold. 

A comment was made that by establishing a GHG significance threshold for both 2020 and 

2035, a lead agency would have to continuing mitigating GHG emission impacts for 40 

years, which is equivalent to establishing a reasonably available control technology (RACT) 

rule.  Dr. Chang responded that by establishing the 2035 efficiency threshold, to reduce 

potential GHG impacts to less than significant, the lead agency and project proponent may 

need to “sharpen their pencils” to identify mitigation measures to remain less than 

significant.  The staff proposal is not considered to be equivalent to a RACT rule because a 
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project could exceed the 2020 and or 2035 efficiency threshold, but still be approved and 

built. 

A comment was made that exceeding the target efficiency threshold is not just a question of 

going through the CEQA process, which would require preparation of an EIR, feasible 

mitigation measures, alternatives, etc.  The lead agency would have to approve a project with 

significant impacts, make findings, and prepare a statement of overriding considerations.  In 

this situation there is legal vulnerability to a certain extent. 

A question was asked about how to treat projects where GHG impacts from VMT are a small 

part of the project.  Dr. Chang responded that for this type of project, the lead agency and/or 

project proponent would have to look at other measures or design features to reduce impacts 

to less than the 2020 and 2035 efficiency threshold.  For these types of projects, it may be 

difficult to achieve the target efficiency threshold. 

A comment was made that the SCAQMD’s approach to Tier IV option one, that is, no 

recommendation, but discuss challenges, implies opposition to this approach.  This perceived 

opposition could jeopardize the Tier II approach, which relies on consistency with a GHG 

reduction plan.  GHG reduction plans will likely rely on a percent GHG reduction to achieve 

some future target, e.g., AB 32 2020 GHG reduction targets.  Although there may be some 

issues with the percent reduction approach, e.g., gaming the system, there may be valid 

reasons for using this approach, so the SCAQMD should not discourage it.  Another 

participant suggested that perhaps the SCAQMD could simply say that staff has not 

sufficiently evaluated this approach and will evaluate the appropriateness of this option on a 

case-by-case basis. 

A comment was made that using SB 375 targets may require GHG reductions that go beyond 

what would be required in sustainable community strategies (SCSs) and alternative planning 

strategies (APSs).  Further, SB 375 is primarily related to reducing GHG emissions from 

mobile sources, so establishing 2035 efficiency threshold based only on SB 375 ignores the 

GHG emission effects from AB 32 (CARB’s Scoping Plan).  SB 375 relies primarily on 

process or incentives to reduce GHG emissions rather than mandates.  SB 375 also relaxes 

state requirements to update Housing Elements from five to eight years.  CARB’s Scoping 

Plan has provisions for updating the GHG reduction targets every four or eight years, which 

would provide more flexibility in developing future target efficiency threshold.  For this 

reason and the fact that the Scoping Plan addresses GHG emission reductions from various 

land use sectors, it may be more appropriated to rely on the GHG emission reduction targets 

identified by CARB in the Scoping Plan for developing future target efficiency threshold.    

A question was asked whether or not a lead agency could use GHG emission offsets to 

achieve the target efficiency threshold.  Staff responded that there did not seem to be a 

downside to using offsets to get below the target efficiency threshold. 

A request was made for SCAQMD staff to eliminate the maximum GHG limit proposal that 

was discussed at the November 19, 2009 stakeholder working group meeting.  Any projects 

that exceed the maximum GHG limit would be considered significant, even though they 



Minutes for the GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder Working Group Meeting #15 

 

4 

achieved or are less than the target efficiency threshold.  Staff stated that they were no longer 

including the maximum limit in the staff proposal. 

A suggestion was made that the SCAQMD should not move forward with the efficiency 

threshold approach because lead agencies in the Bay Area are encountering a number of 

serious issues using this approach.  In addition, because of the way the efficiency threshold is 

derived, it may inhibit proposals for mixed use projects rather than encourage them. 

3. Other Topics 

None. 

4. 4ext Steps 

 

A question was asked regarding when staff expected to bring the current GHG proposals to 

the Governing Board for consideration.  Staff responded that the hope was to bring the 

proposals to the Board by December 2010.  However, this schedule will depend on any 

feedback from the working group and necessary changes to the current proposals.  In 

addition, the guidance document prepared for the numerical industrial GHG significance 

threshold needs to be revised and updated to reflect the current proposals. 

5. Closing Remarks 

 

The meeting ended at approximately 11:00 a.m.  The next meeting is scheduled for August 

26, 2009 in meeting room GB at 10:00 AM.   

 

6. Other Business  

None. 

 

MEMBERS PRESE4T (11) 

 

Greg Adams – City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation 

James Arnone – Latham & Watkins  

Doug Feremenga – San Bernardino County Land Use Planning Department 

Michael Hendrix – Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP) 

Shari Libicki, Green Developers Coalition (on conference call) 

Debbie Stevens – Refineries 

Cindy Thielman – Riverside County Planning Department 

Jocelyn Thompson - Alston 

Matt Vespa – Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) (on conference call) 

Carla Walecka – Realtors Committee on Air Quality (RCAQ) 

Lee Wallace – Sempra Energy Utilities 

 

OTHERS PRESE4T (7) 

 

Lilia Barker – LADWP (on conference call) 
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Patrick Griffith – County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County 

Mark Hagmann – Matrix (on conference call) 

Sung Key Ma – Riverside County Waste Management Department 

Vince Mirabella – Michael Brandman Associates 

Molly Pearson – Santa Barbara County APCD (on conference call) 

Haseeb Qureshi – Urban Crossroads 

 

AQMD STAFF PRESE4T (8) 

 

Elaine Chang – Deputy Executive Officer 

Steve Smith – Program Supervisor 

Daniel Garcia – Air Quality Specialist 

Jeff Inabinet – Air Quality Specialist 

James Koizumi – Air Quality Specialist 

Mike Krause – Program Supervisor 

Gordon Mize – Air Quality Specialist 

Barbara Radlein – Air Quality Specialist 
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Guidelines for the Preparation and Content  
of the Noise Element of the General Plan 
The noise element of the general plan provides a basis for comprehensive local programs to control and abate environmental 
noise and to protect residents from excessive exposure. The fundamental goals of the noise element are: 

• To provide sufficient information concerning the community noise environment so that noise may be effectively considered 
in the land use planning process. In so doing, the necessary groundwork will have been developed so that a community noise 
ordinance may be utilized to resolve noise complaints. 

• To develop strategies for abating excessive noise exposure through cost-effective mitigating measures in combination with 
zoning, as appropriate, to avoid incompatible land uses. 

• To protect those existing regions of the planning area whose noise environments are deemed acceptable and also those 
locations throughout the community deemed “noise sensitive.” 

• To utilize the definition of the community noise environment in the form of CNEL or Ldn noise contours as provided in the 
noise element for local compliance with the State Noise Insulation Standards. These standards require specified levels of 
outdoor to indoor noise reduction for new multifamily residential constructions in areas where the outdoor noise exposure 
exceeds CNEL (or Ldn) 60 dB. 

The 1976 edition of the Noise Element Guidelines, prepared by the California Department of Health Services (DHS), was a result 
of SB 860 (Beilenson, 1975), which became effective January 1, 1976. SB 860, among other things, revised and clarified the 
requirements for the noise element of each city and county general plan and gave DHS the authority to issue guidelines for 
compliance thereto. Compliance with the 1976 version of these guidelines was mandated only for those noise elements that were 
not submitted to the Office of Planning and Research by the effective date of SB 860 and to subsequent revisions of previously 
submitted noise elements. 

A comparison between the 1976 Noise Element Guidelines and this revised edition will not reveal substantial changes. The basic 
methodology advanced by that previous edition remains topical. Where necessary, code references have been updated and the 
text revised to reflect statutory changes. 

Noise Element Guidelines

Appendix D
D
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Definitions  

Decibel, dB: A unit of measurement describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the logarithm to the base 10 of the ratio of 

the pressure of the sound measured to the reference pressure, which is 20 micropascals (20 micronewtons per square meter). 

A-Weighted Level: The sound level in decibels as measured on a sound level meter using the A-weighting filter network. The 

A-weighting filter de-emphasizes the very low and very high frequency components of the sound in a manner similar to the 

response of the human ear and gives good correlation with subjective reactions to noise. 

L10: The A-weighted sound level that is exceeded ten percent of the sample time. Similarly, L50, L90, etc. 

Leq: Equivalent energy level. The sound level corresponding to a steady-state sound level containing the same total energy as a 

time-varying signal over a given sample period. Leq is typically computed over 1-, 8-, and 24-hour sample periods. 

CNEL: Community Noise Equivalent Level. The average equivalent A-weighted sound level during a 24-hour day, obtained after 

addition of five decibels to sound levels in the evening from 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. and after addition of 10 decibels to sound levels in 

the night from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 

Ldn: Day-Night Average Level. The average equivalent A-weighted sound level during a 24-hour day, obtained after the addition 

of 10 decibels to sound levels in the night after 10 p.m. and before 7 a.m. (Note: CNEL and Ldn represent daily levels of noise 

exposure averaged on an annual or daily basis, while Leq represents the equivalent energy noise exposure for a shorter time 

period, typically one hour.)

Noise Contours: Lines drawn about a noise source indicating equal levels of noise exposure. CNEL and Ldn are the metrics 

utilized herein to describe annoyance due to noise and to establish land use planning criteria for noise.

Ambient Noise: The composite of noise from all sources near and far. In this context, the ambient noise level constitutes the 

normal or existing level of environmental noise at a given location. 

Intrusive Noise: That noise which intrudes over and above the existing ambient noise at a given location. The relative 

intrusiveness of a sound depends upon its amplitude, duration, frequency, and time of occurrence, and tonal or informational 

content as well as the prevailing noise level. 

Noisiness Zones: Defined areas within a community wherein the ambient noise levels are generally similar (within a range 

of 5 dB, for example). Typically, all other things being equal, sites within any given noise zone will be of comparable proximity 

to major noise sources. Noise contours define different noisiness zones. 
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Noise Element Requirements
Government Code Section 65302(f): A noise element shall identify and appraise noise problems in the community. The noise 
element shall recognize the guidelines established by the Office of Noise Control in the State Department of Health Services and 
shall analyze and quantify, to the extent practicable, as determined by the legislative body, current and projected noise levels for 
all of the following sources:

1. Highways and freeways.

2. Primary arterials and major local streets.

3. Passenger and freight online railroad operations and ground rapid transit systems. 

4. Commercial, general aviation, heliport, helistop, and military airport operations, aircraft overflights, jet engine test stands, 
and all other ground facilities and maintenance functions related to airport operation. 

5. Local industrial plants, including, but not limited to, railroad classification yards. 

6. Other ground stationary sources identified by local agencies as contributing to the community noise environment. 

Noise contours shall be 
shown for all of these 
sources and stated in 
terms of community noise 
equivalent level (CNEL) 
or day-night average level 
(Ldn). The noise contours 
shall be prepared on the 
basis of noise monitoring 
or following generally 
accepted noise modeling 
techniques for the various 
sources identified in 
paragraphs (1) to (6), 
inclusive.

The noise contours shall 
be used as a guide for 
establishing a pattern 
of land uses in the 
land use element that 
minimizes the exposure 
of community residents to 
excessive noise. 
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The noise element shall include implementation measures and possible solutions that address existing and foreseeable noise 
problems, if any. The adopted noise element shall serve as a guideline for compliance with the state’s noise insulation standards. 

Noise Element Development Process
The sequential steps for development of a noise element as an integral part of a community’s total noise control program are 
illustrated in the flow diagrams of figures 1A and 1B. The concept presented herein utilizes the noise element as the central 
focus of the community’s program and provides the groundwork for all subsequent enforcement efforts. The process may be 
described in terms of four phases:

Phase A: Noise Environment Definition 

Phase B: Noise-Compatible Land Use Planning 

Phase C: Noise Mitigation Measures 

Phase D: Enforcement

These phases encompass a total of eighteen defined tasks, the first thirteen of which relate directly to the statutory requirements 
contained in Government Code §65302(f). The remainder relate to critical supportive programs (noise ordinances, etc.). 
Citations from §65302(f) are contained within quotation marks.

Phase A: Noise Environment Definition 

The purpose of this phase is to adequately identify and appraise the existing and future noise environment of the community 
in terms of Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) or Day-Night Average Level (Ldn) noise contours for each major noise 
source and to divide the city or county into noise zones for subsequent noise ordinance application. 

Step 1: 

Identify a specific individual or lead agency within the local government to be responsible for coordination of local noise control 
activities. This individual or agency should be responsible for coordinating all intergovernmental activities and subsequent 
enforcement efforts. 

Step 2: 

Review noise complaint files as compiled by all local agencies (police, animal control, health, airport, traffic department, etc.) 
in order to assess the following: 

1. Location and types of major offending noise sources.

2. Noise-sensitive areas and land uses. 

3. Community attitudes towards specific sources of noise pollution. 

4. Degree of severity of noise problems in the community. 

5. Relative significance of noise as a pollutant. 
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Step 3: 

Specifically identify major sources of community noise based upon the review of complaint files and interagency discussion and 
the following statutory subjects: 

1. Highways and freeways.

2. Primary arterials and major local streets. 

3. Passenger and freight online railroad operations and ground rapid transit systems. 

4. Commercial, general aviation, heliport, helistop, and military airport operations, aircraft overflights, jet engine test stands, 
and all other ground facilities and maintenance functions related to airport operation. 

5.  Local industrial plants, including, but not limited to, railroad classification yards. 

6. Other ground stationary noise sources identified by local agencies as contributing to the community noise environment. 
(§65302(f)) 

In addition, the land uses and areas within the community that are noise sensitive should be identified at the same time. 

Step 4: 

Given the identification of major noise sources and an indication of the community’s attitude toward noise pollution (when 
available), it is advisable to conduct a community noise survey. The purposes of the survey are threefold:  

First and foremost, to define by measurement the current noise levels at those sites deemed noise sources and to establish noise 
level contours around them. The noise contours must be expressed in terms of CNEL or Ldn. 

Second, the collected data will form the basis for an analysis of noise exposure from major sources. 

Finally, the survey should define the existing ambient noise level throughout the community. Intrusive noises over and above 
this general predetermined ambient level may then be controlled through implementation of a noise ordinance. 

Step 5: 

Given the definition of existing ambient noise levels throughout the community, one may proceed with a classification of the 
community into broad regions of generally consistent land uses and similar noise environments. Because these regions will 
be varying distances from identified major noise sources, the relative levels of environmental noise will be different from one 
another. Therefore, subsequent enforcement efforts and mitigating measures may be oriented towards maintaining quiet areas 
and improving noisy ones. 

Step 6: 

Directing attention once again to the major noise sources previously identified, it is essential to gather operations and activity 
data in order to proceed with the analytical noise exposure prediction. This data is somewhat source-specific but generally 
should consist of the following information and be supplied by the owner/operator of the source: 
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1. Average daily level of activity (traffic volume, flights per day, hours of operation, etc.).

2. Distribution of activity over day and night time periods, days of the week, and seasonal variations. 

3. Average noise level emitted by the source at various levels of activity.

4. 4. Precise source location and proximity to noise-impacted land uses.

5. 5. Composition of noise sources (percentage of trucks on highway, aircraft fleet mix, industrial machinery type, etc.).

Step 7: 

In addition to collecting data on the variables affecting noise-source emission for the existing case, future values for these 
parameters need to be assessed. This is best accomplished by correlating the noise element with other general plan elements 
(i.e. land use, circulation, housing, etc.) and regional transportation plans and by coordination with other responsible agencies 
(Airport Land Use Commission, Caltrans, etc.). 

Step 8:  

Analytical noise exposure modeling techniques may be utilized to develop source-specific noise contours around major noise 
sources in the community. 

“The noise contours shall be prepared on the basis of noise monitoring or following generally accepted noise modeling 
techniques...” (§65302(f))

Simplified noise prediction methodologies are available through the Department of Health Services for highway and freeway 
noise, railroad noise, simple fixed stationary and industrial sites, and general aviation aircraft (with less than twenty percent 
commercial jet aircraft activity—two engine jet only). Noise contours for larger airport facilities and major industrial sites are 
sufficiently complex that they must be developed via sophisticated computer techniques available through recognized acoustical 
consulting firms. (Airport contours generally have already been developed in accordance with requirements promulgated by 
Caltrans’ Division of Aeronautics: Noise Standards, Title 21, Section 5000, et seq., California Code of Regulations.) 

Although considerable effort may go into developing noise contours that, in some instances, utilize rather sophisticated digital 
programming techniques, the present state of the art is such that their accuracy is usually no better than +/- 3 dB. In fact, the 
accuracy of the noise exposure prediction decreases with increasing distance from the noise source. In the near vicinity of the 
source, prediction accuracy may be within the range of +/- 1 dB, while at greater distances this may deteriorate to +/- 5 dB or 
more. At greater distances, meteorological and topographic effects, typically not totally accounted for in most models, may have 
significant influence. Thus, while dealing with the concept of noise contours, it is best not to think of them as absolute lines of 
demarcation on a map (such as topographical contours), but rather as bands of similar noise exposure.

In addition to assessment of the present-day noise environment, it is recommended that the noise exposure data be projected 
through the time horizon of the general plan. The noise element should be updated and corrected every five years, or sooner as 
is necessary, and, at that time, the forecasted noise exposure should be projected an additional five years. 
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Phase B: Noise-Compatible Land Use Planning 

A noise planning policy needs to be rather flexible and dynamic to reflect not only technological advances in noise control, but 
also economic constraints governing application of noise-control technology and anticipated regional growth and demands 
of the community. In the final analysis, each community must decide the level of noise exposure its residents are willing to 
tolerate within a limited range of values below the known levels of health impairment. 

Step 9: 

Given the definition of the existing and forecasted noise environment provided by the Phase A efforts, the locality preparing 
the noise element must now approach the problem of defining how much noise is too much. Guidelines for noise-compatible 
land use are presented in Figure 2. The adjustment factors given in Table 1 may be used in order to arrive at noise-acceptability 
standards that reflect the noise-control goals of the community, the particular community’s sensitivity to noise (as determined 
in Step 2), and the community’s assessment of the relative importance of noise pollution. 

Step 10:  

As a prerequisite to establishing an effective noise-control program, it is essential to know, in quantitative terms, the extent of 
noise problems in the community. This is best accomplished by determining, for each major noise source around which noise 
contours have been developed, the number of community residents exposed and to what extent. It is also useful to identify those 
noise-sensitive land uses whose noise exposure exceeds the recommended standards given in Figure 2. The exposure inventory 
can be accomplished by using recent census data, adjusted for regional growth, and tabulating the population census blocks 
within given noise contours. 

Step 11:

Once the noise exposure inventory is completed, the relative significance of specific noise sources in the community (in terms 
of population affected) will become apparent. The local agencies involved may wish to use this information to orient their 
noise-control and abatement efforts to achieve the most good. Clearly, control of certain major offending sources will be beyond 
the jurisdiction of local agencies; however, recognition of these limitations should prompt more effective land use planning 
strategies. 

Step 12: 

A major objective of the noise element is to utilize this information to ensure noise-compatible land use planning: 

“The noise contours shall be used as a guide for establishing a pattern of land uses in the land use element that minimizes 
the exposure of community residents to excessive noise.” (§65302(f))

The intent of such planning is to:

1. Maintain those areas deemed acceptable in terms of noise exposure.

2. Use zoning or other land use controls in areas with excessive noise exposure to limit uses to those which are noise compatible 
and to restrict other, less compatible uses. 
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Phase C: Noise Mitigation Measures

Step 13: 

Based upon the relative importance of noise sources in order of community impact and local attitudes towards these sources, 
“[t]he noise element shall include implementation measures and possible solutions that address existing and foreseeable noise 
problems, if any” (§65302(f)).

Selection of these noise-mitigating measures should be coordinated through all local agencies in order to be most effective. 
Minimization of noise emissions from all local government-controlled or sanctioned activities should be a priority item. This 
includes low noise specifications for new city or county owned and operated vehicles (and noise reduction retrofitting where 
economically possible) and noise emission limits on public works projects. Local governments should insure that public 
buildings (especially schools) are sufficiently insulated to allow their intended function to be uninterrupted by exterior noise. 
Local agencies can work with state and federal bodies to minimize transportation noise, primarily through transitway design, 
location, or configuration modifications. 

Additional measures might include such policies as limitation of siren usage by police, fire, and ambulance units within 
populated areas. Animal control units may be encouraged to minimize barking dog complaints through use of an improved 
public relations campaign termed “Animal Philosophy.” This involves working with pet owners to determine why the dog barks 
and attempting solutions rather than just issuing citations. Local zoning and subdivision ordinances may require the use of 
noise-reducing building materials or the installation of sound-insulating walls along major roads in new construction and 
subdivisions. 

In general, local noise reduction programs need to address the problems specific to each community, with the ultimate 
goals being the reduction of complaint frequency and the provision of a healthful noise environment for all residents of the 
community. 

The remaining steps are beyond the scope of the noise element requirements, but pertain to coordination with other state noise-
control programs and achievement of the goals set forth in the noise element through development of an active local noise-
control effort. 

Step 14:  

While the noise element identifies problem areas and seeks to develop medium- and long-range solutions to them, a community 
noise ordinance is the only viable instrument for short-term or immediate solutions to intrusive noise. A model noise ordinance 
that can be tailored to the specific needs of a given community by simply incorporating those sections deemed most applicable 
has been developed by the Department of Health Services. The model ordinance also suggests a cure for non-stationary or 
transient types of noise events, for which noise contours are generally meaningless. 

Phase D: Enforcement

To adequately carry out the programs identified in the noise element and to comply with state requirements for certain other 
noise-control programs, specific enforcement programs are recommended at the local level. 
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Step 15: 

Adopt and apply a community noise ordinance for resolution of noise complaints. 
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Step 16: 

Recent studies have shown that the most objectionable feature of traffic noise is the sound produced by vehicles equipped with 
illegal or faulty exhaust systems. In addition, such hot rod vehicles are often operated in a manner that causes tire squeal 
and excessively loud exhaust noise. There are a number of statewide vehicle noise regulations that can be enforced by local 
authorities as well as the California Highway Patrol. Specifically, Sections 23130, 23130.5, 27150, 27151, and 38275 of the 
California Vehicle Code, as well as excessive speed laws, may be applied to curtail this problem. Both the Highway Patrol and the 
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Department of Health Services (through local health departments) are available to aid local authorities in code enforcement 
and training pursuant to proper vehicle sound-level measurements. 

Step 17: 

Commercial and public airports operating under a permit from Caltrans’ Aeronautics Program are required to comply with 
both state aeronautics standards governing aircraft noise and all applicable legislation governing the formation and activities 
of a local Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC). The function of the ALUC is, among other things, to develop a plan for noise-
compatible land use in the immediate proximity of the airport. The local general plan must be reviewed for compatibility with 
this Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan and amended if necessary (Public Utilities Code §21676). Therefore, the developers of 
the noise element will need to coordinate their activities with the local ALUC to ensure that compatible standards are utilized 
throughout the community and that the noise element develops as part of a coherent master plan, of which the ALUP forms an 
integral component. 

Step 18:  

“The adopted noise element shall serve as a guideline for compliance with the State’s noise insulation standards.” 
(§65302(f))

Recognizing the need to provide acceptable habitation environments, state law requires noise insulation of new multifamily 
dwellings constructed within the 60 dB (CNEL or Ldn) noise exposure contours. It is a function of the noise element to provide 
noise contour information around all major sources in support of the sound transmission control standards (Appendix, Chapter 
2-35, Part 2, Title 24, California Code of Regulations).

Relationship Of The Noise Element To Other General Plan Elements
The noise element is related to the land use, housing, circulation, and open-space elements. Recognition of the interrelationship 
of noise and these four other mandated elements is necessary in order to prepare an integrated general plan. The relationship 
between noise and these four elements is briefly discussed below. 

• Land Use—A key objective of the noise element is to provide noise exposure information for use in the land use element. 
When integrated with the noise element, the land use element will show acceptable land uses in relation to existing and 
projected noise contours. Section 65302(f) states that: “The noise contours shall be used as a guide for establishing a pattern 
of land uses in the land use element that minimizes the exposure of community residents to excessive noise.”

• Housing—The housing element considers the provision of adequate sites for new housing and standards for housing 
stock. Since residential land use is among the most noise sensitive, the noise exposure information provided in the noise 
element must be considered when planning the location of new housing. Also, state law requires special noise insulation 
of new multifamily dwellings constructed within the 60 dB (CNEL or Ldn) noise exposure contour. This requirement may 
influence the location and cost of this housing type. In some cases, the noise environment may be a constraint on housing 
opportunities. 

• Circulation—The circulation system must be correlated with the land use element and is one of the major sources of noise. 
Noise exposure will thus be a decisive factor in the location and design of new transportation facilities and the possible 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PUC&sectionNum=21676
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mitigation of noise from existing facilities in relation to existing and planned land uses. The local planning agency may wish 
to review the circulation and land use elements simultaneously to assess their compatibility with the noise element. 

• Open Space—Excessive noise can adversely affect the enjoyment of recreational pursuits in designated open space. Thus, 
noise exposure levels should be considered when planning for this kind of open-space use. Conversely, open space can be used 
to buffer sensitive land uses from noise sources through the use of setbacks and landscaping. Open-space designation can also 
effectively exclude other land uses from excessively noisy areas. 

Selection Of The Noise Metric
The community noise metrics to be used in noise elements are either CNEL or Ldn (as specified in §65302(f)). A significant 
factor in the selection of these scales was compatibility with existing quantifications of noise exposure currently in use in 
California. CNEL is the noise metric currently specified in the State Aeronautics Code for evaluation of noise impacts at specific 
airports that have been declared to have a noise problem. Local compliance with state airport noise standards necessitates that 
community noise be specified in CNEL. The Ldn represents a logical simplification of CNEL. It divides the day into two weighted 
time periods (Day—7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and Night—10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) rather than the three used in the CNEL measure (Day—7 
a.m. to 7 p.m., Evening—7 p.m. to 10 p.m., and Night—10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) with no significant loss in accuracy.

Criteria For Noise-Compatible Land Use
Figure 2 summarizes the suggested use of the CNEL/Ldn metrics for evaluating land use noise compatibility. Such criteria 
require a rather broad interpretation, as illustrated by the ranges of acceptability for a given land use within a defined range of 
noise exposures. 

Denotation of a land use as “normally acceptable” on Figure 2 implies that the highest noise level in that band is the maximum 
desirable for existing or conventional construction that does not incorporate any special acoustic treatment. In general, 
evaluation of land use that falls into the “normally acceptable” or “normally unacceptable” noise environments should include 
consideration of the type of noise source, the sensitivity of the noise receptor, the noise reduction likely to be provided by structures, 
and the degree to which the noise source may interfere with speech, sleep, or other activities characteristic of the land use. 

Figure 2 also provides an interpretation as to the suitability of various types of construction with respect to the range of outdoor 
noise exposure.

The objective of the noise compatibility guidelines in Figure 2 is to provide the community with a means of judging the noise 
environment it deems to be generally acceptable. Many efforts have been made to account for the variability in perceptions of 
environmental noise that exist between communities and within a given community. 

Beyond the basic CNEL or Ldn quantification of noise exposure, one can apply correction factors to the measured or calculated 
values of these metrics in order to account for some of the factors that may cause the noise to be more or less acceptable than 
the mean response. Significant among these factors are seasonal variations in noise source levels, existing outdoor ambient 
levels (i.e., relative intrusiveness of the source), general societal attitudes towards the noise source, prior history of the source, 
and tonal characteristics of the source. When it is possible to evaluate some or all of these factors, the measured or computed 
noise exposure values may be adjusted by means of the correction factors listed in Table 1 in order to more accurately assess 
local sentiments towards acceptable noise exposure. 
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In developing these acceptability recommendations, efforts were made to maintain consistency with the goals defined in the 
federal EPA’s “Levels Document” and the State Sound Transmission Control Standards for multifamily housing. In both of these 
documents, an interior noise exposure of 45 dB CNEL (or Ldn) is recommended to permit normal residential activity. If one 
considers the typical range of noise reduction provided by residential dwellings (12 to 18 dB with windows partially open), the 60 
dB outdoor value identified as “clearly acceptable” for residential land use would provide the recommended interior environment. 

Figure 3 has been included in order to better explain the qualitative nature of community noise environments expressed in 
terms of Ldn. It is apparent that noise environments cover a broad range and that, in general, it may be observed that the 
quality of the environment improves as one moves further away from major transportation noise sources. 
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