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ATTACHMENT A:  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A. INTRODUCTION 

EVOQ	 Properties	 (“Project	 Applicant”)	 proposes	 to	 construct	 a	 mixed‐use	 transit‐oriented	 development	
(“TOD”)	 containing	up	 to	685	dwelling	units	 and	55,900	 square	 feet	 (“sf”)	 of	 retail/restaurant	 space	on	 a	
5.24‐acre	parcel	(“Project	Site”	or	“Site”)	at	924	N.	Spring	Street,	in	the	Central	City	North	community	of	the	
City	 of	 Los	Angeles.	 	 The	Project	 Site	 is	 located	 immediately	 east	 of	 the	 Los	Angeles	 County	Metropolitan	
Transportation	Authority	 (“Metro”)	 Chinatown	Gold	 Line	 light	 rail	 station	 at	N.	 Spring	 Street	 and	 College	
Street,	and	Los	Angeles	State	Historic	Park.		The	Project	Site	is	currently	vacant	and	is	periodically	used	for	
parking	 by	 nearby	 industrial	 and	 commercial	 businesses.	 	 The	 Project	 Applicant	 proposes	 two	 different	
development	options,	including	a	lower	density	mid‐rise	option	and	a	higher	density	high‐rise	option.			

B.  PROJECT LOCATION AND SURROUNDING USES 

The	Project	Site	is	located	near	the	northern	end	of	the	Central	City	North	Community	Plan	Area,	just	north	
of	Downtown	Los	Angeles	(the	Central	City	area).		Chinatown’s	Central	Business	District	lies	just	west	of	the	
Project	Site	and	the	Gold	Line	Station	and	right‐of‐way.		

The	 Project	 Site	 is	 an	 irregularly‐shaped	 parcel	 extending	 from	 College	 Street	 on	 the	 south	 to	 Llewellyn	
Street	 on	 the	 north.	 	 To	 the	 southeast,	 it	 is	 bordered	 by	 two	parcels	 housing	wholesale	 commercial/light	
industrial	uses,	storage,	and	surface	parking,	from	which	it	is	separated	by	a	short	alley	connecting	College	
Street	 and	 (unimproved)	 Rondout	 Street.	 	 The	 Project	 Site	 is	 bounded	 on	 the	 east/northeast	 by	 Rondout	
Street	 and	 on	 the	west	 by	 N.	 Spring	 Street.	 	 The	 Project	 Site’s	 location	 is	 shown	 in	Figure	A‐1,	Regional	
Location	Map.			

Much	of	the	surrounding	area	was	developed	more	than	50	years	ago	with	industrial	uses	and	rail	facilities,	
and	current	land	uses	in	the	Project	vicinity	reflect	the	Project	Site’s	location	at	the	western	transitional	edge	
of	the	light	industrial	and	transit	corridor	between	N.	Alameda	Street/N.	Spring	Street	and	the	Los	Angeles	
River,	 and	Chinatown	 to	 the	west,	 as	 shown	 in	Figure	A‐2,	Oblique	Aerial	Photograph	of	Project	Site.	 	The	
areas	north,	east,	and	south	of	the	Project	Site	are	generally	developed	with	light	industrial	land	uses,	hybrid	
industrial	 land	 uses	 (i.e.,	 a	 mix	 of	 residential,	 commercial,	 community,	 and	 industrial	 uses),	 and	 public	
facilities,	including	rail	yards	and	spur	lines.		The	Blossom	Plaza	mixed‐use	development	at	the	corner	of	N.	
Broadway	 and	College	 Street	 to	 the	west	 of	 the	Project	 Site	 is	 currently	under	 construction.	 	 Los	Angeles	
State	 Historic	 Park,	 established	 in	 2005	 on	 an	 approximately	 32‐acre	 parcel	 on	 the	 former	 site	 of	 the	
Southern	Pacific	Railroad	Company’s	River	Station	railroad	yard	northeast	of	the	Project	Site,	is	a	major	open	
space	 amenity	within	 the	 Community	 Plan	 Area;	 currently,	 the	 southernmost	 13	 acres	 are	 developed	 for	
interim	public	use	pending	buildout	of	the	park	in	accordance	with	its	approved	master	plan.	

The	Project	Site	is	served	by	a	network	of	regional	transportation	facilities.		Local	access	to	the	Project	Site	is	
provided	by	N.	Spring	Street,	N.	Main	Street,	and	College	Street.		Other	major	roadways	in	the	Project	vicinity	
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include	N.	Vignes	Street	 to	 the	 southeast	and	W.	Cesar	Chavez	Boulevard	 to	 the	 south.	 	Regional	access	 is	
provided	by	the	Hollywood	Freeway	(US	101)	and	the	Harbor	Freeway	(SR	110),	located	approximately	0.8	
miles	to	the	south	and	west,	respectively.	

The	 Project	 Site	 is	 served	 by	 a	 variety	 of	 transit	 options,	 including	 two	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	
Transportation	(“LADOT”)	DASH	bus	lines	providing	local	access:		the	Lincoln	Heights‐Chinatown	line,	with	
stops	 at	N.	Main	 Street/College	 Street	 and	N.	 Spring	 Street/College	 Street	 as	well	 as	multiple	 stops	 along	
Broadway,	 and	 the	 Downtown	 Route	 B	 line,	 with	 a	 stop	 adjacent	 to	 the	 Project	 Site	 at	 N.	 Spring	
Street/College	Street.		The	Project	Site	is	also	served	by	LADOT’s	Commuter	Express,	providing	bus	service	
to	the	greater	Los	Angeles	area.	 	Route	409,	with	a	stop	on	N.	Broadway	0.1	miles	west	of	the	Project	Site,	
and	Route	419,	with	a	stop	along	N.	Hill	Street	0.2	miles	west	of	the	Project	Site,	provide	service	to	the	San	
Fernando	Valley.	 	Metro	bus	 line	76	has	 a	 stop	on	N.	Main	Street	 and	provides	 service	 to	 the	San	Gabriel	
Valley.	

The	Metro	Gold	Line	Chinatown	Station	is	located	immediately	west	of	the	Project	Site,	providing	linkages	to	
East	Los	Angeles	and	Pasadena,	as	well	as	other	areas	within	the	Metro	Rail	system.		Union	Station,	located	
approximately	0.4	miles	south	of	the	Project	Site,	is	a	major	hub	for	public	transportation,	including	Amtrak,	
Metrolink,	and	other	bus	lines	providing	national,	regional,	and	local	access.	

C.  SITE BACKGROUND AND EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The	Project	 Site	 encompasses	 approximately	 5.24	 acres	 (228,000	 sf)	 and	 is	 currently	 vacant,	 as	 shown	 in	
Figure	A‐2.		It	is	periodically	used	for	surface	parking	and	storage	by	the	nearby	commercial	and	industrial	
operations.		The	site	is	generally	flat	and	supports	no	landscaping,	except	for	two	ornamental	specimen	trees	
along	the	Project	Site	boundary	with	the	alley	to	its	southeast.			

The	 Project	 Site	 was	 used	 as	 a	 freight	 rail	 yard	 beginning	 in	 approximately	 1905,	 during	 which	 time	 it	
housed	 freight	 storage	houses,	multiple	 rail	 lines,	wood	yard,	 coal	 yard,	 oil	 storage,	 small	 businesses,	 and	
dwelling	 units.	 	 The	 site	was	 vacant	 by	 1970	 and	was	 acquired	 from	Union	Pacific	 Railroad	 by	Metro	 for	
equipment	and	materials	staging	during	construction	of	the	Gold	Line.		All	on‐site	buildings	were	demolished	
in	the	late	1980s.		Metro	subsequently	undertook	soil	and	groundwater	remediation	under	the	oversight	of	
regulatory	authorities	and	the	California	Water	Quality	Control	Board	issued	a	No	Further	Action	notification	
in	2003.		

D.  EXISTING PLANNING AND ZONING 

1.  Central City North Community Plan 

The	Project	Site	 is	 located	within	 the	Central	City	North	Community	Plan	Area,	one	of	35	community	plan	
areas.		The	City’s	35	community	plans	collectively	comprise	the	Land	Use	Element	of	the	General	Plan;	they	
are	the	official	guide	to	the	future	development	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.		The	Community	Plan	designates	
the	Project	Site	for	Hybrid	Industrial	land	uses.		This	land	use	designation	corresponds	with	the	HI	(Hybrid	
Industrial,	Cornfield	Arroyo	Seco	Specific	Plan	[“CASP”]),	CM	(Commercial	Manufacturing)	and	P	(Parking)	
zones.		Additionally,	the	Project	Site	is	further	limited	by	footnotes	to	the	Community	Plan.		Footnote	1	on	the	
Community	Plan	restricts	heights	 for	 Industrial	 land	uses	to	Height	District	No.	1.	 	Footnote	10	recognizes	
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the	site’s	adjacency	to	the	Chinatown	Transit	Station	and	makes	note	that	a	plan	should	be	developed	that	
“recognizes	Chinatown	as	a	Local	and	Tourist	Destination	Center	and	will	provide	for	development	and	uses	
which	 encourage	 TOD	 and	 pedestrian	 activity,	 including	 a	 station	 area	 plaza,	 paseos,	 mixed	
residential/commercial	 uses	 and	 local/regional	 transit	 ridership	 opportunities	 (including	 intermodal	
transfers).		Footnote	12	is	specific	to	residential	and	mixed‐use	projects	at	the	Project	Site.		It	reads:	

“For	the	Area	bounded	by	North	Spring	Street	on	the	west,	Rondout	Street	on	the	north,	North	Main	
Street	in	the	east	and	College	Street	on	the	south	the	following	restrictions	shall	apply:	

For	 residential	mixed‐use	 projects,	 the	 first	 1.5:1	 FAR	 of	 residential	 use	 shall	 be	 permitted	 to	 be	
market	 rate	 units.	 	 Residential	 uses	with	 FARS	 1.5:1	 to	 3:1	 shall	 set	 aside	 20%	 of	 their	 units	 for	
affordable	housing.	 	Residential	projects	with	FARS	in	excess	of	3:1	shall	set	aside	100%	of	the	units	
above	the	3:1	threshold	as	affordable	units.		Units	complying	with	the	affordable	requirements	of	this	
footnote	shall	not	be	used	for	the	purpose	of	obtaining	additional	density	bonus,	under	the	terms	of	
the	State	law.		The	affordable	component	of	these	projects	may	be	used	for	any	other	incentive	listed	
by	State	law.”	

2.  Cornfield Arroyo Seco Specific Plan (CASP) and Zoning  

The	Project	Site	is	further	located	at	the	extreme	southwest	edge	of	the	CASP	Area.		The	CASP	is	intended	to	
facilitate	 evolution	 of	 the	 area	 from	 vehicle‐oriented	 industrial	 and	 public	 facility	 uses	 to	 a	 mixed‐use	
community	 of	 pedestrian	 and	 transit‐oriented	 uses.	 	 According	 to	 the	 CASP,	 the	 generalized	 land	 use	
designation	 for	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 Hybrid	 Industrial,	 which	 corresponds	 for	 the	 Project	 Site	 to	 the	 Urban	
Center	(UC‐CA)	CASP	zoning	designation.			

However,	pursuant	 to	Section	1.2.B.2.e	of	 the	CASP,	 “The	provisions	of	 this	Specific	Plan	shall	not	apply	 to	
any	Project	that	has	an	application	that	is	deemed	complete	by	the	Department	of	City	Planning	prior	to	the	
adoption	of	 this	Specific	Plan.”	 	The	Project	application	was	deemed	complete	and	predated	the	June	2013	
adoption	and	August	2013	implementation	of	the	CASP1;	accordingly,	the	provisions	of	the	CASP	do	not	apply	
to	this	Project.		

Prior	 to	 CASP	 adoption,	 the	 Project	 Site	was	 designated	 Light	 Industrial,	which	 corresponds	with	 the	M2	
(Light	Industrial)	zone,	MR2	(Restricted	Light	Industrial)	zone,	and	P	(Automobile	Parking)	zone	in	the	Los	
Angeles	Municipal	Code	 (“LAMC”).	 	 The	prior	 zoning	 for	 the	Project	 Site	was	MR2‐1,	wherein	 “1”	denotes	
Height	 District	 1,	 which	 permits	 a	 1.5:1	 floor	 area	 ratio	 (FAR)	 and	 unlimited	 building	 height.	 	 The	 MR2	
designation	 is	 intended	 to	protect	 light	 industrial	 land	uses	 from	encroachment	by	 commercial	 and	other	
non‐industrial	 uses,	 to	 accommodate	 the	 shift	 from	 traditional	 industries	 to	 technology	 and	 other	 light	
industry,	and	to	upgrade	development	standards	to	 improve	compatibility	with	nearby	residential	uses.	 	A	
variety	of	uses	 are	permitted	under	 this	 zoning	designation,	 including	wholesale,	 commercial,	 and	 limited	
manufacturing	uses,	open	storage,	and	parking.	

																																																													
1		 Ordinance	182,617,	enacted	August	14,	2013.	
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E.  DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

1.  Development Program 

The	Project	would	subdivide	the	site	into	three	blocks	or	parcels,	separated	by	two	private	internal	streets	
and	a	broad	pedestrian	plaza.		The	southern	Project	Site	parcel,	Parcel	1,	has	an	area	of	2.99	acres	(130,000	
sf)	and	is	located	directly	opposite	the	Metro	Gold	Line	Chinatown	Station.		The	central	parcel,	Parcel	2,	has	
an	area	of	1.35	acres	(59,000	sf).		The	northern	parcel,	Parcel	3,	has	an	area	of	0.90	acres	(39,000	sf)	and	is	
the	parcel	closest	to	Los	Angeles	State	Historic	Park.		

Two	 development	 options	 are	 proposed	 for	 the	 Project	 Site,	 both	 of	 which	 would	 represent	 a	 mix	 of	
residential	 and	 retail/restaurant	 uses.	 	 The	 primary	 Project	 frontage	 would	 be	 on	 N.	 Spring	 Street,	 with	
ground‐floor	 retail/restaurant	 uses	 and	 publicly	 accessible	 open	 space	 programmed	 along	 the	 N.	 Spring	
Street	and	College	Street	frontages,	to	link	the	site	to	the	Metro	Gold	Line	Chinatown	Station	and	existing	and	
planned	mixed‐use	residential/commercial	development	within	Chinatown.	 	The	two	development	options	
are	discussed	below	and	summarized	in	Table	A‐1,	Development	Program	Summaries.	

The	locations	of	key	Project	components	are	shown	in	Figures	A‐3,	Development	Program	I	–	Conceptual	Site	
Plan,	and	Figure	A‐8,	Development	Program	II	–	Conceptual	Site	Plan.		Renderings	of	Development	Program	I	
are	shown	in	Figures	A‐4	through	A‐7	and	renderings	of	Development	Program	II	are	shown	in	Figures	A‐9	
through	A‐12.		

	At	present	there	are	few	or	no	amenities	that	encourage	pedestrian	linkages	between	the	Project	Site	and	
Chinatown	 or	 Los	 Angeles	 State	 Historic	 Park.	 	 As	 part	 of	 the	 Project,	 the	 Project	 Applicant	 proposes	 to	
activate	 the	 sidewalk	along	N.	 Spring	Street	with	 such	 features	as	a	 landscaped	parkway,	multiple	 seating	
areas,	 street	 furniture,	 and	 crosswalks	 that	 would	 enhance	 the	 pedestrian	 environment	 and	 improve	
connections	with	Chinatown,	the	Metro	Gold	Line	Chinatown	Station,	and	Los	Angeles	State	Historic	Park.	

As	 part	 of	 the	 Project,	 the	 Project	 Applicant	 is	 requesting	 a	 General	 Plan	 Amendment	 to	 redesignate	 the	
Project	Site	from	Hybrid	Industrial	to	Regional	Commercial,	together	with	a	Zone	Change	and	Height	District	
Change	 from	UC(CA)	 to	 C2‐2.	 	 Under	 the	 designations	 prior	 to	 the	 adoption	 of	 the	 CASP,	 the	 Project	 Site	
would	be	limited	to	a	1.5:1	FAR	and	would	have	no	front,	rear,	or	side	yard	setbacks.		Since	the	MR‐1	and	C2‐
2	zoning	designations	impose	no	height	restrictions,	the	requested	Height	District	Change	would	not	modify	
the	permitted	height	of	buildings	on	the	Project	Site;	however,	Height	District	2	would	allow	a	6:1	FAR.			

Development Program I 

Development	Program	I	would	total	685	residential	dwelling	units	and	a	maximum	developed	floor	area	of	
approximately	691,746	sf,	for	an	overall	averaged	FAR	of	3.03:1	and	131	du/acre.		Subject	to	final	design,	the	
Project	proposes	 to	provide	1,054	on‐site	parking	 spaces	 (880	 residential	 spaces	 and	174	non‐residential	
spaces)	 under	 Development	 Program	 I.	 	 This	 would	 accommodate	 all	 Project	 parking	 demand,	 including	
residents,	guests,	employees,	and	patrons.		The	Project	would	also	include	bicycle	amenities	to	serve	Project	
residents,	 employees,	 and	patrons.	 	 These	would	 be	provided	pursuant	 to	 the	City	 of	 Los	Angeles	Bicycle	
Ordinance	and	could	include	bicycle	stalls	and	lockers	for	employees.		
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Parcel 1 

Table A‐1
 

Development Program Summaries 
	

Use 
Development Program 

I 
Development Program 

II 

Parcel	1	(2.99	acres/130,000	sf)	 	 	
Residential	Area	(sf)	 444,960 319,440
Studio	Apartments	(#)	 94 57
1BR	Apartments	(#)	 274 171
2BR		Apartments	(#)	 132 111

Total	Number	of	Dwelling	Units	 500 339
2BR	Live‐Work	Lofts	(#)	 5 14
Common	Area	(sf)	 8,000 4,000
Retail/Restaurant	(sf)	 19,800 7,500
SF	Subtotal/FAR/DU	per	Acre	 478,760/3.68:1/167	 347,740/2.67:1/102

Parcel	2	(1.35	acres/59,000	sf)		 	 	
Residential	Area	(sf)	 76,200 76,200
1BR	Apartments	(#)	 96 96
2BR	Apartments	(#)	 4 4

Total	Number	of	Dwelling	Units	 100 100
Common	Area	(sf)	 1,500 1,500
Market	(sf)	 20,000 20,000
Retail/Restaurant	(sf)	 4,500 4,500
SF	Subtotal/FAR/DU	per	Acre	 102,200/1.73:1/74	 102,200/1.73:1/74	

Parcel	3	(0.90	acres/39,000	sf)	 	 	
Live‐Work	Lofts	(sf)	 108,686 108,686
1	BR	Live‐Work	Lofts	(#)	 14 14
2	BR	Live‐Work	Lofts	(#)	 66 66

Total	Number	of	Dwelling	Units	 80 80
Retail/Restaurant	(sf)	 2,100 2,100
SF	Subtotal/FAR/DU	per	Acre	 110,786/2.84:1/88	 110,786/2.84:1/88	

Total	Floor	Area		 691,746	 560,726	
Total	Number	of	Dwelling	Units	 685 533
Total	Retail/Restaurant	Square	Footage	 26,400 14,100
Total	Market	Square	Footage	 20,000 20,000
Averaged	FAR	 3.03:1 2.46:1
DU/Acre	 131 102
Parking	Spaces		 Parcel	1:	758	stalls	 Parcel	1:	555	stalls

	 Parcel	2:	158	stalls	 Parcel	2:	158	stalls
	 Parcel	3:	138	stalls	 Parcel	3:	138	stalls

Total	Parking	Supply	 1,054	stalls	 851 stalls
   

Source:  EVOQ; Van Tilburg, Banvard & Soderbergh, The Mobility Group.  June 2014.   
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Under	Development	Program	I,	Parcel	1	would	be	the	most	densely	developed,	with	up	to	500	market‐rate	
residential	apartments	and	approximately	19,800	sf	of	ground‐floor	retail/restaurant	space	in	two	high‐rise	
towers	up	to	20	stories	and	220	feet	in	height	above	adjacent	grade.		The	towers,	including	the	ground‐floor	
retail/restaurant	space,	would	front	on	N.	Spring	Street	and	College	Street.		Five	live‐work	lofts	would	front	
on	the	private	internal	street	connecting	N.	Spring	Street	and	Rondout	Street.		The	two	towers	and	the	live‐
work	units	would	surround	a	parking	podium.		Developed	floor	area	on	Parcel	1	would	total	approximately	
478,760	sf	and	the	FAR	for	the	parcel	would	be	3.68:1.			

Private	outdoor	open	space	for	the	use	of	Project	residents	would	include	rooftop	decks	and	pools	atop	both	
towers.		Indoor	open	space	and	recreational	amenities	would	include	community	rooms,	media	rooms,	and	
gym	facilities.	 	The	southwest	corner	of	Parcel	1,	at	 the	 intersection	of	N.	Spring	Street	and	College	Street,	
would	 be	 developed	 with	 a	 publicly	 accessible	 pedestrian	 plaza	 facing	 the	 Metro	 Gold	 Line	 Chinatown	
Station,	and	a	new	pedestrian	crosswalk	would	be	created	at	the	intersection	of	N.	Spring	Street	and	College	
Street.				

Parking	for	all	Parcel	1	uses,	totaling	758	stalls,	would	be	accommodated	in	a	single	subterranean	level	and	a	
five‐level	podium	structure	on	Parcel	1	and	angled	surface	parking	along	the	private	internal	street	north	of	
Parcel	1.		A	private	internal	street	would	separate	Parcels	1	and	2	and	connect	N.	Spring	Street	and	Rondout	
Street;	 vehicle	access	 to	 the	Parcel	1	parking	 structure	would	be	provided	 from	a	drive	aisle	between	 the	
private	street	and	College	Street.		A	drop‐off	pocket	would	be	located	on	College	Street	in	front	of	the	eastern	
tower.	 	The	 loading	area	 for	Parcel	1	would	be	at	grade	near	 the	 southeast	 corner	of	 the	parcel,	 accessed	
from	the	off‐site	alley	between	College	Street	and	Rondout	Street.			 	

Parcel 2 

Parcel	2	would	be	developed	with	a	senior	housing	community	of	up	to	100	affordable	units	housed	within	
four‐story,	62‐foot	buildings,	a	ground‐floor	neighborhood	market	of	approximately	20,000	sf,	and	ground‐
floor	 retail/restaurant	 space	 totaling	 approximately	 4,500	 sf.	 	 The	 senior	 housing	 community	 would	 be	
arrayed	around	a	central	podium	courtyard	atop	the	ground‐floor	market.		The	market	and	retail/restaurant	
space	would	front	on	N.	Spring	Street.		Developed	floor	area	on	Parcel	2	would	total	approximately	102,200	
sf	and	the	FAR	for	the	parcel	would	be	1.73:1.	

Parcel	2	would	 include	an	expansive,	publicly	accessible	pedestrian	plaza	at	 the	corner	of	N.	Spring	Street	
and	the	private	internal	street	connecting	N.	Spring	Street	and	Rondout	Street.	 	Private	open	space	for	the	
use	of	 residents	would	 include	 a	pool	 deck	 in	 the	 central	 podium	courtyard	 and	 an	 indoor	 community	or	
”rec”	room.				

Parking	 for	 all	 Parcel	 2	 uses,	 totaling	 158	 stalls,	 would	 be	 accommodated	 in	 a	 two‐level	 subterranean	
structure	within	Parcel	2	and	angled	surface	parking	along	 the	private	 internal	 streets	north	and	south	of	
Parcel	2.		Vehicle	access	for	the	Parcel	2	parking	structure	would	be	via	a	single	ingress/egress	driveway	off	
the	 private	 internal	 street	 connecting	N.	 Spring	 Street	 and	Rondout	 Street.	 	 The	 loading	 area	 for	 Parcel	 2	
would	be	at‐grade	and	accessed	from	Rondout	Street.		

	



FIGUREDevelopment Program I - Conceptual Site Plan

College Sta on A-3
Source: EVOQ Proper es; Van Tilburg, Banvard & Soderbergh, AIA, 2014.
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FIGUREDevelopment Program I: Oblique Aerial View

College Sta on A-4
Source: Van Tilburg, Banvard & Soderbergh, AIA, 2014.
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FIGUREDevelopment Program I: View From South

College Sta on A-5
Source: Van Tilburg, Banvard & Soderbergh, AIA, 2014.
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FIGUREDevelopment Program I: View from North

College Sta on A-6
Source: Van Tilburg, Banvard & Soderbergh, AIA, 2014.
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FIGUREDevelopment Program I: View from Los Angeles State Historic Park

College Sta on A-7
Source: Van Tilburg, Banvard & Soderbergh, AIA, 2014.
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FIGUREDevelopment Program II - Conceptual Site Plan

College Sta on A-8
Source: EVOQ Proper es; Van Tilburg, Banvard & Soderbergh, AIA, 2014.
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FIGUREDevelopment Program II – Oblique Aerial View

College Sta on A-9
Source: Van Tilburg, Banvard & Soderbergh, AIA, 2014.
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FIGUREDevelopment Program II: View From South 

College Sta on A-10
Source: Van Tilburg, Banvard & Soderbergh, AIA, 2014.
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FIGUREDevelopment Program II: View From North

College Sta on A-11
Source: Van Tilburg, Banvard & Soderbergh, AIA, 2014.
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FIGUREDevelopment Program II: View From  Los Angeles State Historic Park

College Sta on A-12
Source: Van Tilburg, Banvard & Soderbergh, AIA, 2014.
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Parcel 3 

Parcel	 3	would	be	developed	with	up	 to	 80	market‐rate,	 double‐height	 live‐work	 lofts	 and	 approximately	
2,100	sf	of	ground‐floor	retail/restaurant	space,	in	an	eight‐story,	approximately	82‐foot	building.		The	live‐
work	 units	 would	 surround	 a	 central	 ground‐floor	 atrium/garden	 and	 would	 front	 on	 N.	 Spring	 Street,	
Llewellyn	 Street,	 Rondout	 Street,	 and	 the	 internal	 private	 street	 south	 of	 Parcel	 3.	 	 The	 retail/restaurant	
space	would	 front	 on	 N.	 Spring	 Street	 and	 Llewellyn	 Street.	 	 Developed	 floor	 area	 on	 Parcel	 3	 would	 be	
approximately	110,786	sf	and	the	FAR	would	be	2.84:1.	

Private	open	space	for	the	use	of	residents	would	 include	the	central	atrium/garden	and	may	also	 include	
community	rooms,	media	rooms,	and	gym	facilities.	

Vehicle	access	for	Parcel	3	would	be	provided	by	an	ingress/egress	driveway	from	Rondout	Street.		Parking	
for	 all	 Parcel	 3	 uses,	 totaling	 138	 stalls,	 would	 be	 accommodated	 in	 a	 two‐level	 subterranean	 structure	
within	Parcel	3	and	angled	surface	parking	along	the	private	internal	street	south	of	Parcel	3.	

Development Program II 

Development	Program	II	would	total	533	residential	dwelling	units	and	a	maximum	developed	floor	area	of	
approximately	560,726	sf,	for	an	overall	averaged	FAR	of	2.46:1	and	102	du/acre.		Subject	to	final	design,	the	
Project	 proposes	 to	 provide	 851	 on‐site	 parking	 spaces	 (695	 residential	 spaces	 and	 156	 non‐residential	
spaces)	 under	 Development	 Program	 II.	 	 This	would	 accommodate	 all	 Project	 parking	 demand,	 including	
residents,	guests,	employees,	and	patrons.		The	Project	would	also	provide	bicycle	amenities	to	serve	Project	
residents,	 employees	 and	 patrons.	 	 These	would	 be	 provided	 pursuant	 to	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Bicycle	
Ordinance	and	could	include	bicycle	stalls	and	lockers	for	employees.	

Parcel 1 

Under	Development	Program	II,	Parcel	1	would	still	be	the	most	densely	developed	of	the	three	parcels.	 	It	
would	be	developed	with	up	 to	339	 residential	units,	14	double‐height	 live‐work	 lofts,	 and	approximately	
7,500	sf	of	ground‐floor	 retail/restaurant	 in	 five‐story‐plus‐loft	buildings,	 approximately	82	 feet	 in	height.		
The	buildings	would	be	arrayed	around	a	central	courtyard	atop	a	parking	podium.		Residential	uses	would	
front	on	N.	Spring	Street,	College	Street,	Rondout	Street,	and	the	private	internal	street	connecting	N.	Spring	
Street	and	Rondout	Street;	ground‐floor	retail/restaurant	space	would	front	on	N.	Spring	Street.		Developed	
floor	area	on	Parcel	1	under	Development	Program	II	would	total	approximately	347,740	sf	and	the	FAR	for	
the	parcel	would	be	2.67:1.	

Private	 outdoor	 open	 space	 for	 the	 use	 of	 Project	 residents	would	 include	 a	 pool	 deck	within	 the	 central	
courtyard.	 	 Indoor	open	 space	and	 recreational	amenities	would	 include	community	 rooms,	media	 rooms,	
and	 gym	 facilities.	 	 The	 southwest	 corner	 of	 Parcel	 1,	 at	 the	 intersection	 of	 N.	 Spring	 Street	 and	 College	
Street,	would	be	developed	with	a	publicly	accessible	pedestrian	plaza	facing	the	Metro	Gold	Line	Chinatown	
Station,	and	a	new	pedestrian	crosswalk	would	be	created	at	the	intersection	of	N.	Spring	Street	and	College	
Street.				

Parking	for	all	Parcel	1	uses,	totaling	555	stalls,	would	be	accommodated	in	a	single	subterranean	level	and	a	
two‐level	podium	structure	on	Parcel	1,	and	angled	surface	parking	along	the	private	internal	street	north	of	
Parcel	1.		A	private	internal	street	would	separate	Parcels	1	and	2	and	connect	N.	Spring	Street	and	Rondout	
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Street;	vehicle	access	for	the	Parcel	1	parking	structure	would	be	via	two	ingress/egress	driveways	off	this	
street.	 	The	 loading	area	 for	Parcel	1	would	be	at	 grade	near	 the	 southeast	 corner	of	 the	parcel,	 accessed	
from	the	off‐site	alley	between	College	Street	and	Rondout	Street.			

Parcels 2 and 3 

Under	Development	Program	II,	Parcels	2	and	3	would	be	developed	as	under	Development	Program	I,	with	
the	same	land	use	mix,	number	of	residential	units	and	associated	square	footage,	retail/restaurant	uses	and	
associated	square	footage,	and	vehicle	access,	and	parking	accommodations.			

2.  Anticipated Construction Schedule 

Construction	 of	 the	 Project	 is	 anticipated	 to	 beginning	 early	 2016	 pending	 Project	 consideration	 and	
approval,	 and	 would	 be	 completed	 in	 2018.	 	 Construction	 is	 expected	 to	 take	 place	 in	 three	 phases	
corresponding	 to	 the	 three	 Project	 Site	 parcels,	 and	 phases	 may	 overlap.	 	 Up	 to	 8,400	 cubic	 yards	 of	
demolition	 debris	 (i.e.,	 asphalt	 and	 base	 material)	 and	 63,100	 cubic	 yards	 of	 soil	 are	 anticipated	 to	 be	
excavated	during	Project	construction,	all	of	which	would	require	export	off‐site.		

F.  NECESSARY APPROVALS 

It	is	anticipated	that	approvals	required	for	the	proposed	Project	would	include,	but	may	not	be	limited	to,	
the	following:	

 Tentative	Parcel	Map	Approval;	

 Site	Plan	Review;	

 General	Plan	Amendment	from	Hybrid	Industrial	to	Regional	Commercial;	

 Zone	Change	from	UC(CA)to	C2‐2;	

 Height	 District	 Change	 from	 Height	 District	 1	 to	 Height	 District	 2,	 to	 allow	 an	 increase	 in	 the	
maximum	FAR	from	1.5:1	to	6:1;	

 Zoning	Administrator	Interpretation	to	specify	the	front,	rear,	and	side	yards	of	the	Project;	

 Certification	of	the	Environmental	Impact	Report;	

 Development	Agreement;	

 Grading,	excavation,	foundation,	and	associated	building	permits;	and	

 Other	 permits	 and	 approvals	 as	 deemed	 necessary,	 including	 possible	 legislative	 approvals	 as	
required	by	the	City	to	implement	the	Project.	
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ATTACHMENT B:  EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST DETERMINATIONS 

The	 following	 discussion	 provides	 responses	 to	 each	 of	 the	 questions	 set	 forth	 in	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	
Initial	Study	Checklist.	 	The	responses	below	indicate	those	topics	that	are	expected	to	be	addressed	 in	an	
Environmental	 Impact	 Report	 (“EIR”)	 and	 demonstrate	 why	 other	 topics	 are	 not	 expected	 to	 result	 in	
significant	environmental	 impacts	and	 thus	do	not	need	 to	be	addressed	 further	 in	an	EIR.	 	The	questions	
with	 responses	 that	 indicate	 a	 “Potentially	 Significant	 Impact”	 do	 not	 presume	 that	 a	 significant	
environmental	 impact	 would	 result	 from	 the	 Project.	 	 Rather,	 such	 responses	 indicate	 the	 topics	 will	 be	
addressed	in	an	EIR	with	conclusions	regarding	impact	significance	reached	as	part	of	the	EIR	analysis.	

I.  AESTHETICS 

Would	the	project:	

a.  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Potentially	 Significant	 Impact.	 	The	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	 within	 a	 highly	 urbanized	 area	 northeast	 of	
downtown	Los	Angeles.	 	Visual	resources	of	merit	in	the	Project	vicinity	include	Los	Angeles	State	Historic	
Park	to	the	west,	the	Los	Angeles	River	to	the	east,	the	downtown	Los	Angeles	skyline	to	the	southwest,	and	
the	easternmost	 foothills	and	bluffs	of	 the	Santa	Monica	Mountains	 to	 the	northwest.	 	Because	 the	Project	
would	 introduce	 mid‐rise	 and/or	 high‐rise	 buildings	 and	 increase	 overall	 density	 on	 the	 currently	
undeveloped	Project	Site,	it	is	recommended	that	this	issue	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

b.  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, 

and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

Potentially	 Significant	 Impact.	 	 The	 Project	 Site	 is	 not	 located	 along	 a	 City‐	 or	 State‐designated	 scenic	
highway	or	associated	view	corridor.		Although	not	designated	a	California	scenic	highway,	the	Arroyo	Seco	
Parkway	 (“SR	 110”),	 which	 begins	 approximately	 2.0	 miles	 northwest	 of	 the	 Project	 Site,	 has	 been	
designated	by	 the	State	as	a	Historic	Parkway	 from	 the	Figueroa	Tunnels	 to	Pasadena	 (post	miles	25.7	 to	
31.9).		This	section	of	SR	110	has	also	been	designated	as	a	National	Scenic	Byway	by	the	Federal	Highway	
Administration	 (“FHWA”).	 	 Although	 the	 designated	 segment	 of	 SR	 110	 is	 north	 of	 the	 Project	 Site,	 the	
proposed	 high‐rise	 towers	 may	 be	 visible	 from	 the	 roadway	 following	 Project	 buildout.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	
recommended	that	this	topic	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR	to	determine	any	potential	impacts	on	views	from	
the	designated	segment	of	SR	110.	

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

Potentially	Significant	Impact.		The	Project	would	develop	the	Project	Site	with	several	mid‐	and	high‐rise	
buildings,	 private	 streets,	 a	 broad	 pedestrian	 plaza,	 ground‐level	 retail/market	 uses,	 and	 streetscape	
improvements.	 	 Because	 the	 proposed	 development	 would	 alter	 the	 visual	 character	 of	 the	 undeveloped	
Project	Site	and	 its	surroundings	by	 introducing	new	buildings	and	 increasing	development	density	 in	 the	
Project	area,	it	is	recommended	that	this	topic	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	
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d.  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime 

views in the area? 

Potentially	Significant	Impact.		The	Project	Site	lies	within	a	highly	urbanized	area	northeast	of	downtown	
Los	Angeles,	which	is	characterized	by	medium	to	high	ambient	nighttime	artificial	light	levels.		At	night,	the	
surrounding	 development	 typically	 generates	moderate	 to	 high	 levels	 of	 interior	 and	 exterior	 lighting	 for	
security,	 parking,	 signage,	 architectural	 lighting,	 and	 landscaping/decorative	 purposes.	 	 Street	 lights	 and	
traffic	on	local	streets	also	contribute	to	relatively	high	ambient	light	levels	in	the	area.	 	The	Project	would	
contribute	to	ambient	nighttime	illumination	as	the	Project’s	new	architectural	lighting,	security	lighting,	and	
illuminated	signage	is	expected	to	increase	light	levels	over	existing	conditions.		Some	lighting	elements	may	
be	visible	from	nearby	off‐site	vantages,	 including	the	residential	uses	east	of	the	Project	Site.	 	 In	addition,	
the	Project	would	introduce	new	building	surface	materials	to	the	Project	Site	with	the	potential	to	generate	
glare.		Therefore,	it	is	recommended	that	this	topic	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

Shading	 impacts	 are	 influenced	 by	 the	 height	 and	 bulk	 of	 a	 structure,	 the	 time	 of	 year,	 the	 duration	 of	
shading	during	the	day,	and	the	proximity	of	shade‐sensitive	land	uses,	or	receptors.		The	Project	vicinity	is	
characterized	 by	 a	 number	 of	 low‐	 and	medium‐density	 hybrid	 and	 industrial	 uses,	which	 are	 not	 shade‐	
sensitive	receptors.		However,	the	Los	Angeles	State	Historic	Park	is	located	across	N.	Spring	Street	from	the	
Project	Site.	 	As	the	Project	would	increase	the	height	and	massing	of	on‐site	development	in	the	potential	
area	of	shading	for	this	park,	it	is	recommended	that	this	topic	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

II.  AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES 

In	determining	whether	 impacts	to	agricultural	resources	are	significant	environmental	effects,	 lead	agencies	
may	 refer	 to	 the	California	Agricultural	Land	Evaluation	and	Site	Assessment	Model	 (1997)	prepared	by	 the	
California	Dept.	of	Conservation	as	an	optional	model	to	use	in	assessing	impacts	on	agriculture	and	farmland.		
In	determining	whether	impacts	to	forest	resources,	including	timberland,	are	significant	environmental	effects,	
lead	agencies	may	refer	to	information	compiled	by	the	California	Department	of	Forestry	and	Fire	Protection	
regarding	the	state’s	inventory	of	forest	land,	including	the	Forest	and	Range	Assessment	Project	and	the	Forest	
Legacy	Assessment	project;	and	forest	carbon	measurement	methodology	provided	in	Forest	Protocols	adopted	
by	the	California	Air	Resources	Board.		Would	the	project:	

a.  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), 

as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

of the California Resources Agency, to non‐agricultural use? 

No	 Impact.	 	 The	 Project	 Site	 consists	 of	 a	 currently	 undeveloped	 lot.	 	 No	 agricultural	 uses	 or	 related	
operations	 are	 present	within	 the	 Project	 Site	 or	 in	 the	 surrounding	 highly	 urbanized	 area.	 	 As	 such,	 the	
Project	 Site	 is	 not	 located	 on	 designated	 Prime	 Farmland,	 Unique	 Farmland,	 or	 Farmland	 of	 Statewide	
Importance	(Farmland)	as	shown	on	the	maps	prepared	pursuant	to	the	Farmland	Mapping	and	Monitoring	
Program.1		Since	the	Project	would	not	convert	farmland	to	non‐agricultural	uses,	there	would	be	no	impact.		
No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	

																																																													
1	 California	Department	 of	 Conservation,	Division	 of	 Land	Resource	 Protection,	 Farmland	Mapping	 and	Monitoring	 Program,	 Los	

Angeles	County	Important	Farmland	Map	2010	and	Los	Angeles	County	Williamson	Act	Map	2011‐2012.	
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b.  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

No	Impact.	 	The	Project	Site	is	designated	as	Regional	Commercial	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	General	Plan.		
The	Project	Site	 is	 currently	zoned	MR2‐1	 (Restricted	Light	 Industrial)	and	consists	of	a	 flat,	undeveloped	
parcel	that	is	periodically	used	for	parking.		No	agricultural	zoning	is	present	in	the	Project	vicinity,	and	no	
nearby	 lands	are	enrolled	under	 the	Williamson	Act.	 	As	such,	 the	Project	would	not	conflict	with	existing	
zoning	for	agricultural	uses	or	a	Williamson	Act	contract,	and	there	would	be	no	impact.		No	further	analysis	
of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended,	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	

c.  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 

Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 

4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 

51104(g))? 

No	Impact.		As	discussed	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Question	II(b),	the	Project	Site	is	currently	zoned	MR2‐
1	and	consists	of	an	undeveloped	 lot.	 	Furthermore,	consistent	with	 the	built,	urbanized	area	surrounding	
the	 Project	 Site,	 the	 larger	 Project	 vicinity	 is	 zoned	 for	 light	 industrial,	 commercial,	 residential,	 and	 open	
space	uses.		No	forest	land	or	land	zoned	for	timberland	production	is	present	on‐site	or	in	the	surrounding	
area.	 	As	such,	 the	Project	would	not	conflict	with	existing	zoning	 for	 forest	 land	or	 timberland,	and	 there	
would	be	no	impact.		No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended,	and	no	mitigation	measures	
are	required.	

d.  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non‐forest use? 

No	 Impact.	 	 The	 Project	 Site	 consists	 of	 an	 undeveloped	 parcel	 and	 no	 forest	 land	 exists	 in	 the	 Project	
vicinity.		As	such,	the	Project	would	not	result	in	the	loss	of	forest	land	or	conversion	of	forest	land	to	non‐
forest	use,	and	there	would	be	no	 impact.	 	No	 further	analysis	of	 this	 topic	 is	necessary	and	no	mitigation	
measures	are	required.	

e.  Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could 

result in conversion of Farmland, to non‐agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non‐

forest use? 

No	Impact.		There	are	no	agricultural	uses	or	related	operations	on	or	near	the	Project	Site,	which	is	located	
northeast	of	downtown	Los	Angeles,	a	highly	urbanized	portion	of	the	City.		Therefore,	the	Project	would	not	
involve	the	conversion	of	farmland	to	other	uses,	either	directly	or	indirectly.		No	impacts	to	agricultural	land	
or	uses	would	occur.		No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	is	necessary	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	

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? 

Potentially	Significant	 Impact.	 	 The	Project	 Site	 is	 located	within	 the	6,600‐square‐mile	 South	Coast	Air	
Basin	(“Basin”).	 	The	South	Coast	Air	Quality	Management	District	(“SCAQMD”)	together	with	the	Southern	
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California	 Association	 of	 Governments	 (“SCAG”)	 is	 responsible	 for	 formulating	 and	 implementing	 air	
pollution	control	strategies	throughout	the	Basin.		The	current	Air	Quality	Management	Plan	(“AQMP”)	was	
adopted	February	1,	2013	and	outlines	the	air	pollution	control	measures	needed	to	meet	Federal	particulate	
matter	(“PM2.5”)	standards	in	2014	and	ozone	(“O3”)	standards	by	2023.	 	The	AQMP	also	proposes	policies	
and	measures	currently	contemplated	by	responsible	agencies	to	achieve	Federal	standards	for	healthful	air	
quality	 in	the	Basin	that	are	under	SCAQMD	jurisdiction.	 	 In	addition,	 the	current	AQMP	addresses	several	
Federal	 planning	 requirements	 and	 incorporates	 updated	 emissions	 inventories,	 ambient	 measurements,	
meteorological	data,	and	air	quality	modeling	tools	from	that	included	in	earlier	AQMPs.		The	Project	would	
support	and	be	consistent	with	several	key	policy	directives	set	forth	in	the	AQMP.		For	example,	the	Project	
would	provide	a	range	of	employment	opportunities,	locate	new	development	in	proximity	to	existing	transit	
facilities,	and	would	reuse	a	site	in	an	area	already	served	by	existing	infrastructure.		Notwithstanding	these	
attributes,	 the	 Project	 would	 increase	 traffic	 in	 the	 area	 and,	 consequently,	 generate	 operational	 air	
emissions	 that	 could	 affect	 implementation	 of	 the	 AQMP.	 	 Pollutant	 emissions	 resulting	 from	 Project	
construction	 would	 also	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 affect	 implementation	 of	 the	 AQMP.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	
recommended	that	this	topic	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

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

quality violation? 

Potentially	Significant	Impact.		As	indicated	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Question	III(a),	the	Project	Site	is	
located	within	the	Basin,	which	is	characterized	by	relatively	poor	air	quality.		State	and	Federal	air	quality	
standards	are	often	exceeded	in	many	parts	of	the	Basin,	with	Los	Angeles	County	among	the	highest	of	the	
counties	that	comprise	the	Basin	in	terms	of	non‐attainment	of	the	standards.		The	Basin	is	currently	in	non‐
attainment	 for	O3,	particulate	matter	 less	 than	10	microns	 in	diameter	(“PM10”)2,	and	PM2.5	on	Federal	and	
State	air	quality	standards.		The	Project	would	result	in	increased	air	emissions	associated	with	construction	
and	operational	traffic.		Therefore,	it	is	recommended	that	this	topic	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

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)? 

Potentially	Significant	Impact.		As	discussed	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Question	III(b),	the	Project	would	
result	 in	 increased	 air	 emissions	 from	 construction	 and	 operational	 traffic	 in	 the	 Basin,	 	 an	 air	 quality	
management	area	currently	 in	non‐attainment	of	Federal	and	State	air	quality	standards	 for	O3,	PM10,	and	
PM2.5.		Therefore,	it	is	recommended	that	this	topic	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

d.  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Potentially	Significant	Impact.		The	Project	vicinity	is	generally	developed	with	non‐sensitive	air	receptors,	
such	as	light‐	to	medium‐density	hybrid	and	industrial	uses,	and	transportation	uses.		Sensitive	air	receptors	
in	the	vicinity	include	the	Los	Angeles	State	Historic	Park	(located	across	N.	Spring	Street	from	the	Project	
Site)	and	residential	uses	(located	approximately	750	feet	east	of	the	Project	Site).		Project	construction	and	

																																																													
2		 As	noted	 in	 the	2012	AQMP,	 the	Basin	has	met	 the	PM10	 standards	at	all	 stations	and	a	request	 for	re‐designation	 to	attainment	

status	is	pending	with	U.S.	Environmental	Protection	Agency.	
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operation	 could	 increase	 air	 emissions	 above	 current	 levels,	 thereby	 potentially	 affecting	 these	 sensitive	
receptors.		Therefore,	it	is	recommended	that	this	topic	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

e.  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.	 	Odors	are	typically	associated	with	industrial	projects	involving	the	use	of	
chemicals,	 solvents,	 petroleum	 products,	 and	 other	 strong‐smelling	 elements	 used	 in	 manufacturing	
processes.		Odors	are	also	associated	with	such	uses	as	sewage	treatment	facilities	and	landfills.		The	Project	
involves	the	construction	and	operation	of	a	mixed‐use	development	(residential	units,	 live‐work	lofts	and	
retail)	 and	would	 not	 introduce	 any	major	 odor‐producing	 uses	 that	would	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 affect	 a	
substantial	number	of	people.		Odors	associated	with	Project	operation	would	be	limited	to	those	associated	
with	on‐site	waste	generation	and	disposal	(e.g.,	trash	cans,	dumpsters).		Project	operation	is	not	expected	to	
create	 objectionable	 odors.	 	 Activities	 and	 materials	 associated	 with	 construction	 would	 be	 typical	 of	
construction	 projects	 of	 similar	 type	 and	 size.	 	 On‐site	 trash	 receptacles	 would	 be	 covered	 and	 properly	
maintained	in	a	manner	that	promotes	odor	control.		Any	odors	that	may	be	generated	during	construction	
of	 the	 Project	would	 be	 localized	 and	would	 not	 be	 sufficient	 to	 affect	 a	 substantial	 number	 of	 people	 or	
result	 in	 a	 nuisance	 as	 defined	 by	 SCAQMD	 Rule	 402.	 	 Impacts	with	 regard	 to	 odors	would	 be	 less	 than	
significant.		No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	is	necessary	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	

IV.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would	the	project:	

a.  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 

species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 

policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service? 

No	Impact.	 	The	Project	Site	 is	 located	 in	a	highly	urbanized	area	and	is	currently	vacant	and	periodically	
used	 for	 surface	 parking	 and	 storage	 by	 nearby	 commercial	 and	 industrial	 operations.	 	 The	 Site	 was	
historically	 used	 as	 freight	 rail	 yard	beginning	 in	 approximately	 1905,	 and	housed	multiple	 rail	 lines	 and	
ancillary	 facilities.	 	 No	 landscaping	 is	 present	 within	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	 no	 native	 trees	 or	 other	 plant	
species	 are	 present	 on‐site.	 	 Because	 of	 the	 urbanized	 nature	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	 Project	 vicinity,	 the	
Project	Site	does	not	support	habitat	for	candidate,	sensitive,	or	special	status	species.		Therefore,	no	impacts	
to	candidate,	sensitive,	or	special	status	species	would	occur.	 	No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	 in	an	EIR	is	
recommended,	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	

b.  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish 

and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

No	Impact.		As	discussed	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Question	IV(a),	the	Project	Site	and	surrounding	area	
are	 located	 in	 a	highly	urbanized	 setting.	 	 The	Project	 Site	does	not	 contain	 any	drainage	 channels	 to	 the	
river,	riparian	habitat,	or	other	sensitive	natural	communities	as	indicated	in	the	City	or	regional	plans	or	in	
regulations	 by	 the	 California	 Department	 of	 Fish	 and	Wildlife	 (“CDFW”)	 or	 US	 Fish	 and	Wildlife	 Service	
(“USFWS”).	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 not	 located	 in	 or	 adjacent	 to	 a	 Significant	 Ecological	 Area	 as	
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defined	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.3		Therefore,	the	Project	would	not	have	an	adverse	effect	on	any	riparian	
habitat	or	other	sensitive	natural	community.		No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	is	necessary	and	no	mitigation	
measures	are	required.	

c.  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 

the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through 

direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

No	Impact.	 	As	discussed	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Question	IV(a),	the	Project	Site	is	located	in	a	highly	
urbanized	 area	 and	 is	 currently	 a	 vacant	 lot	 periodically	 used	 for	 parking	 by	 off‐site	 businesses.	 	 The	
surrounding	area	has	been	fully	developed	with	urban	uses	and	associated	infrastructure.	 	The	Project	Site	
does	 not	 contain	 any	wetlands	 as	 defined	 by	 Section	 404	 of	 the	 Clean	Water	 Act.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Project	
would	not	have	an	adverse	effect	on	federally	protected	wetlands.		No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	
is	recommended,	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	

d.  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 

species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 

native nursery sites? 

No	Impact.		As	stated	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Question	IV(a),	the	Project	Site	is	currently	occupied	with	
an	undeveloped	lot.		Due	to	the	highly	urbanized	nature	of	the	Project	Site	and	surrounding	area,	the	lack	of	a	
major	 water	 body,	 as	 well	 as	 there	 being	 no	 trees	 on	 the	 Project	 Site,	 the	 Project	 Site	 does	 not	 contain	
substantial	habitat	 for	native	resident	or	migratory	species,	or	native	nursery	sites.	 	Therefore,	the	Project	
would	not	interfere	with	the	movement	of	any	native	resident	or	migratory	fish	or	wildlife	species	or	with	
established	native	 resident	or	migratory	wildlife	 corridors,	 or	 impede	 the	use	of	native	nursery	 sites.	 	No	
further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended,	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	

e.  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.	 	As	stated	 in	 the	response	to	Checklist	Question	IV(a),	 the	Project	Site	 is	a	
vacant	lot	with	very	little	vegetation,	except	for	some	ornamental	specimen	trees	along	its	eastern	perimeter.		
No	 locally	protected	biological	resources,	such	as	oak	trees	or	California	walnut	woodlands,	or	other	 tress	
protected	under	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Protected	Tree	Ordinance	(Chapter	IV,	Article	6	of	the	Los	Angeles	
Municipal	Code	[“LAMC”]),	exist	on	the	Project	Site.	 	The	Project	would	 include	ornamental	 landscaping	at	
building	perimeters	and	entrances.			

Numerous	 young	 street	 trees	 are	present	 adjacent	 to	 the	Project	 Site	 along	Spring	Street.	 	 It	 is	 likely	 that	
these	 trees	would	be	removed	to	accommodate	 the	Project.	 	The	 trees	are	not	considered	significant	non‐
protected	trees	(i.e.,	non‐protected	trees	with	a	trunk	diameter	of	eight	 inches	or	greater	at	a	height	of	54	
inches	above	the	ground)	by	the	City.		Nonetheless,	it	is	the	City’s	policy	to	retain	street	trees	during	Project	
development.	 	 Thus,	 any	 street	 trees	 that	would	 be	 removed	 as	 part	 of	 the	 Project	would	 be	 replaced	 in	

																																																													
3	 City	of	Los	Angeles,	Department	of	City	Planning,	Los	Angeles	Citywide	General	Plan	Framework,	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report,	

January	19,	1995,	at	page	2.18‐13;	
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/housinginitiatives/housingelement/frameworkeir/FrameworkFEIR.pdf,	accessed	September	6,	2013.	
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accordance	with	the	City’s	Street	Tree	Ordinance.		Landscaping	would	comply	with	all	LAMC	requirements.		
Therefore,	 the	Project	would	not	 conflict	with	 local	policies	or	ordinances	protecting	biological	 resources,	
and	a	less	than	significant	impact	would	occur.		No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended,	
and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	

f.  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

No	 Impact.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 the	 response	 to	 Checklist	Question	 IV(a),	 the	Project	 Site	 is	 located	within	 a	
developed,	urbanized	area	and	does	not	provide	habitat	for	any	sensitive	biological	resources.	 	The	Project	
Site	 is	 not	 located	 within	 a	 habitat	 conservation	 plan,	 natural	 community	 conservation	 plan,	 or	 other	
approved	local,	regional,	or	State	habitat	conservation	plan.4		Therefore,	the	Project	would	not	conflict	with	
the	 provisions	 of	 any	 adopted	 conservation	plan,	 and	no	 impact	would	 occur.	 	No	 further	 analysis	 of	 this	
topic	is	necessary	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.		

V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would	the	project:	

a.  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 

§15064.5? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.		The	Project	Site	was	developed	as	far	back	as	1905	and	historically	used	as	a	
rail	yard,	including	storage	of	wood,	coal	and	petroleum	products.		Prior	to	these	uses,	the	Project	Site	was	
used	for	agricultural	purposes.		The	Project	Site	was	vacant	as	of	1970	and	was	acquired	by	the	Los	Angeles	
Metropolitan	Transit	Authority	(MTA)	for	support	of	the	expansion	of	the	MTA	Gold	Line	to	Pasadena;	it	had	
been	 previously	 owned	 by	 the	 Union	 Pacific	 Railroad.	 	 The	 Project	 Site	 is	 currently	 an	 undeveloped	 lot.		
Numerous	ground‐disturbing	activities	have	been	completed	at	the	Project	Site	since	the	removal	of	on‐site	
structures	in	1970.		These	activities	include	the	removal	of	greater	than	12,000	tons	of	soil	from	the	Project	
Site	to	remediate	subsurface	hazardous	materials	concerns.		As	a	result,	any	subsurface	historical	resources	
were	 likely	 disturbed	 during	 the	 demolition	 of	 previous	 on‐site	 structures	 and	 subsequent	 remediation	
activities.		As	the	Project	would	not	require	the	removal	of	existing	structures	which	are	considered	historic	
resources,	it	is	anticipated	to	result	in	a	less	than	significant	impact.	 	No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	
EIR	is	required.	

b.  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 

to §15064.5? 

Less	Than	Significant	 Impact.	 	A	search	conducted	 for	 the	Los	Angeles	State	Historic	Park	EIR	 identified	
that	 23	 cultural	 resource	 studies	 had	 been	 conducted	 within	 the	 vicinity	 of	 the	 Park	 but	 no	 recorded	
prehistoric	archaeological	sites	were	found	within	a	half‐mile	radius.	 	The	Project	Site	has	been	previously	
disturbed	by	historical	grading,	building,	and	remediation	activities,	and	there	is	no	record	that	any	items	of	
archaeological	 significance	 were	 ever	 recovered	 at	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 However,	 there	 is	 the	 potential	 for	
historic	archaeological	deposits	 to	be	preserved	below	the	present	ground	surface.	 	Given	 that	 the	Project	

																																																													
4		 California	Department	of	Fish	and	Wildlife,	Habitat	Conservation	Planning,	Natural	Community	Conservation	Planning,	Summary	of	

Natural	Community	Conservation	Plans	(NCCPs)	January,	2013;	http://www.dfg.ca.gov/habcon/nccp/.		Accessed	January	15,	2014.	
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would	require	grading	and	excavation	to	a	greater	depth	than	previously	occurred	on	the	Project	Site,	 the	
possibility	 exists	 that	 archaeological	 artifacts	not	previously	 encountered	may	be	 encountered,	which	 is	 a	
potentially	significant	impact.		In	the	event	of	the	discovery	of	previously	unknown	archaeological	resources	
during	construction,	 implementation	of	the	following	standard	City	Regulatory	Compliance	Measure	would	
reduce	impacts	to	a	less	than	significant	level.		No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	required.	

Regulatory	Compliance	Measure	IS‐1:		Prior	 to	 the	 issuance	 of	 any	 grading,	 excavation,	 or	 ground	
disturbance	permit,	the	applicant	shall	execute	a	covenant	acknowledging	and	agreeing	to	
comply	with	all	the	terms	and	conditions	established	herein	which	shall	be	recorded	in	the	
County	Recorder's	Office.		The	agreement	(standard	master	covenant	and	agreement	form	
CP‐6770)	shall	run	with	the	land	and	shall	be	binding	on	any	subsequent	owners,	heirs	or	
assigns.	 	 The	 agreement	 with	 the	 conditions	 attached	 must	 be	 submitted	 to	 the	
Development	 Services	 Center	 for	 approval	 before	 being	 recorded.	 	 After	 recordation,	 a	
certified	 copy	 bearing	 the	 Recorder's	 number	 and	 date	 shall	 be	 provided	 to	 the	
Department	of	City	Planning	 for	retention	 in	 the	administrative	record	 for	Case	No.	ENV	
2013‐2055‐EIR.	

a. All	 initial	 grading	 and	 all	 excavation	 activities	 shall	 be	 monitored	 by	 a	 project	
archaeologist.	 	 The	project	 archaeologist	 shall	 be	 present	 full‐time	during	 the	 initial	
disturbances	of	matrix	with	potential	 to	contain	cultural	deposits	and	will	document	
activity.			

b. The	services	of	an	archaeologist,	qualified	for	historic	resource	evaluation,	as	defined	
in	 CEQA	 and	 Office	 of	 Historic	 Preservation	 (OHP)	 Guidelines,	 shall	 be	 secured	 to	
implement	 the	archaeological	monitoring	program.	 	The	qualified	archaeologist	shall	
be	listed,	or	be	eligible	for	listing,	in	the	Register	of	Professional	Archaeologist	(RPA).		
Recommendations	 may	 be	 obtained	 by	 contacting	 the	 South	 Central	 Coastal	
Information	Center	(657‐278‐5395)	located	at	California	State	University	Fullerton.	

c. In	 the	 event	 of	 a	 discovery,	 or	 when	 requested	 by	 the	 project	 archaeologist,	 the	
contractor	 shall	 divert,	 direct,	 or	 temporarily	 halt	 ground	 disturbing	 activities	 in	 an	
area	in	order	to	evaluate	potentially	significant	archaeological	resources.	

i. It	shall	be	the	responsibility	of	the	project	archaeologist	to:	determine	the	scope	
and	 significance	 of	 the	 find;	 determine	 the	 appropriate	 documentation,	
preservation,	 conservation,	 and/or	 relocation	 of	 the	 find;	 and	 determine	 when	
grading/excavation	activities	may	resume	in	the	area	of	the	find.	

ii. Determining	 the	 significance	 of	 the	 find	 shall	 be	 guided	 by	 California	 Public	
Resources	Code	Division	13,	Chapter	1,	Section	21083.2,	subdivision	(g)	and	(h).		
If	 the	 find	 is	 determined	 to	 be	 a	 “unique	 archaeological	 resource”,	 then	 the	
applicant,	 in	 conjunction	with	 the	 recommendation	of	 the	project	 archaeologist,	
shall	comply	with	Section	21083.2,	subdivisions	(b)	though	(f).	

iii. If	at	any	time	the	project	site,	or	a	portion	of	the	project	site,	is	determined	to	be	a	
“historical	 resource”	 as	 defined	 in	 California	 Code	 of	 Regulations	 Chapter	 3,	
Article	1,	Section	15064.5,	subdivision	(a),	the	project	archaeologist	shall	prepare	
and	issue	a	mitigation	plan	in	conformance	with	Section	15126.4,	subdivision	(b).	

iv. If	the	project	archaeologist	determines	that	continuation	of	the	project	or	project‐
related	 activities	 will	 result	 in	 an	 adverse	 impact	 on	 a	 discovered	 historic	
resource	which	cannot	be	mitigated,	all	 further	activities	resulting	 in	 the	 impact	
shall	 immediately	 cease,	 and	 the	 Lead	 Agency	 shall	 be	 contacted	 for	 further	
evaluation	and	direction.	
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v. The	 applicant	 shall	 comply	 with	 the	 recommendations	 of	 the	 project	
archaeologist	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 documentation,	 preservation,	 conservation,	
and/or	relocation	of	finds.	

d. Monitoring	activities	may	cease	when:	

vi. Initial	grading	and	all	excavation	activities	have	concluded;	or	

vii. By	 written	 consent	 of	 the	 project	 archaeologist	 agreeing	 that	 no	 further	
monitoring	is	necessary.		In	this	case,	a	signed	and	dated	copy	of	such	agreement	
shall	be	submitted	to	the	Dept.	of	City	Planning	for	retention	in	the	administrative	
record	for	Case	No.	ENV	2012‐2055‐EIR.	

e. At	 the	 conclusion	 of	monitoring	 activities,	 and	 only	 if	 archaeological	materials	were	
encountered,	 the	 project	 archaeologist	 shall	 prepare	 and	 submit	 a	 report	 of	 the	
findings	to	the	South	Central	Coastal	Information	Center.	

f. At	 the	 conclusion	 of	 monitoring	 activities,	 the	 project	 archaeologist	 shall	 prepare	 a	
signed	statement	indicating	the	first	and	last	date	monitoring	activities	took	place,	and	
submit	it	to	the	Dept.	of	City	Planning,	for	retention	in	the	administrative	file	for	Case	
No.	ENV	2012‐2055‐EIR.	

c.  Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 

feature? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.	 	The	Project	Site	does	not	 include	any	known	unique	geologic	 features.	 	 In	
addition,	 no	 unique	 geologic	 features	 are	 anticipated	 to	 be	 encountered	 during	 project	 construction.		
Therefore,	the	Project	would	not	directly	or	indirectly	destroy	a	unique	geologic	feature.		Impacts	associated	
with	unique	geologic	features	would	be	less	than	significant	and	no	mitigation	measures	would	be	necessary.	

The	Project	Site	has	been	previously	disturbed	by	historical	grading,	building,	and	remediation	activities,	and	
there	 is	 no	 record	 that	 any	 significant	 paleontological	 resources	were	 ever	 recovered	 at	 the	 Project	 Site.		
However,	Project‐related	grading	and	excavation	 for	subterranean	parking	and	building	 foundations	could	
extend	 into	 native	 soils	 that	 might	 potentially	 contain	 paleontological	 resources,	 which	 is	 a	 potentially	
significant	 impact.	 	 In	 the	 event	 of	 the	discovery	of	 previously	unknown	paleontological	 resources	during	
construction,	implementation	of	the	following	standard	City	Regulatory	Compliance	Measure	would	reduce	
impacts	to	a	less	than	significant	level.		No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	required.	

Regulatory	Compliance	Measure	IS‐2:		 	If	 any	 paleontological	 materials	 are	 encountered	 during	 the	
course	 of	 Project	 development,	 all	 further	 development	 activity	 shall	 halt	 and	 the	
following	shall	be	undertaken:	

g. The	 services	 of	 a	 paleontologist	 shall	 then	 be	 secured	 by	 contacting	 the	 Center	 for	
Public	 Paleontology‐USC,	 UCLA,	 California	 State	 University	 Los	 Angeles,	 California	
State	University	Long	Beach,	or	the	Los	Angeles	County	Natural	History	Museum‐who	
shall	 assess	 the	 discovered	 material(s)	 and	 prepare	 a	 survey,	 study	 or	 report	
evaluating	the	impact.	

h. The	 paleontologist's	 survey,	 study	 or	 report	 shall	 contain	 a	 recommendation(s),	 if	
necessary,	for	the	preservation,	conservation,	or	relocation	of	the	resource.	

i. The	 Applicant	 shall	 comply	 with	 the	 recommendations	 of	 the	 evaluating	
paleontologist,	as	contained	in	the	survey,	study	or	report.	
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j. Project	development	activities	may	resume	once	copies	of	the	paleontological	survey,	
study	or	report	are	submitted	to	the	Los	Angeles	County	Natural	History	Museum.	

Regulatory	Compliance	Measure	IS‐3:		Prior	to	the	issuance	of	any	building	permit,	the	Applicant	shall	
submit	a	 letter	 to	 the	case	 file	 indicating	what,	 if	 any,	paleontological	 reports	have	been	
submitted,	or	a	statement	indicating	that	no	material	was	discovered.	

Regulatory	 Compliance	Measure	 IS‐4:	 	 A	 covenant	 and	 agreement	 binding	 the	 Applicant	 to	 this	
condition	shall	be	recorded	prior	to	issuance	of	a	grading	permit.	

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

Less	Than	Significant	 Impact.	 	There	 are	 no	 known	burial	 sites	within	 the	 Project	 boundaries	 or	 in	 the	
vicinity.		Nonetheless,	although	remote,	the	potential	exists	to	encounter	human	remains	during	excavation	
activities,	 which	 is	 a	 potentially	 significant	 impact.	 	 In	 the	 event	 of	 the	 discovery	 of	 unrecorded	 human	
remains	 during	 construction,	 compliance	 with	 the	 following	 standard	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Regulatory	
Compliance	Measure	would	reduce	impacts	to	a	less	than	significant	level.	No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	
an	EIR	is	required.	

Regulatory	Compliance	Measure	 IS‐5:	As	required	by	state	 law	(e.g.,	Public	Resources	Code	Section	
5097.98,	 State	Health	 and	 Safety	 Code	 Section	 7050.5,	 and	 California	 Code	 of	 Regulations	
Section	15064.5(e)),	if	human	remains	are	discovered	at	the	Project	Site	during	construction,	
work	 at	 the	 specific	 construction	 site	 at	which	 the	 remains	 have	 been	 uncovered	 shall	 be	
suspended,	and	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Public	Works	Department	and	County	coroner	shall	
be	immediately	notified.	If	the	remains	are	determined	by	the	County	coroner	to	be	Native	
American,	the	Native	American	Heritage	Commission	shall	be	notified	within	24	hours,	and	
the	 guidelines	 of	 the	 Native	 American	 Heritage	 Commission	 shall	 be	 adhered	 to	 in	 the	
treatment	and	disposition	of	the	remains.		

VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Portions	 of	 the	 following	 impact	 analysis	 pertaining	 to	 the	Project	 Site’s	 underlying	 geology	 and	 soils	 are	
based,	 in	 part,	 on	 information	 contained	 in	 the	 Report	 of	 Geotechnical	 Due‐Diligence	 Investigation	 for	 a	
Proposed	 Mixed‐Use	 Development,	 Chinatown	 Area,	 Los	 Angeles,	 California,	 (“Geotechnical	 Investigation”)	
prepared	by	LGC	Valley,	Inc.	in	June	2013.		The	Geotechnical	Investigation	is	included	as	Appendix	B‐1	of	this	
Initial	Study.	

Would	the	project:	

a.  Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 

injury, or death involving: 

i.  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist‐Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 

substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 

Publication 42. 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.		The	seismically	active	region	of	southern	California	is	crossed	by	numerous	
active	 and	 potentially	 active	 faults	 and	 is	 underlain	 by	 several	 blind	 thrust	 faults.	 	 Based	 on	 criteria	
established	by	the	California	Geological	Survey	(“CGS”),	faults	can	be	classified	as	active,	potentially	active,	or	
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inactive.	 	Active	faults	are	those	that	have	shown	evidence	of	movement	within	the	past	11,000	years	(i.e.,	
during	 the	 Holocene	 Epoch).	 	 Potentially	 active	 faults	 are	 those	 that	 have	 shown	 evidence	 of	 movement	
between	11,000	and	1.6	million	years	ago	(i.e.,	during	the	Pleistocene	Epoch).		Inactive	faults	are	those	that	
have	exhibited	displacement	greater	 than	1.6	million	years	before	 the	present	 (i.e.,	during	 the	Quaternary	
Epoch).	 	 Blind	 thrust	 faults	 are	 low	 angle	 reverse	 faults	with	 no	 surface	 expression.	 	 Due	 to	 their	 buried	
nature,	the	existence	of	blind	thrust	faults	is	usually	not	known	until	they	produce	an	earthquake.		

The	closest	Holocene	(active)	fault	to	the	Project	Site	is	the	Newport‐Inglewood	Fault,	located	approximately	
8	 miles	 southwest	 of	 the	 site.	 	 The	 closest	 Pleistocene	 (potentially	 active)	 fault	 is	 the	 Hollywood	 Fault,	
located	approximately	4	miles	north	of	the	site.		Several	Quaternary	faults	(non‐active	faults)	are	also	located	
greater	than	5	miles	from	the	Project	Site.		The	closest	blind	thrust	faults	to	the	Project	Site	are	the	Elysian	
Park	Thrust	Fault,	which	generally	underlies	the	southwest	portion	of	the	Los	Angeles	Basin,	approximately	
3.3	miles	southwest	of	the	Project	Site.		

Fault	rupture	is	the	displacement	that	occurs	along	the	surface	of	a	fault	during	an	earthquake.		The	CGS	has	
established	 earthquake	 fault	 zones	 known	 as	 Alquist‐Priolo	 Earthquake	 Fault	 Zones	 around	 the	 surface	
traces	 of	 active	 faults	 to	 assist	 cities	 and	 counties	 in	 planning,	 zoning,	 and	 building	 regulation	 functions.		
These	zones	identify	areas	where	potential	surface	rupture	along	an	active	fault	could	prove	hazardous	and	
identify	where	special	studies	are	required	to	characterize	hazards	to	habitable	structures.		In	addition,	the	
City	of	Los	Angeles	General	Plan	Safety	Element	has	designated	 fault	 rupture	 study	areas	extending	along	
each	side	of	 active	and	potentially	active	 faults	 to	establish	 areas	of	hazard	potential	due	 to	 fault	 rupture.		
Although	there	are	numerous	active	and	potentially	active	faults	through	the	Los	Angeles	region,	none	are	
located	close	enough	to	produce	surface	expression	at	the	Project	Site.		Thus,	the	Project	Site	is	not	located	
with	 an	 Alquist‐Priolo	 Earthquake	 Fault	 Zone,	 and	 no	 known	 faults	 exist	 on	 the	 site.5	 	 Based	 on	 this	
information,	 the	Project	would	not	 result	 in	 substantial	 damage	 to	 structures	 or	 infrastructure,	 or	 expose	
people	 to	 substantial	 risk	of	 injury	 involving	 rupture	of	 a	known	earthquake	 fault	 and,	 therefore,	 impacts	
from	fault	rupture	are	less	than	significant	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.		

ii.  Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.		The	Project	Site	is	located	within	the	seismically	active	Southern	California	
region	and	is	not	exposed	to	a	greater	than	normal	seismic	risk	than	other	properties	in	the	City.		The	level	of	
ground	shaking	that	would	be	experienced	at	the	Project	Site	from	active	or	potentially	active	faults	or	blind	
thrust	 faults	 in	 the	 region	would	be	 a	 function	of	 several	 factors	 including	earthquake	magnitude,	 type	of	
faulting,	rupture	propagation	path,	distance	from	the	epicenter,	earthquake	depth,	duration	of	shaking,	site	
topography,	and	site	geology.		The	active	faults	that	could	produce	shaking	at	the	Project	Site	are	the	same	
faults	discussed	 in	Checklist	Question	VI(a)ii	above,	plus	the	Whittier‐Elsinore	Fault,	San	Jacinto	Fault,	San	
Andreas	Fault	and	numerous	other	smaller	faults	and	blind	thrust	faults	found	throughout	the	region.			

Based	on	the	Project	Site’s	relationship	with	known	faults,	the	Geotechnical	Investigation	concluded	that	the	
design	 earthquake	 (10	 percent	 chance	 of	 being	 exceeded	 in	 50‐year	 period)	 could	 produce	 a	 weighted	
magnitude	 Peak	 Horizontal	 Ground	 Acceleration	 (“PHGA”)	 of	 0.40g	 at	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 As	with	 any	 new	
project	development	in	the	State	of	California,	building	design	and	construction	are	required	to	conform	to	
the	current	seismic	design	provisions	of	 the	City’s	Building	Code,	which	 incorporates	relevant	provision	of	

																																																													
5		 City	of	Los	Angeles,	Department	of	City	Planning,	Los	Angeles	Citywide	General	Plan,	Safety	Element,	November	26,	1996,	Exhibit	A.		

Available	at:	http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/saftyelt.pdf,	accessed	January	6,	2014.	
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the	 2013	 California	 Building	 Code	 (“CBC”).	 	 The	 2013	 CBC,	 as	 amended	 by	 the	 City’s	 Building	 Code,	
incorporates	the	latest	seismic	design	standards	for	structural	loads	and	materials	to	provide	for	the	latest	in	
earthquake	safety.			

While	 it	 is	 likely	 that	 future	 earthquakes	 produced	 in	 southern	 California	 would	 shake	 the	 Project	 Site,	
modern,	well‐constructed	buildings	are	designed	to	resist	ground	shaking	through	the	use	of	shear	panels	
and	other	forms	of	building	reinforcement.	 	As	with	any	new	construction	in	the	City	and	State,	design	and	
construction	 techniques	 for	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 required	 to	 conform	 to	 the	 current	 seismic	 design	
provisions	 of	 the	 2013	 CBC	 (as	 amended	 by	 the	 City’s	 Building	 Code).	 	 Additionally,	 construction	 of	 the	
Project	 would	 be	 required	 to	 adhere	 to	 applicable	 recommendations	 provided	 in	 the	 Geotechnical	
Investigation,	to	minimize	seismic‐related	hazards.		Overall,	given	compliance	with	regulatory	requirements	
and	 site‐specific	 recommendations,	 impacts	 associated	 with	 seismic	 ground	 shaking	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant.		No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.	

iii.  Seismic‐related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less	Than	Significant	 Impact.	 	Liquefaction	 is	a	seismic	phenomenon	 in	which	 loose,	 saturated,	granular	
soils	 behave	 similarly	 to	 a	 fluid	when	 subject	 to	 high‐intensity	 ground	 shaking.	 	 Specifically,	 liquefaction	
occurs	 when	 the	 shock	 waves	 from	 an	 earthquake	 of	 sufficient	 magnitude	 and	 duration	 compact	 and	
decrease	 the	 volume	 of	 the	 soil;	 if	 drainage	 cannot	 occur,	 this	 reduction	 in	 soil	 volume	will	 increase	 the	
pressure	exerted	on	the	water	contained	in	the	soil,	 forcing	it	upward	to	the	ground	surface.	 	This	process	
can	 transform	 stable	 soil	material	 into	 a	 fluid‐like	 state.	 	 This	 fluid‐like	 state	 can	 result	 in	 horizontal	 and	
vertical	movements	of	soils	and	building	foundations	from	lateral	spreading	of	liquefied	materials	and	post‐
earthquake	 settlement	of	 liquefied	materials.	 	 Liquefaction	occurs	when	 three	 general	 conditions	exist:	 1)	
shallow	 groundwater;	 2)	 low	 density	 non‐cohesive	 (granular)	 soils;	 and	 3)	 high‐intensity	 ground	motion.		
Studies	 indicate	 that	saturated,	 loose	 to	medium	dense,	near	surface	cohesionless	soils	exhibit	 the	highest	
liquefaction	 potential,	 while	 dry,	 dense,	 cohesionless	 soils	 and	 cohesive	 soils	 exhibit	 low	 to	 negligible	
liquefaction	potential.	

The	Project	Site	is	located	within	a	City	of	Los	Angeles‐designated	Liquefaction	Hazard	Zone.6		In	general,	the	
Project	Site	is	underlain	by	undocumented	fills	to	a	depth	of	7	feet	below	ground	surface	(“bgs”)	that	consist	
of	silty	sand	and	some	gravel.		These	undocumented	fills	were	found	to	be	loose	to	medium	dense	and	dry	to	
slightly	moist.		Below	the	undocumented	fill	material,	alluvial	soils	were	encountered.		The	alluvial	soils	were	
stiff	to	hard	silts/clays,	medium	dense	to	very	dense	silty/gravelly	sand,	and	sand.		Generally,	the	soils	below	
the	proposed	depth	of	the	subterranean	garage	were	found	to	be	dense	and	very	dense	silty	to	gravelly	sand.		
These	alluvial	soils	were	dry	to	slightly	moist	in	the	upper	most	30	feet	and	slightly	moist	to	saturated	below	
30	feet.	

The	 Geotechnical	 Investigation	 evaluated	 whether	 the	 fine‐grained	 soils	 encountered	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	
(silts	 and	 clays)	 are	 susceptible	 to	 liquefaction.	 	 Groundwater	 was	 encountered	 in	 the	 borings	 at	 depths	
ranging	 from	 approximately	 30	 to	 35	 feet	 bgs,	 and	 the	 highest	 historic	 groundwater	 level	 for	 the	 site	 is	
approximately	20	feet	bgs.			

																																																													
6		 City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	Parcel	Profile	Report:	129	W	College	St.		Generated	January	16,	2014.	
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The	Geotechnical	 	Investigation	noted	that	the	soil	layers	below	the	upper	20	feet,	which	are	low	plasticity	
silts/clays,	have	been	 found	 to	be	 liquefiable	 in	a	 seismic	event;	 the	 fine	grained	soils	encountered	on	 the	
Project	 Site	 are	 considered	 to	 be	 low	 to	 moderately	 plastic,	 and	 were	 therefore	 evaluated	 as	 potentially	
liquefiable	soils.		On‐site	soils	encountered	at	depths	greater	than	20	feet	in	the	borings	were	gravelly/silty	
sands	 to	 silty/clayey	 soils,	were	 found	 to	 be	 slightly	moist	 to	wet,	 and	 based	 on	 blow	 counts	 and	 in‐situ	
densities	were	found	to	be	medium	dense	to	dense	or	stiff	to	hard.	

Based	on	the	 liquefaction	analysis	considering	a	design	groundwater	elevation	of	20	 feet	and	a	magnitude	
weighted	 peak	 ground	 acceleration	 of	 0.4g,	 the	 results	 indicated	 that	 the	 sandy	 soils	 encountered	 in	 the	
upper	soil	layers	were	not	potentially	liquefiable;	however	some	fine	grained	layers	of	silty/clayey	soils	were	
found	to	be	potentially	liquefiable	between	35–45	feet	bgs.			

Based	on	the	results	of	the	previous	liquefaction	analysis,	the	Geotechnical	Investigation	concluded	that	the	
amount	 of	 total	 seismically	 induced	 settlement	 possible	 for	 the	 design	 conditions,	 with	 the	 remedial	
recommendations	provided	therein,	is	less	than	one‐quarter	inch.		Based	on	this	small	amount	of	settlement	
during	 the	 design	 seismic	 event,	 the	 Geotechnical	 Investigation	 concluded	 that	 the	 potential	 for	 dry	 sand	
settlement	is	considered	negligible	(i.e.,	less	than	a	tenth	of	an	inch)	due	the	lack	of	dry,	loose	granular	soils.		
Nonetheless,	 the	 Geotechnical	 Investigation	 contains	 design	 recommendations	 to	 account	 for	 one‐quarter	
inch	 of	 post‐construction	 seismic	 settlement,	 including	 design	 specifications	 for	 conventional	 and	 mat	
foundations.	

In	 addition,	 as	with	 any	development	project	within	 the	City,	 the	Project	would	 comply	with	 the	Uniform	
Building	Code	Chapter	18,	Division	1,	Section	1804.5,	Liquefaction	Potential	and	Soil	 Strength	Loss,	which	
requires	 the	 preparation	 of	 a	 final	 geotechnical	 report	 that	 outlines	 site‐specific	 design	 recommendations	
related	to	liquefaction	and	soil‐strength	loss.		Prior	to	issuance	of	the	building	permit,	the	Applicant	would	be	
required	to	submit	the	final	geotechnical	report	to	the	City’s	Department	of	Building	and	Safety	(“LADBS”),	
which	would	review	the	report	and	issue	an	Approval	Letter.		The	Project	would	be	required	to	comply	with	
the	 conditions	 contained	 within	 LADBS’s	 Approval	 Letter	 for	 the	 Project,	 which	 may	 be	 subsequently	
amended	 or	 modified.	 	 With	 adherence	 to	 the	 site‐specific	 design	 recommendation	 in	 the	 Geotechnical	
Investigation	provided	in	Appendix	B‐1	and	the	final	geotechnical	report	and	any	subsequent	modifications	
by	LADBS,	impacts	with	regard	to	liquefaction	would	be	less	than	significant.	 	No	further	evaluation	of	this	
topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.		No	mitigation	measures	are	required.	

iv.  Landslides? 

No	Impact.	 	The	Project	Site	is	not	located	within	a	City‐designated	Hillside	Grading	Area,	is	not	subject	to	
the	City’s	Hillside	Ordinance,	and	is	not	located	in	a	City‐designated	Landslide	area.7		Additionally,	the	Project	
Site	 is	 relatively	 flat,	 sloping	 very	 gently	 to	 the	 southeast.	 	 Further,	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 not	 in	 immediate	
proximity	to	any	mountains	or	steep	slopes.		As	such,	the	Geotechnical	Investigation	concluded	that	there	are	
no	 indications	 of	 landslides	 close	 to	 or	within	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 expose	
people	or	structures	to	potential	substantial	adverse	effects	involving	landslides	and	no	impact	would	result.		
No	mitigation	measures	would	be	required	and	no	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.	

																																																													
7		 City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	Parcel	Profile	Report:	129	W	College	St.		Generated	January	16,	2014.	
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b.  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.		During	construction,	the	5.24‐acre	Project	Site	would	be	subject	to	ground‐
disturbing	 activities	 (e.g.,	 excavation,	 grading,	 foundation	 construction,	 the	 installation	of	 utilities).	 	 These	
activities	would	expose	soils	for	a	limited	time,	allowing	for	possible	erosion.			

Although	 Project	 development	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 result	 in	 the	 erosion	 of	 soils,	 this	 potential	 would	 be	
reduced	 by	 implementation	 of	 standard	 erosion	 controls	 imposed	 during	 site	 preparation	 and	 grading	
activities.	 	 Specifically,	 all	 grading	 activities	would	 require	 grading	permits	 from	 the	 LADBS,	which	would	
include	requirements	and	standards	designed	to	limit	potential	impacts	associated	with	erosion.		In	addition,	
on‐site	grading	and	site	preparation	would	also	comply	with	all	applicable	provisions	of	Chapter	IX,	Division	
70	of	the	LAMC	which	addresses	grading,	excavations,	and	fills.		This	municipal	code	section	requires	that	all	
grading	activities	occur	in	accordance	with	grading	permits	issued	by	LADBS.		The	permits	typically	require	
that	excavation	and	grading	activities	be	scheduled	during	dry	weather	periods.	 	 Should	grading	activities	
occur	during	the	rainy	season	(October	1st	to	April	14th),	a	Wet	Weather	Erosion	Control	Plan	(“WWECP”)	
would	be	prepared	pursuant	to	the	“Manual	and	Guideline	for	Temporary	and	Emergency	Erosion	Control,”	
adopted	by	the	Los	Angeles	Board	of	Public	Works.		The	WWECP	would	include	measures	such	as	diversion	
dikes	to	channel	runoff	around	the	site.		Division	70	of	the	LAMC	also	requires	that	stockpiles,	excavated,	and	
exposed	soil	be	covered	with	secured	tarps,	plastic	sheeting,	erosion	control	 fabrics,	or	treated	with	a	bio‐
degradable	soil	 stabilizer.	 	A	deputy	grading	 inspector	 is	 required	be	on‐site	during	grading	operations	 to	
ensure	 adhered	 to	 applicable	 regulations.	 	 Lastly,	 as	 Project	 construction	would	 require	 greater	 than	 one	
acre	 of	 ground‐disturbing	 activities,	 the	 Applicant	 would	 be	 required	 to	 prepare	 a	 Stormwater	 Pollution	
Prevention	 Plan	 (“SWPPP”)	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	 National	 Pollutant	 Discharge	 Elimination	 System	
(“NPDES”)	permit.	 	The	 SWPPP	 incorporates	best‐management	practices	 (“BMPs”)	 in	 accordance	with	 the	
City	of	Los	Angeles’s	Best	Management	Practices	Handbook,	Part	A	Construction	Activities	to	control	erosion	
and	to	protect	the	quality	of	surface	water	runoff	during	the	Project’s	construction	period.			

Regarding	 soil	 erosion	 during	 Project	 operations,	 the	 potential	 is	 relatively	 low	 due	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 the	
Project	 Site	would	 be	 developed	with	 buildings	 and/or	 landscaped.	 	 The	 use	 of	 hardscape	 and	 landscape	
plantings	 would	 act	 as	 an	 effective	 barrier	 to	 soil	 erosion	 by	 impeding	 direct	 contact	 between	
precipitation/irrigation	 and	 on‐site	 soils.	 	 With	 compliance	 with	 regulatory	 requirements	 that	 include	
implementation	of	BMPs,	less	than	significant	impacts	would	occur	related	to	erosion	or	loss	of	topsoil.	

c.  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result 

of the project, and potentially result in on‐ or off‐site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 

liquefaction or collapse? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.		Soils	on	the	Project	Site	consist	of	undocumented	fill	material	underlain	by	
natural	 deposits	 of	Holocene‐age	 alluvial	 deposits	 likely	 derived	 from	 the	 Santa	Monica	Mountains	 to	 the	
west.		Potential	impacts	with	respect	to	liquefaction	and	landslide	potential	were	determined	to	be	less	than	
significant	based	on	the	analysis	presented	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Questions	VI(a)(iii)	and	(iv),	above.		
With	 respect	 to	 lateral	 spreading,	 or	 collapse,	 all	 Project	 construction	 and	 design	would	 comply	with	 the	
2010	CBC,	as	enforced	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	which	is	designed	to	assure	safe	construction	and	includes	
building	 foundation	 requirements	 appropriate	 to	 the	 conditions	 present	 at	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Further,	 the	
Geotechnical	Investigation	concluded	that	no	significant	permanent	slopes	currently	exist	on	the	Project	Site;	
therefore,	 slope	 stability	 is	 not	 considered	 an	 issue	with	 respect	 to	 Project	 development.	 	With	 regard	 to	
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subsidence,	the	Project	Site	is	not	located	within	the	vicinity	of	subsurface	oil	and	mineral	extraction,	which	
would	result	in	subsidence	at	the	Project	Site.	

Project	excavation	would	cause	disturbance	of	existing	soils	and	contribute	to	potential	localized	raveling	or	
caving	of	excavated	areas	(e.g.	the	excavated	side	walls	loosing	stability).		Such	potential	effects	are	typical	of	
construction	 for	 projects	with	 deep	 excavations.	 	 All	 required	 excavations	would	 be	 sloped	 and	 properly	
shored	in	accordance	with	applicable	provisions	of	the	CBC	as	incorporated	into	the	City’s	Building	Code,	and	
the	site‐specific	recommendations	contained	in	the	Geotechnical	Investigation.		Specifically,	the	Geotechnical	
Investigation	 recommends	 that	 all	 excavations	 should	 be	 performed	 in	 accordance	 with	 Project	 plans,	
specifications,	 and	 all	 Occupational	 Safety	 and	 Health	 Administration	 (OSHA)	 requirements.	 	 Excavations	
should	be	 laid	back	or	 shored	 in	 accordance	with	OSHA	requirements	before	personnel	or	 equipment	are	
allowed	 to	 enter.	 	 Further,	 the	Geotechnical	 Investigation	 recommends	 a	 temporary	 shoring	 system	be	 in	
place	during	Project	excavation	and	construction.		Sample	recommendations	for	the	shoring	system	include	
bracing	strategies,	minimum	soil	pressure	recommendations,	methods	of	appropriate	tie	back,	appropriate	
spacing	and	design	parameters	of	piles	and	bracing,	etc.)	or	tie‐back	shoring	is	recommended	in	areas	where	
the	shoring	will	be	located	close	to	existing	structures	in	order	to	limit	shoring	defections	or	required	due	to	
the	proposed	depth	of	excavation,	and	allowable	 friction	coefficients.	 	With	compliance	with	standard	City	
requirements	 and	 the	 recommendations	of	 the	Geotechnical	 Investigation,	 impacts	 associated	with	 lateral	
spreading,	subsidence,	or	collapse	would	be	less	than	significant.		No	mitigation	measures	are	required	and	
no	further	analysis	of	this	issue	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.	

d.  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18‐1‐B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 

creating substantial risks to life or property? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.	 	The	soils	beneath	the	Project	Site	are	alluvial	soils	that	do	not	have	a	high	
expansion	potential.		Based	on	laboratory	testing,	the	Geotechnical	Investigation	found	that	on‐site	soils	have	
an	expansion	index	of	9	(very	low)	in	the	2013	CBC.		As	a	result,	the	soils	underlying	the	Project	Site	would	
not	 cause	 structural	 concerns	 related	 to	 the	 expansion	 of	 soils.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 be	 constructed	 and	
designed	in	accordance	with	the	2013	CBC,	as	enforced	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles,	which	includes	building	
foundation	 requirements	 appropriate	 to	 site‐specific.	 	 Because	underlying	 soils	 are	not	 expansive	 and	 the	
Project	would	be	designed	and	constructed	in	accordance	with	applicable	regulations,	impacts	with	respect	
to	expansive	soils	would	be	less	than	significant.		No	mitigation	measures	or	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	
an	EIR	are	necessary.	

e.  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste 

water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 

No	 Impact.	 	 The	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	 in	 an	 urbanized	 area	where	municipal	wastewater	 infrastructure	
already	 exists.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 connect	 to	 existing	 infrastructure	 and	 would	 not	 use	 septic	 tanks	 or	
alternative	wastewater	disposal	systems.		Therefore,	no	impact	would	occur.		No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	
in	an	EIR	is	necessary	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	
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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? 

Potentially	Significant	Impact.	 	Construction	and	operation	of	the	Project	would	increase	greenhouse	gas	
(“GHG”)	 emissions	 which	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 either	 individually	 or	 cumulatively	 result	 in	 a	 significant	
impact	on	the	environment.	 	 In	addition,	the	Project	would	generate	vehicle	trips	that	would	contribute	to	
the	emission	of	GHGs.		The	amount	of	GHG	emissions	associated	with	the	Project	has	not	been	estimated	at	
this	 time.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 recommended	 that	 this	 topic	 be	 further	 evaluated	 in	 an	 EIR	 and	 include	 a	
quantitative	assessment	of	Project‐generated	GHG	emissions	resulting	from	construction	equipment,	vehicle	
trips,	 electricity	 and	 natural	 gas	 usage,	 and	 water	 conveyance,	 as	 well	 as	 relevant	 Project	 features	 that	
reduce	GHG	emissions.	

b.   Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 

emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Potentially	Significant	 Impact.	 	 In	 2010,	 the	City	 adopted	 the	 2010	California	Green	Building	 Standards	
Code,	also	known	as	CALGreen,	with	amendments,	as	Ordinance	No.	181,480,	thereby	codifying	provisions	of	
CALGreen	as	the	new	Los	Angeles	Green	Code	(“LA	Green	Code”).		As	of	January	2011,	the	LA	Green	Code	is	
applicable	to	the	construction	of	new	buildings	(residential	and	nonresidential),	building	alterations	with	a	
permit	 valuation	 of	 over	 $200,000,	 and	 residential	 and	 nonresidential	 building	 additions.	 	 The	 LA	 Green	
Code	contains	both	mandatory	and	voluntary	green	building	measures	 for	the	reduction	of	GHG	emissions	
through	 energy	 conservation.	 	 In	 addition,	 the	 Project	 is	 required	 to	 implement	 applicable	 energy	
conservation	measures	to	reduce	GHG	emissions	such	as	those	described	in	the	California	Global	Warming	
Solutions	Act	of	2006,	also	known	as	AB	32.		The	Project	would	incorporate	sustainable	elements	of	design,	
construction	 and	 operation	 consistent	 with	 the	 minimum	 standards	 of	 the	 United	 States	 Green	 Building	
Council	(“USGBC”)	Leadership	in	Energy	and	Environmental	Design	(“LEED”)	Certification	at	the	Silver	level.		
Some	of	 the	key	 features	 intended	 to	contribute	 to	energy	efficiency	 include	 the	use	of	glass/windows	 for	
ventilation	and	daylight	accessibility,	and	landscaping	of	roof	decks.	 	Other	features	would	include	heating,	
ventilation,	and	air	conditioning	(HVAC)	systems	that	use	ozone‐friendly	refrigerants;	materials	and	finishes	
that	emit	minimal	quantities	of	volatile	organic	compounds	(“VOCs”);	high‐efficiency	fixtures	and	appliances;	
water	conservation	measures	including	low‐flow	fixtures;	recycling	of	solid	waste;	and	stormwater	retention	
on‐site.	 	 The	 Project	would	 be	 designed	 to	 comply	with	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Green	 Code,	which	 establishes	 a	
higher	 standard	 for	 building	 sustainability	 than	 the	 2010	 California	 Green	 Building	 Standard	 Code,	 or	
CALGreen,	 which	 it	 incorporates	with	 amendment	 Nonetheless,	 the	 amount	 of	 greenhouse	 gas	 emissions	
associated	with	the	Project	has	not	been	estimated	at	this	time.		Therefore,	further	evaluation	is	required	to	
determine	if	the	Project	would	achieve	consistency	with	applicable	plans,	policies	or	regulations	adopted	for	
the	purpose	of	reducing	GHG	emissions.	



June 2014    Attachment B:  Explanation of Checklist Determinations 

 

City	of	Los	Angeles	 College	Station	Project	
.	 	 B‐17	
	

VIII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  

Would	the	project:	

a.  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, 

or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.	 	Project	construction	activities	would	result	 in	a	temporary	increase	in	the	
use	 of	 typical	 construction	 materials	 at	 the	 site,	 including	 concrete,	 hydraulic	 fluids,	 paints,	 cleaning	
materials,	and	vehicle	fuels.		The	use	of	these	materials	during	Project	construction	would	be	short‐term	in	
nature	 and	 would	 occur	 in	 accordance	 with	 standard	 construction	 practices,	 as	 well	 as	 with	 applicable	
federal,	state,	and	local	regulations.		Potentially	hazardous	materials	would	be	contained,	stored,	and	used	in	
accordance	 with	 manufacturers’	 instructions	 and	 handled	 in	 compliance	 with	 applicable	 standards	 and	
regulations.	 	Because	these	activities	would	be	short‐term	and	cease	with	Project	completion,	construction	
activities	would,	therefore,	not	create	a	significant	hazard	to	the	public	or	environment	through	the	routine	
transport,	use,	or	disposal	of	hazardous	materials	and	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	

The	 operation	 of	 residential	 and	 retail	 uses	 associated	 with	 the	 Project	 would	 use	 minimal	 amounts	 of	
hazardous	 materials	 for	 routine	 cleaning	 and	 maintenance.	 	 These	 hazardous	 materials	 include	 small	
quantities	 of	 commercially	 available	 cleaning	 solutions,	 solvents,	 and	 pesticides.	 	 Additionally,	 the	 Project	
would	 utilize	 limited	 amounts	 of	 hydraulic	 fluid	 in	 the	 elevator	 equipment	 and	 limited	 quantities	 of	
refrigerant	 in	 the	 Heating,	 Ventilation	 and	 Air	 Conditioning	 (“HVAC”)	 system.	 	 All	 potentially	 hazardous	
materials	would	be	contained,	stored,	and	used	in	accordance	with	manufacturers’	instructions	and	handled	
in	compliance	with	applicable	standards	and	regulations.		With	compliance	with	existing	federal,	state,	and	
local	regulations,	the	transport,	use,	and	storage	of	these	materials	would	not	pose	a	significant	hazard	to	the	
public	 or	 the	 environment	 and	 the	 Project	 would	 result	 in	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact.	 	 No	mitigation	
measures	would	be	required	and	no	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.	

b.  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 

upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 

environment? 

Less	Than	Significant	 Impact.	 	The	 following	discussion	of	 hazardous	materials	 is	 based,	 in	part,	 on	 the	
technical	report	for	the	Project	entitled	Environmental	Review	of	the	Chinatown	Property	Referred	to	as	Parcel	
PA‐018	 at	 924	 North	 Spring	 Street	 (“Environmental	 Review”)	 prepared	 by	 HMC	 Hazard	 Management	
Consultants	 in	 April	 2013.	 	 The	 Environmental	 Review,	which	 is	 included	 as	 Appendix	 B‐2	 of	 this	 Initial	
Study,	summarizes	several	hazardous	materials	investigations	prepared	for	previously	proposed	uses	on	the	
Project	Site.		The	reports	summarized	include	the	following:		

 Final	Site	Report	Underground	Storage	Tank	Removal,	prepared	by	Canonie	Environmental	in	1989.	

 Workplan	for	Los	Angeles	County	Metropolitan	Transportation	Authority	Phase	II	Environmental	Site,	
prepared	by	Weston	in	1995.	

 Phase	 One	 Environmental	 Assessment	 for	 Parcel	 PA‐018,	 Metro	 Pasadena	 Blue	 Line	 prepared	 by	
Weston	in	1996.	

 Workplan	for	Parcel	PA‐018	Further	Investigation,	prepared	by	Montgomery	Watson	in	1999.	

 Report	of	Environmental	Soil	and	Groundwater	Assessment,	prepared	by	LAW	Gibb	Group	in	2000.	

 Remedial	Action	Plan,	prepared	by	England	Geosystems	in	2001.	
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 Updated	Remedial	Action	Plan,	prepared	by	England	Geosystems	in	2001.	

 Remedial	Action	Plan	Implementation	Summary	and	Site	Closure	Request,	Parcel	PA‐018,	prepared	by	
England	Geosystems	in	2002.	

 Response	to	OEHHA	Comments,	Updated	Remedial	Action	Plan	Parcel	PA‐018,	prepared	by	England	
Geosystems,	2002	

 No	Further	Action	 ‐	Parcel	PA‐018,	Los	Angeles	 to	Pasadena	Blue	Line,	924	North	 Spring	 Street	Los	
Angeles,	issued	by	the	Los	Angeles	Regional	Water	Quality	Control	Board	(“LARWQCB”)	in	2003.	

The	 Project	 Site	 has	 been	 the	 site	 of	multiple	 hazardous	materials	 investigations	 beginning	 in	 1989	with	
documentation	 of	 the	 removal	 of	 underground	 storage	 tanks	 (“USTs”).	 A	 1995	 workplan	 and	 Phase	 II	
investigation	was	performed	by	Metro	in	conjunction	with	their	use	of	the	Site	for	construction	staging	for	
Gold	 Line	 and	 station	 construction.	 	 A	 related	 1996	 Phase	 I	 investigation	 was	 performed	 by	 Metro	 that	
recommended	additional	limited	Phase	II	investigation	of	contaminated	soils,	groundwater,	and	the	status	of	
monitoring	wells	reported	to	have	been	installed	on‐site	during	previous	investigations.	 	A	1999	workplan	
was	 prepared	 for	 further	 investigation	 that	 was	 conducted	 on	 the	 Site,	 including	 soil	 and	 groundwater	
sampling	and	a	determination	of	the	potential	for	on‐site	migration	of	hydrocarbons	in	groundwater	beneath	
adjacent	properties.		A	new	soil	and	groundwater	investigation	performed	in	2000,	apparently	preparatory	
to	the	Site	changing	hands,	and	undertook	new	soil	borings	across	the	site	to	sample	soil	and	groundwater.		
Finally,	 three	 remedial	 action	 plans	 (“RAPs”)	were	 prepared	 between	 2000	 and	 2002;	 the	 RAPS	 involved	
additional	 testing	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 prior	 to	 the	 commencement	 of	 remediation,	 and	 recommended	 the	
excavation	and	removal	of	150	cubic	yards	of	contaminated	soil	from	five	locations	on	the	Site.	 	 	Following	
remediation,	a	site	closure	request	was	prepared	in	2002.	

The	hazardous	materials	reports	determined	that	the	Project	Site	was	developed	as	far	back	as	1905	and	was	
historically	 used	 as	 a	 rail	 yard,	 including	 storage	 of	 wood,	 coal	 and	 petroleum	 products.	 	 Several	 on‐site	
hazardous	materials	concerns	were	previously	identified	associated	with	former	uses	on	the	Project	Site	and	
surrounding	 vicinity,	 including	 the	presence	of	 a	 former	 leaking	underground	 storage	 tanks	 (“UST”),	 total	
recoverable	 petroleum	hydrocarbons	 (“TRPH”),	 petroleum	hydrocarbons	 (diesel	 and	 gasoline),	 pesticides,	
polychlorinated	 biphenyls	 (“PCBs”),	 lead,	 arsenic,	 and	 copper.	 	 Two	 of	 the	 investigations	 also	 noted	
hydrocarbon	(crude	oil	and	diesel	 fuel)	contamination	of	groundwater	 in	the	extreme	southwest	corner	of	
the	Project	Site,	but		concluded	that	this	was	localized	and	caused	by	natural	seeps	and/or	off‐site	upgradient	
sources	of	contamination,	and	not	indicative	of	groundwater	contamination	elsewhere	beneath	the	Site.		The	
Environmental	Review	concluded,	based	on	 review	of	 the	previous	 reports,	 that	 the	Project	 Site	has	been	
adequately	 investigated	 and	 all	 known	 issues	 of	 concern	 have	 been	 remediated	 (soil	 excavated,	 removed,	
and	disposed	of)	to	cleanup	levels,	including	former	USTs,	shallow	impacted	soil	from	historic	uses,	and	an	
area	of	impacted	soil	found	to	contain	hydrocarbons	and	arsenic.					

In	acknowledgment	that	all	identified	contaminants	of	concern	have	been	removed	from	the	Project	Site,	in	
2003	 the	LARWQCB	 issued	a	No	Further	Action	Letter	 for	 the	Project	Site,	 subject	 to	 the	 recordation	of	 a	
deed	 restriction	 prohibiting	 ground‐floor	 residential	 uses	 on	 the	 Project	 Site,	 and	 the	 implementation	 of	
institutional	 controls.	 	 The	 deed	 restriction	 was	 developed	 in	 conjunction	 with	 a	 site	 plan	 then	 under	
consideration	 for	 the	Project	 Site	 and	 a	modification	 of	 the	 deed	 restriction	 could	 be	 sought	 if	 necessary;	
however,	the	ground‐floor	residential	uses	proposed	under	the	Project	(i.e.,	live‐work	lofts	on	Parcels	1	and	
3)	 would	 be	 constructed	 atop	 at	 least	 one	 level	 of	 underground	 parking,	 for	 which	 the	 Site	 would	 be	
excavated.		Because	previously	identified	hazardous	materials	concerns	have	been	remediated,	construction	
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activities,	 including	 excavation	 and	 site	 preparation,	would	 not	 create	 a	 hazard	 to	 the	 public	 through	 the	
release	of	hazardous	materials,	and	a	less	than	significant	impact	would	result.	

Project	 construction	 would	 involve	 the	 temporary	 use	 of	 hazardous	 substances	 in	 the	 form	 of	 paint,	
adhesives,	surface	coatings	and	other	finishing	materials,	and	cleaning	agents,	 fuels,	and	oils.	 	All	materials	
would	 be	 used,	 stored,	 and	 disposed	 of	 in	 accordance	 with	 applicable	 laws	 and	 regulations	 and	
manufacturers’	instructions.		Furthermore,	any	emissions	from	the	use	of	such	materials	would	be	minimal	
and	 localized	 to	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 The	 operation	 of	 residential	 and	 retail	 uses	 associated	with	 the	 Project	
would	use	minimal	amounts	of	hazardous	materials	for	routine	cleaning	and	maintenance.		These	hazardous	
materials	 include	 small	 quantities	 of	 commercially	 available	 cleaning	 solutions,	 solvents,	 and	 pesticides.		
Additionally,	 the	 Project	 would	 utilize	 limited	 amounts	 of	 hydraulic	 fluid	 in	 the	 elevator	 equipment	 and	
limited	 quantities	 of	 refrigerant	 in	 the	 Heating,	 Ventilation	 and	 Air	 Conditioning	 (“HVAC”)	 system.	 	 All	
potentially	 hazardous	materials	would	 be	 contained,	 stored,	 and	 used	 in	 accordance	with	manufacturers’	
instructions	 and	 handled	 in	 compliance	with	 applicable	 standards	 and	 regulations.	 	 As	with	 construction	
emissions,	 any	 emissions	 from	 the	 use	 of	 such	materials	 regarding	 the	 operation	 of	 the	 Project	would	 be	
minimal	and	localized	to	the	Project	Site.		

Previous	 site	 investigations	 have	 revealed	 contamination	 in	 groundwater	 samples	 from	 the	 southwest	
corner	of	 the	Project	Site,	which	was	determined	 to	originate	 from	an	off‐site	source.	 	As	discussed	 in	 the	
response	to	Checklist	Question	VI(a)(iii)	above,	groundwater	was	encountered	in	borings	at	depths	ranging	
from	approximately	30–35	feet	bgs	and	the	highest	historic	groundwater	level	for	the	site	is	approximately	
20	 feet	 bgs.	 	 If	 groundwater	 is	 encountered	 during	 excavation	 for	 the	 subterranean	 parking	 levels	 or	 the	
development	 of	 pile	 shafts,	 it	would	 be	 tested,	 treated,	 and	disposed	of	 in	 accordance	with	 in	 accordance	
with	the	LARWQCB’s	Waste	Discharge	Requirements	for	Discharges	of	Groundwater	from	Construction	and	
Project	Dewatering	to	Surface	Waters	in	Coastal	Watersheds	of	Los	Angeles	and	Ventura	Counties	(Order	No.	
R4‐2013‐0095,	General	NPDES	Permit	No.	CAG994004).		With	adherence	to	applicable	regulations,	adverse	
impacts	 to	 groundwater	 quality	 would	 be	 avoided	 through	 implementation	 of	 BMPs	 recommended	 for	
construction	activity.	

According	 to	 the	 LADBS,	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 located	 within	 a	 Methane	 Hazard	 Zone.8,9	 	 The	 presence	 of	
subsurface	methane	gas	 is	 common	within	 former	oil	production	areas	and	other	 locations	where	organic	
material	is	present	in	the	soil.		Methane	is	generated	by	the	biodegradation	of	organic	matter	in	the	absence	
of	oxygen.		Methane	is	not	toxic;	however,	it	is	combustible	and	potentially	explosive	at	concentrations	above	
50,000	parts	per	million	(ppm)	in	the	presence	of	oxygen.	

The	Los	Angeles	Municipal	Code	(“LAMC”),	Chapter	IX,	Article	1,	Division	71,	Section	91.7103,	also	known	as	
the	Los	Angeles	Methane	Seepage	Regulations,	became	effective	March	29,	2003.		Subsequent	to	the	adoption	
of	the	Methane	Seepage	Regulations,	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Building	Safety	(LADBS)	issued	
an	 Information	 Bulletin	 on	 November	 30,	 2004,	 requiring	 that	 a	 methane	 site	 investigation	 shall	 be	
performed	 onsite	 prior	 to	 any	 grading	 activities	 in	 designated	 methane	 zones.	 	 The	 Methane	 Seepage	
Regulations	outline	required	mitigation	systems	for	buildings	and	paved	areas	located	in	areas	classified	as	
being	located	either	in	a	methane	zone	or	a	methane	buffer	zone.		The	required	methane	mitigation	systems	

																																																													
8		 City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	Parcel	Profile	Report:	129	W	College	St.		Generated	January	16,	2014.	
9		 City	of	Los	Angeles,	Bureau	of	Engineering.		Methane	and	Methane	Buffer	Zone	Map.		March	2004.	
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are	based	on	the	Site	Design	Level,	with	more	involved	mitigation	systems	required	at	the	higher	Site	Design	
Levels.	 	The	Seepage	Regulations	also	 require	 that	paved	 areas	over	5,000	 square	 feet	 in	 area	 and	within	
15	feet	of	an	exterior	wall	of	a	building	also	be	vented	in	accordance	with	the	Methane	Mitigation	Standards.			

In	accordance	with	City	requirements,	a	methane	site	investigation	would	be	performed	at	the	Project	Site	
prior	to	any	grading	activities	to	determine	whether	elevated	concentrations	of	methane	are	present.		In	the	
event	elevated	concentrations	of	methane	are	present,	grading	or	construction	activities	on‐site	could	pose	a	
potential	 to	 encounter	methane	 that	 could	 result	 in	 a	 possible	 hazard.	 	 Prior	 to	 construction,	 the	 Project	
would	be	required	by	LADBS	to	prepare	a	Health	and	Safety	Plan.		The	Health	and	Safety	Plan	shall	comply	
with	 OSHA	 Safety	 and	 Health	 Standards	 (29	 Code	 of	 Federal	 Regulations	 1910.120)	 and	 CalOSHA	
requirements	(described	below	in	Section	4.3.6.2.1)	shall	address,	as	appropriate,	safety	requirements	that	
would	serve	to	avoid	significant	impacts	in	the	event	that	elevated	levels	of	these	soil	gases	are	encountered	
during	 grading	 and	 construction.	 	 The	 OSHA	 and	 CalOSHA	 requirements	 include	 air	 monitoring	 to	 be	
conducted	 during	 all	 subsurface	 work	 activities.	 	 With	 regard	 to	 Project	 operations,	 the	 design	 and	
construction	 of	 buildings	 in	 accordance	 with	 LAMC	 Section	 91.7101,	 including	 any	 recommendations	 or	
mitigation	design	systems	therein,	would	ensure	that	workers	and	residents	are	not	exposed	to	harmful	or	
flammable	 concentrations	 of	methane.	 	With	 adherence	 to	 applicable	 regulations,	 impacts	with	 respect	 to	
methane	would	be	less	than	significant.	

c.  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 

waste within one‐quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.		There	are	three	schools	located	within	one‐quarter	mile	of	the	Project	Site:	
Ann	Street	Elementary	School	(approximately	0.2	miles	east	of	the	Project	Site),	Castelar	Elementary	School	
(approximately	0.25	miles	west	of	the	Project	Site),	and	Los	Angeles	Confucius	Education	and	Cultural	School	
(approximately	 0.3	miles	 southwest	 of	 the	 Project	 Site).	 	 Construction	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 involve	 the	
temporary	use	of	hazardous	substances	in	the	form	of	paint,	adhesives,	surface	coatings	and	other	finishing	
materials,	 and	 cleaning	 agents,	 fuels,	 and	 oils.	 	 All	 materials	 would	 be	 used,	 stored,	 and	 disposed	 of	 in	
accordance	with	applicable	 laws	and	regulations	and	manufacturers’	 instructions.	 	Any	emissions	from	the	
use	of	such	materials	would	be	minimal	and	localized	to	the	Project	Site.		Although	Project	construction	may	
encounter	previously	 identified	on‐site	subsurface	hazardous	materials,	 these	materials	are	required	to	be	
handled	 in	 accordance	 with	 applicable	 regulations,	 would	 be	 localized	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	 and	 existing	
schools	are	sufficient	distance	 from	the	Project	Site	 to	not	be	 impacted	 if	 these	materials	are	encountered	
during	Project	construction.		Operation	of	the	Project	would	involve	the	use	and	storage	of	small	quantities	
of	 potentially	 hazardous	 materials	 in	 the	 form	 of	 cleaning	 solvents,	 painting	 supplies,	 and	 pesticides	 for	
landscaping.	 	 The	 use	 of	 these	 materials	 would	 be	 in	 small	 quantities	 and	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	
manufacturers’	 instructions	 for	use,	 storage,	 and	disposal	of	 such	products.	 	During	Project	operation,	 the	
limited	quantities	and	any	prescribed	handling	procedures	of	hazardous	materials	would	not	pose	a	risk	to	
schools	 in	 the	Project	vicinity,	since	 there	would	be	minimal	emissions	and	they	would	be	 localized	to	 the	
Project	Site.		It	is	therefore	concluded	that	the	Project	would	result	in	a	less	than	significant	impact	related	to	
hazardous	materials	at	any	existing	or	proposed	schools	within	a	one‐quarter	mile	radius	of	the	Project	Site.	
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d.  Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant 

to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to 

the public or the environment? 

Less	Than	Significant	 Impact.	 	Government	Code	Section	65962.5,	amended	 in	1992,	 requires	CalEPA	 to	
develop	 and	 update	 annually	 the	 Cortese	 List,	 which	 is	 a	 list	 of	 hazardous	 waste	 sites	 and	 other	
contaminated	sites.	 	While	Government	Code	Section	65962.5	makes	reference	to	the	preparation	of	a	 list,	
many	changes	have	occurred	related	to	web‐based	information	access	since	1992	and	information	regarding	
the	Cortese	List	 is	now	compiled	on	the	websites	of	the	Department	of	Toxic	Substances	Control	(“DTSC”),	
the	State	Water	Board,	and	CalEPA.		The	DTSC	maintains	the	EnviroStor	database,	which	includes	sites	on	the	
Cortese	List	and	also	identifies	potentially	hazardous	sites	where	cleanup	actions	(such	as	a	removal	action)	
or	 extensive	 investigations	 are	 planned	 or	 have	 occurred.	 	 The	 database	 provides	 a	 listing	 of	 Federal	
Superfund	 sites	 (“National	 Priorities	 List”);	 State	 Response	 sites;	 Voluntary	 Cleanup	 sites;	 and	 School	
Cleanup	sites.		Based	on	a	review	of	the	EnviroStor	database,	the	Project	Site	is	not	identified	on	any	of	the	
above	lists.10		Additionally,	the	Project	Site	is	not	listed	on	CalEPA’s	list	of	sites	with	active	Cease	and	Desist	
Orders	or	Cleanup	and	Abatement	Orders	or	list	of	contaminated	solid	waste	disposal	sites.11				

However,	the	Project	Site	is	on	the	State	Water	Board’s	Geotracker	Database,	which	provides	a	list	of	leaking	
underground	storage	tank	sites	that	are	included	on	the	Cortese	List.12		Specifically,	the	Geotracker	Database	
lists	as	the	 location	of	 the	 incident	titled	Pacific	Pipeline	2000	(SLS092516)	as	being	 immediately	south	of	
the	 Project	 Site,	 a	 case	 with	 an	 Open	 Status	 currently	 in	 the	 Site	 Assessment	 phase	 of	 remediation.	 	 No	
further	information	is	provided	on	the	Geotracker	Database	and	the	incident	location	could	not	be	verified	
through	the	database.		However,	as	mentioned	above,	the	Environmental	Review	performed	for	the	Project	
referenced	a	No	Further	Action	 issued	by	the	LARWQCB	indicating	that	past	contamination	on	the	Project	
Site	 has	 been	 fully	 identified	 and	 remediated	 to	 targeted	 cleanup	 levels.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 the	 trace	 levels	 of	
subsurface	contaminants	from	historical	uses	on	the	Project	Site	and	surrounding	vicinity	have	not	adversely	
impacted	the	Project	Site	such	that	 it	would	be	included	on	the	lists	of	hazardous	materials	sites	compiled	
pursuant	 to	 Government	 Code	 Section	 65962.5.	 	 Therefore,	 impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	 significant.	 	 No	
further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended,	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	

e.  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a 

safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area? 

No	Impact.		The	Project	Site	is	not	within	an	airport	land	use	plan	and	it	is	not	within	two	miles	of	a	public	
airport	or	public	use	airport.		The	nearest	airport	is	the	Hawthorne	Municipal	Airport	located	approximately	
11	miles	southwest	of	 the	Project	Site.	 	Therefore,	 the	Project	would	not	result	 in	an	airport‐related	safety	
hazard	for	people	residing	or	working	 in	the	Project	vicinity.	 	No	further	analysis	of	 this	 topic	 in	an	EIR	 is	
recommended,	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	

																																																													
10		 Department	 of	Toxic	 Substances	Control,	EnviroStor	Database	 at	 http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public;	 accessed	 January	 16,	

2014.	
11		 CalEPA’s	List	of	Active	CDO	and	CAO	sites;	online	at	http://www.calepa.ca.gov/sitecleanup/corteselist/;	accessed	September	6,	2013.	
12		 State	Water	Resources	Control	Board,	https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov;	accessed	January	16,	2014.	
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f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard 

for people residing or working in the project area? 

No	Impact.		There	are	no	private	airstrips	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	Site	and	the	Project	Site	is	not	located	
within	 a	designated	 airport	 hazard	 area.	 	 Therefore,	 the	Project	would	not	 result	 in	 airport‐related	 safety	
hazards	 for	 the	 people	 residing	 or	 working	 in	 the	 area.	 	 No	 further	 analysis	 of	 this	 topic	 in	 an	 EIR	 is	
recommended,	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	

g.  Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan? 

Less	Than	Significant	 Impact.	 	The	Project	 Site	 is	 located	 in	 an	 established	urban	 area	well‐served	by	 a	
roadway	network.		Alameda	Street/Spring	Street	adjacent	to	the	west	side	of	the	Project	Site	is	designated	as	
a	Selected	Disaster	Route.13	 	While	 it	 is	expected	that	the	majority	of	construction	activities	 for	the	Project	
would	be	 confined	on‐site,	 short‐term	construction	activities	may	 temporarily	affect	 access	on	portions	of	
adjacent	streets	during	certain	periods	of	 the	day.	 	 In	 these	 instances,	 the	Project	would	 implement	 traffic	
control	measures	 (e.g.,	 construction	 flagmen,	 signage,	 etc.)	 to	maintain	 flow	 and	 access.	 	 Furthermore,	 in	
accordance	 with	 City	 requirements	 the	 Project	 would	 develop	 a	 Construction	 Management	 Plan,	 which	
includes	 designation	 of	 a	 haul	 route,	 to	 ensure	 that	 adequate	 emergency	 access	 is	 maintained	 during	
construction.		Therefore,	construction	is	not	expected	to	result	in	inadequate	emergency	access.	

Project	 operation	would	 generate	 traffic	 in	 the	Project	 vicinity	 and	would	 result	 in	 some	modifications	 to	
access	 from	the	streets	 that	surround	the	site.	 	Specifically,	 the	Project	would	create	 three	new	peripheral	
streets	connecting	to	Alameda	Street/Spring	Street.		Nonetheless,	the	Project	is	required	to	provide	adequate	
emergency	access	and	 to	comply	with	City	of	Los	Angeles	Fire	Department	 (“LAFD”)	access	 requirements.		
Subject	to	review	and	approval	of	site	access	and	circulation	plans	by	the	LAFD,	the	Project	would	not	impair	
implementation	or	physically	 interfere	with	adopted	emergency	 response	or	 emergency	evacuation	plans.		
Since	the	Project	would	not	cause	an	 impediment	along	the	City’s	designated	emergency	evacuation	route,	
and	 the	 proposed	 residential	 and	 retail	 uses	 would	 not	 impair	 implementation	 of	 the	 City’s	 emergency	
response	plan,	the	Project	would	have	a	less	than	significant	impact	with	respect	to	these	issues.		As	such,	no	
further	evaluation	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	or	mitigation	measures	are	necessary.	

h.  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, 

including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 

with wildlands? 

No	Impact.		The	Project	Site	is	located	in	the	highly	urbanized	area.		No	wildlands	are	present	on	the	Project	
Site	or	surrounding	area.		Furthermore,	the	Project	Site	is	not	within	a	City‐designated	wildfire	hazard	area.14		
Therefore,	the	Project	would	not	expose	people	or	structures	to	a	significant	risk	involving	wildland	fires.		No	
further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended,	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	

																																																													
13		 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	 Planning	 General	 Plan	 Safety	 Element	 –	 Critical	 Facilities	 and	 Lifeline	 Systems,	 Exhibit	 H	

(November	26,	1996).	
14	 City	of	Los	Angeles,	Department	of	City	Planning,	Safety	Element	of	the	Los	Angeles	City	General	Plan,	adopted	November	26,	1996,	

Exhibit	 D	 –	 Selected	 Wildfire	 Hazard	 Areas	 in	 the	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles;	 http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpln/saftyelt.pdf,	
accessed	September	11,	2013.			
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IX.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY  

Portions	 of	 the	 following	 impact	 analysis	 pertaining	 to	 the	 surface	 hydrology	 and	 water	 quality	 and	
groundwater	quantity	and	quality	are	based,	in	part,	on	information	contained	in	the	Preliminary	Hydrology	
Report,	 (“Hydrology	Report”)	 prepared	 by	Hall	&	 Foreman,	 Inc.	 in	March	 2014.	 	 The	Hydrology	Report	 is	
included	as	Appendix	B‐3	of	this	Initial	Study.	

Would	the	project:	

a.  Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.	 	The	Project	Site	 is	generally	 level	and	stormwater	runoff	 from	the	Project	
Site	 currently	drains	 in	 a	 southwesterly	direction	via	 sheet	 flow	 to	 the	gutters	 lining	N.	 Spring	Street	 and	
College	Street,	which	convey	flows	to	two	storm	drains	located	in	N.	Spring	Street	near	the	southwest	corner	
of	 the	Project	 Site.	 	 These	 storm	drains	drain	 to	 an	18‐inch	 reinforced	 concrete	pipe	 (“RCP”)	 in	N.	 Spring	
Street	that	in	turn	discharges	to	a	33‐inch	RCP	at	the	intersection	of	N.	Spring	Street	and	College	Street.	

Construction	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 require	 earthwork	 activities,	 including	 grading	 and	 excavation	 of	 the	
Project	Site,	which	would	expose	soils	 for	a	 limited	 time	and	could	allow	for	possible	erosion,	particularly	
during	 precipitation	 events.	 	 However,	 all	 grading	 activities	 would	 require	 grading	 permits	 from	 LADBS,	
which	 would	 include	 requirements	 and	 standards	 designed	 to	 limit	 potential	 impacts	 associated	 with	
erosion	 to	 permitted	 levels.	 	 Additionally,	 grading	 and	 site	 preparation	would	 comply	with	 all	 applicable	
provisions	of	Chapter	IX,	Division	70	of	the	LAMC,	which	includes	requirements	such	as	the	preparation	of	an	
erosion	control	plan	to	reduce	the	effects	of	sedimentation	and	erosion.			

In	 addition,	 the	 Applicant	 would	 be	 required	 to	 meet	 the	 provisions	 of	 the	 Project‐specific	 SWPPP	 in	
accordance	with	the	NPDES	permit.		The	SWPPP	would	also	be	subject	to	review	by	the	City	for	compliance	
with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles’	Best	Management	Practices	Handbook,	Part	A,	Construction	Activities.		As	part	
of	these	regulatory	requirements,	BMPs	would	be	implemented	to	control	erosion	and	to	protect	the	quality	
of	 surface	water	 runoff	 during	 the	 construction	 by	 controlling	 potential	 contaminants	 such	 as	 petroleum	
products,	paints	and	solvents,	detergents,	fertilizers,	and	pesticides.	 	Should	grading	activities	occur	during	
the	 rainy	 season	 (October	 1st	 to	 April	 14th),	 a	WWECP	 would	 be	 prepared	 pursuant	 to	 the	 “Manual	 and	
Guideline	 for	 Temporary	 and	 Emergency	 Erosion	 Control,”	 adopted	 by	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Board	 of	 Public	
Works.		As	discussed	above,	if	groundwater	is	encountered	during	excavation	for	the	subterranean	parking	
levels	or	the	development	of	pile	shafts,	 it	would	be	tested,	 treated,	and	disposed	of	 in	accordance	with	 in	
accordance	 with	 the	 LARWQCB’s	 Waste	 Discharge	 Requirements	 for	 Discharges	 of	 Groundwater	 from	
Construction	and	Project	Dewatering	to	Surface	Waters	 in	Coastal	Watersheds	of	Los	Angeles	and	Ventura	
Counties	(Order	No.	R4‐2013‐0095,	General	NPDES	Permit	No.	CAG994004).		With	adherence	to	applicable	
regulations,	 adverse	 impacts	 to	 groundwater	 quality	would	 be	 avoided	 through	 implementation	 of	 BMPs	
recommended	for	such	construction	activity.	

With	regard	to	Project	operation,	the	Project	would	be	required	to	incorporate	operational	BMPs	per	the	City	
of	 Los	 Angeles	 Standard	 Urban	 Stormwater	 Management	 Plan	 (“SUSMP”)	 permit	 requirements.	 	 In	 this	
regard,	 the	 Project	 proposes	 the	 installation	 of	 on‐site	 subterranean	 cisterns	 to	 capture	 and	 use	 post‐
development	 runoff,	 and	 also	 to	 provide	 primary	 treatment	 of	 stormwater	 prior	 to	 discharging	 into	 the	
existing	 storm	drain	 system.	 	 The	 treatment	 system	associated	with	 the	 cisterns	would	mitigate	pollution	
from	 the	 proposed	 building’s	 roof	 drainage,	 area	 drains,	 and	 surface	 runoff	 in	 accordance	 with	 the	
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“Stormwater	Treatment	and	Use”	LID	mitigation	method	as	set	forth	in	the	City’s	Low	Impact	Development	
(“LID”)	Ordinance.	 	The	proposed	cisterns	would	be	subject	 to	review	by	 the	City	 for	compliance	with	 the	
City	of	Los	Angeles’	Best	Management	Practices	Handbook,	Part	B:	Planning	Activities.		Additional	long‐term	
BMPs	 would	 be	 provided	 to	 support	 the	 cisterns	 and	 may	 include,	 but	 are	 not	 limited	 to,	 ensuring	 that	
discharge	 from	 downspouts,	 roof	 drains,	 and	 scuppers	 would	 not	 be	 permitted	 on	 unprotected	 soils.		
Further,	all	storm	drain	inlets	and	catch	basins	within	the	Project	area	would	be	stenciled	with	prohibitive	
language	and/or	graphical	 icons	to	discourage	 illegal	dumping.	 	The	final	selection	of	any	additional	BMPs	
would	be	completed	through	coordination	with	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.		Through	preparation	of	the	SUSMP	
and	implementation	of	the	proposed	cisterns	and	other	appropriate	BMPs,	operational	water	quality	impacts	
of	the	Project	would	be	less	than	significant.			

Regarding	 the	 quantity	 of	 stormwater	 runoff,	 the	 undeveloped	 Project	 Site	 does	 not	 currently	 meet	 the	
requirements	of	the	City’s	current	LID	Ordinance,	which	require	the	Project	to	treat	and	infiltrate	the	runoff	
from	 a	 storm	 event	 producing	 0.75	 inch	 of	 rainfall	 in	 a	 24‐hour	 period.	 	 Under	 existing	 conditions,	
stormwater	flows	directly	off	the	Project	Site	and	into	the	City’s	storm	drain	system.		As	discussed	above,	the	
Project	proposes	the	installation	of	two	subterranean	cisterns	to	capture,	use,	and	treat	stormwater	runoff,	
prior	 to	discharging	 it.	 	Based	on	 calculations	performed	 for	 the	Hydrology	Report,	 the	proposed	 cisterns	
would	 be	 sized	 to	 accommodate	 approximately	 12,603	 cubic	 feet	 of	water	 during	 the	 design	 year	 storm.		
With	 installation	 of	 the	 cisterns	 and	 implementation	 of	 other	 appropriate	 BMPs,	 the	 Hydrology	 Report	
concludes	that	development	of	the	Project	would	decrease	the	quantity	and	rate	of	stormwater	leaving	the	
Project	 Site.	 	 Accordingly,	 the	 Project	 would	 result	 in	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact	 with	 regard	 to	 the	
quantity	of	stormwater	flows	from	the	Project	Site.	

Based	on	the	above,	impacts	related	to	water	quality	would	be	less	than	significant.	 	No	further	analysis	of	
this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.		

b.  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 

recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 

groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre‐existing nearby wells would drop to a 

level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been 

granted)? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.	 	The	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Water	and	Power	(“LADWP”)	is	the	water	
purveyor	for	the	City.		Water	is	supplied	to	the	City	from	three	primary	sources,	including	local	groundwater.		
In	 2009	 to	 2010,	 LADWP	 had	 an	 available	 water	 supply	 of	 roughly	 550,000	 acre‐feet	 (“AF”),	 with	
approximately	14	percent	coming	 from	 local	groundwater.15	 	Although	urban	open	space	does	provide	 for	
some	infiltration	to	smaller	unconfined	aquifers,	the	majority	of	groundwater	recharge	in	the	region	occurs	
via	 stormwater	 runoff	 from	nearby	mountain	 ranges.	 	Groundwater	 levels	 in	 the	City	 are	 also	maintained	
through	 an	 active	 process	 via	 spreading	 grounds	 and	 recharge	 basins.	 	 The	 Project	 Site	 is	 not	 an	 area	
identified	as	being	important	to	groundwater	recharge.		Additionally,	no	groundwater	production	wells	are	
located	in	the	vicinity	of	the	Project	Site.	

																																																													
15	 Los	 Angeles	 Department	 of	Water	 and	 Power,	 2010	 Urban	Water	 Management	 Plan,	 Exhibit	 ES‐R	 –	 Service	 Area	 Reliability	

Assessment	 for	 Average	 Weather	 Year,	 adopted	 May	 3,	 2011;	 https://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/faces/ladwp/aboutus/a‐
water?_adf.ctrl‐state=gixvgqhub_4&_afrLoop=237918338210000,	accessed	April	2013.	
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Although	the	Project	Site	is	undeveloped,	it	is	paved	with	partially	decomposed	asphalt	and	was	determined	
in	 the	 Hydrology	 Report	 to	 be	 approximately	 91	 percent	 impervious,	 and	 groundwater	 infiltration	 is	
therefore	limited.		Furthermore,	the	small	size	of	the	Project	Site	limits	its	potential	to	contribute	to	recharge	
of	 groundwater	 sources.	 	 Development	 of	 the	 Project	 Site	 would	 maintain	 approximately	 the	 same	
percentage	 of	 impervious	 surface	 area	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 and	 therefore	 would	 not	 substantially	 modify	
groundwater	infiltration	and	recharge	on	the	Project	Site.			

Groundwater	was	encountered	in	borings	at	depths	between	30	and	35	feet	bgs.		This	is	deeper	than	the	CGS	
data	 for	 the	 area,	 which	 indicated	 that	 the	 historically	 highest	 groundwater	 on	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	
approximately	 20‐foot	 bgs.	 	 The	 Geotechnical	 Investigation	 determined	 that	 groundwater	 could	 be	
encountered	by	Project	excavations.		If	encountered,	a	dewatering	system	and/or	special	foundation	and	slab	
design	would	be	 required.	 	Groundwater	extraction	 from	such	a	dewatering	 system,	 if	 required,	would	be	
minimal	and	would	not	lower	groundwater	levels	in	the	area.	

In	summary,	the	Project	would	not	substantially	deplete	groundwater	supplies	or	result	in	a	substantial	net	
deficit	 in	 the	 aquifer	 volume	 or	 lowering	 of	 the	 local	 groundwater	 table.	 	 Impacts	 would	 be	 less	 than	
significant.		Further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	not	recommended	and	no	mitigation	measures	would	
be	required.	

c.  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 

alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 

erosion or siltation on‐ or off‐site? 

Less	 Than	 Significant	 Impact.	 	 During	 Project	 construction,	 temporary	 alteration	 of	 existing	 on‐site	
drainage	patterns	may	occur.	 	However,	 these	changes	would	not	result	 in	 substantial	erosion	or	 siltation	
due	 to	 stringent	 controls	 imposed	 via	 City	 grading	 and	 building	 permit	 regulations	 as	 discussed	 in	 the	
response	to	Checklist	Question	VIII(a)	above.			

The	 Project	 Site	 currently	 constitutes	 a	 single	 drainage	 subarea.	 	 Sheet	 runoff	 currently	 flows	 in	 a	
southwesterly	direction	 into	 the	 gutters	 lining	N.	 Spring	 Street	 and	College	 Street,	 ultimately	 flowing	 into	
two	City	storm	drains	located	along	the	east	side	of	N.	Spring	Street	near	the	southwest	corner	of	the	Project	
Site.		These	storm	drains	convey	flows	to	an	18‐inch	RCP	in	N.	Spring	Street,	which	discharges	to	a	33‐inch	
RCP	located	at	the	intersection	of	N.	Spring	Street	and	College	Street.			

Development	of	the	Project’s	proposed	roadways,	buildings,	and	associated	infrastructure	would	divide	the	
Project	Site	into	three,	smaller	drainage	subareas.		The	Project	would	install	on‐site	drainage	catchments	and	
storm	drains	to	accommodate	the	change	in	runoff	patterns.		These	drainage	features	would	all	feed	to	an	on‐
site	subterranean	cistern	system	designed	to	accommodate	approximately	12,603	cubic	feet	of	water	during	
the	design	year	storm.		A	portion	of	the	stormwater	captured	in	the	cisterns	would	be	utilized	on‐site,	while	
the	remainder	would	be	treated	prior	to	discharge	into	the	storm	drain	system	in	N.	Spring	Street.		As	such,	
the	overall	drainage	pattern	would	remain	the	same	as	under	existing	conditions,	with	all	stormwater	flows	
from	the	Project	Site	draining	to	the	storm	drain	system	in	N.	Spring	Street.		There	are	no	known	deficiencies	
in	this	storm	drain,	and	the	Project	is	not	anticipated	to	increase	flows	to	the	system.		Nonetheless,	final	plan	
check	by	the	Los	Angeles	Bureau	of	Sanitation	(“BOS”)	would	ensure	that	adequate	capacity	 is	available	 in	
the	storm	drain	system	surrounding	streets	prior	to	Project	approval.	 	The	Applicant	would	be	responsible	
for	providing	the	necessary	storm	drain	infrastructure	to	serve	the	Project	Site,	as	well	as	any	extensions	to	
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the	existing	system	in	the	area.		As	a	result,	Project	development	would	not	result	in	substantial	erosion	or	
siltation	 on‐	 or	 off‐site.	 	 Therefore,	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact	 is	 anticipated.	 	 No	mitigation	measures	
would	be	required	and	no	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.	

d.  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 

alternation of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 

surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on‐ or off‐site? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.		While	the	Project	Site	is	under	construction,	the	rate	and	amount	of	surface	
runoff	 generated	 at	 the	 Project	 Site	would	 fluctuate.	 	However,	 the	 construction	period	 is	 short‐term	and	
compliance	with	applicable	regulations	discussed	above	would	preclude	fluctuations	that	result	in	flooding.		
With	regard	to	operations,	as	discussed	above,	the	Project	would	replace	the	undeveloped	Project	Site	with	a	
mixed‐use	 development	 that	 includes	 subterranean	 cisterns	 to	 retain,	 reuse,	 and	 treat	 stormwater	 flows	
prior	to	discharging	them	into	the	existing	storm	drain	system	in	N.	Spring	Street.		With	implementation	of	
the	Project’s	cisterns	and	compliance	with	applicable	LID	requirements,	the	Project	would	not	increase	the	
quantity	of	 stormwater	 leaving	 the	Project	Site.	 	As	 there	are	no	known	deficiencies	 in	 the	existing	 storm	
drain	 system,	 the	 Project	 would	 result	 in	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact.	 	 Final	 plan	 check	 by	 BOS	would	
ensure	that	adequate	capacity	is	available	in	the	storm	drain	system	in	surrounding	streets	prior	to	Project	
approval.		The	Applicant	would	be	responsible	for	providing	the	necessary	on‐site	storm	drain	infrastructure	
to	serve	the	Project	Site,	as	well	as	any	connections	to	the	existing	system	in	the	area.			

Additionally,	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 not	 located	 adjacent	 to	 any	 stream	 or	 river,	 and	 Project	 runoff	 would	
continue	to	drain	into	existing	City	storm	drain	infrastructure.		There	is	no	known	potential	of	downstream	
erosion	 or	 flooding	 since	 the	 storm	 drain	 system	 is	 completely	 channelized	 in	 subterranean	 pipes.		
Therefore,	the	Project	would	not	have	the	potential	to	result	in	flooding	due	to	altered	drainage	patterns	and	
impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	 	No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	 in	an	EIR	is	recommended	and	no	
mitigation	measures	are	required.	

e.  Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 

stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

Less	 Than	 Significant	 Impact.	 	 As	 noted	 previously,	 stormwater	 runoff	 from	 the	 Project	 Site	 would	
continue	to	flow	into	the	City’s	storm	drain	system.		There	are	no	known	deficiencies	in	the	local	stormwater	
system.	 	As	discussed	above,	 the	Project	would	not	 increase	 stormwater	 flows	off‐site	 as	 the	 result	 of	 the	
proposed	on‐site	cisterns	installed	in	accordance	with	the	City’s	LID	requirements.		Final	plan	check	by	BOS	
would	 ensure	 that	 adequate	 capacity	 is	 available	 in	 the	 storm	 drain	 system	 in	 N.	 Spring	 Street	 prior	 to	
Project	approval.		The	Applicant	would	be	responsible	for	providing	the	necessary	storm	drain	infrastructure	
to	serve	the	Project	Site,	as	well	as	any	extensions	to	the	existing	storm	drain	system	in	the	area.		Therefore,	
the	 Project	 would	 have	 a	 less	 than	 significant	 impact	 with	 respect	 to	 exceedance	 of	 storm	 drain	 system	
capacity	or	the	generation	of	polluted	runoff.		No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended	and	
additional	 mitigation	 measures	 are	 not	 required.	 	 See	 the	 response	 to	 Checklist	 Question	 VIII(a)	 for	 a	
discussion	of	Project	impacts	related	to	water	quality.	

f.  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Less	 Than	 Significant	 Impact.	 	 As	 discussed	 above	 in	 the	 response	 to	 Checklist	 Question	 VIII(a),	
construction	 and	 operational	 BMPs,	 including	 the	 proposed	 on‐site	 cisterns,	 implemented	 as	 part	 of	 the	
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Project’s	 SWPPP	and	SUSMP,	 and	 good	housekeeping	practices	during	Project	 construction	 and	operation	
would	preclude	sediment	and	hazardous	substances	from	entering	stormwater	flows.		Therefore,	the	Project	
would	have	a	less	than	significant	impact	in	surface	water	quality	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.		
Further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	not	recommended.	

g.  Place housing within a 100‐year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 

Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

h.  Place within a 100‐year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood 

flows? 

No	 Impact	 (g‐h).	 	The	 Project	 Site	 is	 not	 located	within	 a	 flood	 zone,	 including	 the	 100‐year	 flood	 zone	
designated	by	the	Federal	Emergency	Management	Agency	(“FEMA”).16,17		No	flood	zone	impacts	would	occur	
and	no	mitigation	measures	would	be	required.		No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.	

i.  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 

including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

Less	 Than	 Significant	 Impact.	 	 As	 discussed	 above,	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 not	 located	 within	 a	 designated	
floodplain.		Further,	the	Project	Site	is	not	located	with	a	potential	inundation	area,	being	located	west	of	the	
inundation	area	for	the	Los	Angeles	River.18		Additionally,	there	are	no	levees	or	dams	in	the	Project	vicinity.		
Therefore,	no	impact	associated	with	flooding,	including	flooding	due	to	the	failure	of	a	levee	or	dam,	would	
occur.		No	mitigation	measures	are	required	and	no	further	analysis	of	this	issue	in	an	EIR	is	necessary.	

j.  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

No	 Impact.	 	A	seiche	 is	an	oscillation	of	a	body	of	water	 in	an	enclosed	or	semi‐enclosed	basin,	 such	as	a	
reservoir,	harbor,	lake,	or	storage	tank.		A	tsunami	is	a	great	sea	wave,	commonly	referred	to	as	a	tidal	wave,	
produced	by	a	significant	disturbance	undersea,	such	as	a	tectonic	displacement	of	sea	floor	associated	with	
large,	shallow	earthquakes.	 	Mudflows	occur	as	a	result	of	downslope	movement	of	soil	and/or	rock	under	
the	influence	of	gravity.	

The	 Project	 Site	 is	 not	 located	 within	 a	 City‐designated	 inundation	 hazard	 area.19	 	 Relative	 to	 tsunami	
hazards,	 the	Project	Site	 is	 located	approximately	14	miles	 inland	 (northeast)	 from	 the	Pacific	Ocean,	 and	
therefore,	 would	 not	 be	 subject	 to	 a	 tsunami.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 not	 located	 on	 a	 City‐
designated	 tsunami	 hazard	 area.20	 	 The	 Project	 Site	 itself	 is	 characterized	 by	 relatively	 flat	 topography,	
though	 relatively	 steep	 slopes	 of	 the	 easternmost	 portion	 of	 the	 Santa	Monica	Mountains	 are	 located	 just	
northwest	 of	 Broadway	 Street.	 	 While	 there	 exists	 a	 nominal	 potential	 for	 mudflows	 in	 the	 hillsides	
northwest	of	the	Project	Site,	the	relatively	high	amount	of	urbanization,	landscaping,	and	natural	vegetation	
within	these	hillside	areas	would	generally	limit	the	potential	for	large	volumes	of	earth	materials	to	become	
																																																													
16		 City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	City	Planning,	Parcel	Profile	Report:	129	W	College	St.		Generated	January	16,	2014.	
17		 Federal	 Emergency	Management	Agency,	 Flood	 Insurance	Rate	Map,	Map	Number	 06037C1628F,	 Effective	Date:	 September	 26,	

2008.	
18	 City	of	Los	Angeles	General	Plan,	Safety	Element	Exhibit	G,	Inundation	&	Tsunami	Hazard	Areas,	March	1994.	
19		 City	of	Los	Angeles	General	Plan,	Safety	Element	Exhibit	G,	Inundation	&	Tsunami	Hazard	Areas,	March	1994.	
20		 Ibid.	
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unstable	and	form	a	significant	mudflow.	 	Further,	 intervening	structures,	vegetation,	roadways,	and	other	
obstacles	would	generally	limit	adverse	physical	effects	to	on‐site	development	if	a	mudflow	were	to	occur	
northwest	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Overall,	 therefore,	 no	 impacts	would	 occur	 due	 to	 inundation	 by	 seiche	 or	
tsunamis,	and	mudflow	impacts	would	be	less	than	significant.	 	As	such,	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	
EIR	is	not	recommended	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.  

X.  LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would	the	project:	

a.  Physically divide an established community? 

Less	 Than	 Significant	 Impact.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 represent	 infill	 development	 within	 an	 established,	
heavily	urbanized	but	heterogeneous	area.		The	Project	Site,	located	at	the	extreme	southwestern	edge	of	the	
CASP	area,	is	bordered	by	a	mix	of	wholesale	commercial/light	industrial	uses,	storage,	and	surface	parking.		
Much	of	the	surrounding	area	was	developed	more	than	50	years	ago	with	industrial	uses	and	rail	facilities,	
and	current	land	uses	in	the	Project	vicinity	reflect	the	Project	Site’s	location	at	the	western	transitional	edge	
of	the	light	industrial	and	transit	corridor	between	N.	Alameda	Street/N.	Spring	Street	and	the	Los	Angeles	
River,	and	Chinatown	to	the	west.		Chinatown’s	Central	Business	District	and	its	residential	uses	are	located	
west	of	Broadway,	on	the	west	side	of	the	Metro	Gold	Line	right‐of‐way,	several	blocks	from	the	Project	Site.		
The	other	closest	concentration	of	residential	uses	is	the	William	Mead	Housing	Project,	a	block	east	of	the	
Project	Site.				

Thus,	 the	 Project	 area	 does	 not	 currently	 represent	 a	 cohesive	 community,	 a	 fact	 reflected	 in	 the	 stated	
purposes	of	adopted	CASP,	one	of	which	is	to	“Transform	an	underserved	and	neglected	vehicular‐oriented	
industrial	and	public	facility	area	into	a	cluster	of	mixed‐use,	pedestrian‐oriented	and	aesthetically	pleasing	
neighborhoods.”			The	CASP	is	also	generally	intended	to	facilitate	evolution	of	the	area	from	vehicle‐oriented	
industrial	 and	 public	 facility	 uses	 to	 a	mixed‐use	 community	 of	 pedestrian	 and	 transit‐oriented	 uses,	 and	
designates	the	Project	Site	as	Hybrid	Industrial,	which	corresponds	to	the	Urban	Center	zoning	designation.			

The	Project	would	develop	a	currently	vacant	property	with	a	mix	of	residential,	 live‐work,	and	retail	uses	
under	 both	 proposed	 development	 options.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	 Project’s	 proposed	 private	 internal	 streets	
would	provide	mid‐block	vehicle	and	pedestrian	passage	between	N.	Spring	Street	and	Rondout	Street.	The	
Project’s	 improved	 sidewalks,	 amenities,	 and	 ground‐level	 retail	 and	 restaurant	 uses	 would	 enhance	 the	
pedestrian	experience	for	patrons	of	the	Metro	Gold	Line	Chinatown	Station,	activate	the	area,	and	provide	
pedestrian	connections	 from	Chinatown	and	 the	station	 to	 future	projects	east	of	 the	Project	Site.	 	Project	
features	 such	as	enhanced	sidewalks	with	 landscaped	parkways,	 seating	areas	 for	people	 to	 congregate,	 a	
bicycle	lane,	bicycle	racks,	and	street	furniture	would	enhance	the	presently	non‐existent	pedestrian	linkage	
between	Chinatown,	the	Metro	Gold	Line	Chinatown	Station,	and	the	neighborhood	surrounding	the	Project	
Site.	 	 As	 such,	 under	 both	 development	 options,	 the	 Project	 would	 be	 compatible	 with	 and	 complement	
existing	 and	 proposed	 uses	 in	 the	 surrounding	 area	 and	 would	 not	 be	 of	 a	 density,	 scale,	 or	 height	 to	
constitute	a	physical	barrier	separating	an	established	community.			

Given	 the	mix	 of	 uses	 in	 the	 Project	 vicinity	 and	 the	 infill	 character	 of	 the	 Project,	 the	 Project	would	 not	
introduce	land	uses	that	would	affect	existing	land	use	relationships	to	the	point	of	constituting	a	physical	
division	of	the	community.		Therefore,	the	Project	would	not	physically	divide	an	established	community	and	
a	less	than	significant	impact	would	result.		No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	required.		
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b.  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 

over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal 

program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect? 

Potentially	Significant	Impact.	 	The	Project	Site	is	located	in	the	CASP	Area,	which	designates	the	Project	
Site	 as	 Hybrid	 Industrial,	 and	 has	 the	 Urban	 Center	 (UC(CA))	 zoning	 designation.	 	 However,	 pursuant	 to	
Section	1.2.B.2.e	of	the	CASP,	“The	provisions	of	this	Specific	Plan	shall	not	apply	to	any	Project	that	has	an	
application	that	is	deemed	complete	by	the	Department	of	City	Planning	prior	to	the	adoption	of	this	Specific	
Plan.”		The	Project	application	was	deemed	complete	and	predated	the	June	2013	adoption	and	August	2013	
implementation	 of	 the	 CASP;	 accordingly,	 the	 CASP	 land	 use	 designation	 and	 corresponding	 zoning	
designation	do	not	 apply	 to	 the	Project	 Site	 and	 the	designations	 that	 existed	prior	 to	 the	CASP	 adoption	
remain	in	effect.	 	 	Prior	to	CASP	adoption,	the	land	use	designation	for	the	Project	Site	was	Light	Industrial	
and	it	was	zoned	MR2‐1(Restricted	Light	Industrial,	Height	District	1,	which	permits	a	1.5:1	floor	area	ratio	
(FAR)	and	unlimited	building	height).			

The	 Applicant	 is	 requesting	 a	 General	 Plan	 Amendment	 to	 redesignate	 the	 Project	 Site	 from	 the	 current	
Hybrid	 Industrial	 land	 use	 designation	 to	 Regional	 Commercial,	 together	with	 a	 Zone	 Change	 and	Height	
District	Change	from	UC(CA)	to	C2‐2.	 	Under	designations	 in	effect	prior	to	the	CASP	adoption,	 the	Project	
Site	would	be	limited	to	the	MR‐1	zone	with	a	1.5:1	FAR	and	would	have	no	front,	rear,	or	side	yard	setbacks.		
Since	 the	MR‐1	 and	C2‐2	 zoning	designations	 impose	no	height	 restrictions,	 the	 requested	Height	District	
Change	would	not	modify	 the	permitted	height	of	buildings	on	the	Project	Site;	however,	Height	District	2	
would	 allow	a	 6:1	 FAR.	 	 Evaluation	 of	 the	 effects	 of	 the	Project’s	 proposed	General	 Plan	Amendment	 and	
Zone	Change,	and	evaluation	of	Project	compliance	with	other	applicable	plans,	policies,	and	regulations,	is	
recommended	in	an	EIR.		

c.  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation 

plan? 

No	Impact.	 	As	discussed	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Question	IV,	Biological	Resources,	the	Project	Site	is	
located	 in	 a	 highly	 urbanized	 area	 and	 is	 occupied	 by	 an	 undeveloped	 lot.	 	 Although	 the	 channelized	 Los	
Angeles	 River	 is	 located	 approximately	 0.5	 miles	 east	 of	 the	 Project	 Site,	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 devoid	 of	
vegetation	and	natural	habitat,	and	thus	does	not	support	sensitive	natural	communities.		Furthermore,	the	
Project	 Site	 is	 not	 located	 in	 or	 adjacent	 to	 a	 Significant	 Ecological	 Area	 as	 defined	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	
Angeles.21	 	 The	 Project	 Site	 is	 not	 located	 within	 a	 habitat	 conservation	 plan	 or	 natural	 community	
conservation	plan.	 	Therefore,	the	Project	would	not	conflict	with	the	provisions	of	any	adopted	applicable	
conservation	plan.		No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended	and	no	mitigation	measures	
are	required.	

																																																													
21	 City	of	Los	Angeles,	Department	of	City	Planning,	Los	Angeles	Citywide	General	Plan	Framework,	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report,	

January	19,	1995,	at	page	2.18‐13;	
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/housinginitiatives/housingelement/frameworkeir/FrameworkFEIR.pdf,	accessed	September	6,	2013.	
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XI.  MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would	the	project:	

a.  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the 

region and the residents of the state? 

b.  Result in the loss of availability of a locally‐important mineral resource recovery site delineated 

on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

No	Impact	(a‐b).		According	to	the	Conservation	Element	of	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	General	Plan,	sites	that	
contain	potentially	 significant	 sand	and	gravel	deposits	which	are	 to	be	 conserved	 follow	 the	Los	Angeles	
River	flood	plain,	coastal	plain,	and	other	water	bodies	and	courses	and	lie	along	the	floodplain	between	the	
San	Fernando	Valley	and	downtown	Los	Angeles.		Nonetheless,	the	Project	Site	is	of	sufficient	distance	from	
the	 Los	Angeles	River	 that	 it	 is	 not	 classified	 by	 the	 City	 of	 Los	Angeles	 as	 containing	 significant	mineral	
deposits.22	Furthermore,	the	Project	Site	is	not	designated	as	an	existing	mineral	resource	extraction	area	by	
the	State	of	California	or	the	U.S.	Geological	Survey.23		Additionally,	the	Project	Site	is	designated	for	Hybrid	
Industrial	uses	within	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	General	Plan	and	is	not	designated	as	a	mineral	extraction	land	
use.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 chances	 of	 uncovering	 mineral	 resources	 during	 construction	 and	 grading	 would	 be	
minimal.		Project	implementation	would	not	result	in	the	loss	of	availability	of	a	known	mineral	resource	of	
value	to	the	region	and	residents	of	the	State,	nor	of	a	locally	important	mineral	resource	recovery	site.		No	
impacts	 to	mineral	resources	would	occur.	 	Further	analysis	of	Mineral	Resources	 is	not	necessary	and	no	
mitigation	measures	are	required.	

XII.  NOISE 

Would	the	project	result	in:	

a.  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise level in excess of standards established in the 

local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Potentially	Significant	 Impact.	 	Construction	of	 the	Project	would	 require	 the	use	of	heavy	 construction	
equipment	(e.g.,	bulldozers,	backhoes,	cranes,	loaders,	etc.)	that	would	generate	noise	on	a	short‐term	basis.		
Additionally,	operation	of	the	Project	may	increase	existing	noise	levels	as	a	result	of	Project‐related	traffic;	
the	operation	of	HVAC	systems;	 sounds	associated	with	vehicles	 in	 the	structured	parking	garage;	 loading	
and	unloading	of	trucks;	and	residents	and	visitors	activities	on	the	Project	Site.	 	As	such,	nearby	sensitive	
uses,	 such	 as	 residential	 uses	 east	 of	 the	 Project	 Site,	 could	 potentially	 be	 affected.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	
recommended	that	the	Project’s	potential	to	exceed	noise	standards	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

																																																													
22		 City	of	Los	Angeles,	Department	of	City	Planning,	Los	Angeles	Citywide	General	Plan	Framework,	Draft	Environmental	Impact	Report,	

January	19,	1995,	Figure	GS‐1	–	Areas	Containing	Significant	Mineral	Deposits	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.	
23	 California	Geological	Survey,	Aggregate	Sustainability	in	California,	California,	2012;	

http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/information/publications/ms/Documents/MS_52_2012.pdf.		Accessed	January	17,	2014.	
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b.  Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 

levels? 

Potentially	Significant	Impact.		Construction	of	the	Project	may	generate	groundborne	vibration	and	noise	
due	to	site	grading,	clearing	activities,	and	haul	truck	travel.	 	 In	addition,	Project	construction	may	require	
pile‐driving.	 	 As	 such,	 the	 Project	 would	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 generate	 or	 to	 expose	 people	 to	 excessive	
groundborne	 vibration	 and	 noise	 levels	 during	 short‐term	 construction	 activities.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	
recommended	that	this	topic	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

Post‐construction	on‐site	activities	would	be	 limited	to	residential	and	retail	uses	 that	would	not	generate	
excessive	groundborne	noise	or	vibration.		As	such,	Project	operation	would	not	have	the	potential	to	expose	
people	to	excessive	groundborne	vibration	or	noise,	resulting	in	a	less	than	significant	impact.		Therefore,	no	
further	analysis	of	operational	groundborne	vibration	or	noise	is	recommended,	and	no	mitigation	measures	
would	be	necessary.	

c.  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 

existing without the project? 

Potentially	Significant	Impact.		As	discussed	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Question	XII(a)	above,	operation	
of	the	Project	may	increase	existing	noise	levels	as	a	result	of	Project‐related	traffic,	the	operation	of	HVAC	
systems,	 loading	and	unloading	of	 trucks,	 the	use	of	 aboveground	parking	 structures,	 and	 the	presence	of	
residents	 and	visitors	 at	 the	Project	 Site.	 	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 recommended	 that	potential	 impacts	 associated	
with	a	permanent	increase	in	ambient	noise	levels	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

d.  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 

above levels existing without the project? 

Potentially	Significant	 Impact.	 	As	discussed	 in	 the	 response	 to	 Checklist	Question	XII(a)	 above,	 Project	
construction	 would	 require	 the	 use	 of	 heavy	 construction	 equipment	 (e.g.,	 bulldozers,	 backhoes,	 cranes,	
loaders,	etc.)	that	would	generate	noise	on	a	short‐term	basis.		Therefore,	it	is	recommended	that	potential	
impacts	associated	with	a	temporary	or	periodic	increase	in	ambient	noise	levels	be	further	analyzed	in	an	
EIR.	

e.  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 

adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose 

people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No	Impact.		As	discussed	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Question	VIII(e)	above,	the	Project	Site	is	not	located	
within	 an	 airport	 land	 use	 plan	 or	within	 two	miles	 of	 an	 airport.	 	 The	 nearest	 airport	 is	 the	Hawthorne	
Municipal	 Airport	 located	 approximately	 11	miles	 southwest	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Project	
would	not	expose	site	population	in	the	Project	vicinity	to	excessive	noise	levels	from	airport	use.		No	further	
analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.	

f.  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing 

or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No	 Impact.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 the	 response	 to	 Checklist	 Question	 XII(e)	 above,	 the	 nearest	 airport	 is	 the	
Hawthorne	 Municipal	 Airport,	 located	 approximately	 11	miles	 southwest	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Since	 the	
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Project	is	not	within	the	vicinity	of	a	private	airstrip,	it	would	not	expose	people	residing	or	working	in	the	
area	 to	 excessive	 noise	 levels.	 	 As	 no	 impacts	would	 occur,	 further	 analysis	 of	 this	 topic	 in	 an	 EIR	 is	 not	
required.	

XIII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would	the	project:	

a.  Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing 

new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 

infrastructure)? 

Potentially	 Significant	 Impact.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 not	 have	 indirect	 effects	 on	 growth	 through	 such	
mechanisms	as	 the	extension	of	roads	and	 infrastructure,	since	 the	proposed	private	roads	would	provide	
through‐connections	to	existing	streets	to	the	serve	the	needs	of	the	proposed	development.	 	However,	the	
Project	 would	 introduce	 new	 residential	 units	 and	 employment	 opportunities	 to	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Under	
Development	 Program	 I,	 the	 Project	 would	 provide	 up	 to	 685	 new	 dwelling	 units	 and	 approximately	
46,400	square	 feet	 of	 new	 market,	 retail,	 and	 restaurant	 space	 that	 would	 provide	 new	 employment	
opportunities.		Under	Development	Program	II,	the	Project	would	develop	up	to	533	new	dwelling	units	and	
include	 up	 to	 34,100	 square	 feet	 of	 new	 market,	 retail,	 and	 restaurant	 space	 that	 would	 provide	 new	
employment	 opportunities.	 	 Further	 analysis	 of	 this	 topic	 in	 an	 EIR	 is	 recommended	 to	 assess	 the	
consistency	of	the	Project’s	direct	and	indirect	population	growth	with	available	population	projections.	

b.  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of 

replacement housing elsewhere? 

c.  Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 

elsewhere? 

No	Impact	(b‐c).	 	No	dwelling	units	are	currently	located	on	the	Project	Site.	 	Thus,	the	Project	would	not	
result	in	the	demolition	of	existing	housing	units.		The	Project	is	an	infill	development	and	would	replace	an	
existing	 surface	 parking	 lot	 with	 a	mixed‐use	 building	 consisting	 of	 residential	 and	 retail	 uses.	 	 Since	 no	
existing	 housing	 would	 be	 displaced,	 there	 would	 be	 no	 necessity	 for	 the	 construction	 of	 replacement	
housing	elsewhere.		As	no	impacts	would	occur,	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	not	recommended,	
and	no	mitigation	measures	are	required.				

XIV.  PUBLIC SERVICES 

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

a.  Fire protection? 

Potentially	 Significant	 Impact.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 introduce	 a	 new	 mixed‐use	 building	 and	
residents/employees	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	 greater	 demand	 on	 LAFD	 fire	 protection	 and	 emergency	medical	
services	would	be	generated,	and	there	is	potential	for	impacts	on	emergency	response	times.		Further,	the	
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Project	Site	is	located	within	an	area	that	is	designated	in	the	General	Plan	Safety	Element,	Exhibit	D,	Selected	
Wildfire	Hazard	Areas,	as	an	Industrialized	Area,	which	is	correlated	with	greater	risk	of	public	exposure	to	
flammable	 or	 explosive	 materials.	 	 Further	 evaluation	 is	 needed	 to	 determine	 the	 Project’s	 potential	 to	
impact	LAFD	fire	protection	and	emergency	medical	services	and	emergency	response	times	in	the	Project	
area.	

During	 Project	 construction,	 temporary	 lane	 closures	 may	 be	 required	 for	 the	 construction	 of	 the	 new	
through	streets,	new	utility	connections,	street	work,	and	in	special,	limited	circumstances,	for	offloading	and	
mobile	crane	placement.		Further	evaluation	is	needed	to	determine	the	potential	for,	and	significance	of,	any	
impacts	 temporary	 lane	closures	could	have	on	emergency	response	 times.	 	Therefore,	 it	 is	recommended	
that	potential	impacts	associated	with	fire	protection	and	emergency	medical	services	be	analyzed	further	in	
an	EIR.	

b.  Police protection? 

Potentially	Significant	Impact.	 	During	Project	construction,	temporary	lane	closures	may	be	required	for	
the	 construction	 of	 the	 new	 through	 streets,	 new	 utility	 connections,	 street	 work,	 and	 in	 special,	 limited	
circumstances,	 for	 offloading	 and	mobile	 crane	 placement.	 	With	 respect	 to	 Project	 operations,	 since	 the	
Project	 would	 introduce	 new	 residents	 and	 employees	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	 greater	 demand	 on	 police	
protection	 services	 would	 be	 generated	 and	 there	 is	 potential	 for	 impacts	 on	 response	 times.	 	 Further	
evaluation	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	needed	to	determine	the	Project’s	potential	to	have	an	impact	on	police	
protection	services	or	police	response	times	in	the	Project	area.	

c.  Schools? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.		The	Project	Site	is	located	within	the	jurisdiction	of	the	Los	Angeles	Unified	
School	District	(“LAUSD”),	and	specifically	 located	at	the	westernmost	boundary	of	LAUSD	Local	District	5.		
The	Project	 Site	 is	within	 the	attendance	boundaries	of	Ann	Street	Elementary	School,	Nightingale	Middle	
School,	and	within	a	LAUSD	Zone	of	Choice	with	multiple	high	school	options,	including	Belmont	High	School	
and	 Abraham	 Lincoln	 High	 School.24	 	 These	 schools	 are	 currently	 operating	 on	 a	 single‐track	 calendar,	
whereby	instruction	generally	begins	in	mid‐August	and	continues	through	early	June.		

LAUSD	 has	 established	 student	 generation	 rates	 for	 a	 variety	 of	 uses	 including	 residential	 development	
(multi‐family)	as	well	as	other	employment	generating	uses,	e.g.	retail,	hotel,	industrial	and	office	uses.	 	An	
estimate	of	 the	number	of	 students	 that	would	be	generated	by	 the	Project’s	 residential	 and	 retail	uses	 is	
provided	in	Table	B‐1,	Estimated	Number	of	Students	to	be	Generated	by	the	Project.		As	stated	in	Table	B‐1,	
under	 Development	 Program	 I,	 the	 Project	 is	 estimated	 to	 generate	 114	 elementary	 school	 students,	 31	
middle	 school	 students,	 and	 66	 high	 school	 students,	 for	 a	 total	 of	 211	 students.	 	 In	 comparison,	 under	
Development	 Program	 II,	 the	 Project	 is	 estimated	 to	 generate	 89	 elementary	 school	 students,	 24	middle	
school	students,	and	50	high	school	students,	for	a	total	of	163	students.	

Because	of	 the	anticipated	demographic	 characteristics	of	 the	 future	 residents	of	 the	Project,	 the	Project’s	
projected	 student	 generation	 is	 likely	 to	 be	 less	 than	 estimated	 in	 the	 above	 analysis,	 which	 is	 based	 on	
LAUSD	 generation	 factors.	 	 The	 Project’s	 large	 number	 of	 live‐work	 lofts,	 studio	 and	 one‐bedroom	
																																																													
24		 LAUSD	Zones	of	Choice	are	geographic	areas	comprising	multiple	high	school	options.	 	The	small	school	options	 in	each	Zone	are	

open	to	all	resident	students	and	represent	the	demographics	of	the	local	are	
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apartments,	and	senior	housing	under	both	schemes	would	generate	few,	if	any,	students.	 	This	estimate	is	
also	 conservative	 in	 that	 it	 assumes	 that	none	of	 the	 future	Project	 residents	with	 families	would	already	
have	students	attending	the	affected	schools.		Furthermore,	it	is	likely	that	a	portion	of	the	Project’s	school‐
age	children	would	attend	private	schools,	thus	reducing	attendance	at	LAUSD	schools.				

To	 the	extent	 that	on‐site	development	 increases	demand	at	LAUSD	schools	 serving	 the	Project	Site,	State	
law,	including	Government	Code	Section	65995	and	Education	Code	Section	17620,	requires	the	payment	of	
fees	at	a	specified	rate	for	the	funding	of	improvements	and	expansion	to	school	facilities.		Such	fees	are	paid	
at	 the	 issuance	 of	 building	 permits.	 	 In	 accordance	 with	 Senate	 Bill	 50	 (“SB	 50”),	 enacted	 in	 1998,	 the	
payment	of	 this	 fee	 is	 deemed	 to	provide	 full	 and	 complete	mitigation	 for	 impacts	 to	 school	 facilities	 and	
impacts	to	schools	would	therefore	be	reduced	to	a	less	than	significant	level.	 	With	implementation	of	the	
Regulatory	Compliance	Measure	below,	impacts	on	schools	would	be	reduced	to	a	less	than	significant	level.	
No	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	required.	

Regulatory	Compliance	Measure	IS‐5:	 		The	Applicant	 shall	pay	 school	 fees	as	established	by	 law	 to	
the	 Los	 Angeles	 Unified	 School	 District	 to	 offset	 the	 impact	 of	 additional	 student	
enrollment	at	schools	serving	the	Project	area.	

d.  Parks? 

Potentially	Significant	Impact.		Because	the	Project	would	introduce	new	residents	to	the	Project	Site	and	
new	 employees	 that	 might	 visit	 nearby	 parks,	 greater	 demand	 on	 existing	 public	 recreational	 and	 park	

Table B‐1
 

Estimated Number of Students to be Generated by the Project 

	
Development Program I 

Land Use 
Amount of 

Development  Units 
Elementary 
School 

Middle 
School 

High 
School  Total 

Residentiala	 685	 units	 113	 31	 65	 209	
Non‐Residentialb	 46,400	 sq.ft.	 1	 0	 1	 2	

Total	 114	 31	 66	 211c	

Development Program II 

Land Use 
Amount of 

Development  Units 
Elementary 
School 

Middle 
School 

High 
School  Total 

Residentiala	 533	 units	 88	 24	 50	 162	
Non‐Residentialb	 34,100	 sq.ft.	 1	 0	 0	 1	

Total	 	 	 89	 24	 50	 163c	
   

a  Student Generation Rates  for Residential Uses are taken  from the Draft School Facilities Needs Analysis 2012, LAUSD, 
September 2012.  Based on the rate for Multi‐family residential uses:  Elementary = 0.1649; Middle School = 0.045; High 
School = 0.0943. 

b   Student  Generation  rates  for  retail  uses  are  taken  from  the  2010  Commercial/Industrial  Development  School  Fee 
Justification Study, LAUSD, September 27, 2010  ‐‐ the most recent data available  for retail uses.   For each 1,000 sf of 
non‐residential space ‐‐ Elementary = 0.0178; Middle School = 0.0089; High School = 0.0111. 

c   Total number of students has been rounded up, in order to provide whole student number counts. 
 
Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2014. 
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facilities	and	services	would	be	generated.		The	Project	would	provide	on‐site	open	space	in	the	form	of	the	
plazas	on	Parcels	1	and	2,	as	well	as	recreational	facilities	for	Project	residents	and	visitors.		These	facilities	
would	reduce	the	Project’s	demand	for	use	of	existing	public	recreational	and	park	facilities.		Nevertheless,	it	
is	recommended	that	potential	residual	impacts	on	park	services	in	the	Project	area	be	analyzed	further	in	
an	EIR.	

e.  Other public facilities? 

Potentially	 Significant	 Impact.	 	 Because	 the	 Project	 would	 introduce	 new	 residents	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	
greater	demand	on	LAPL	library	services	would	be	generated.		Therefore,	it	is	recommended	that	potential	
impacts	associated	with	library	services	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

XV.  RECREATION 

a.  Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 

recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or 

be accelerated? 

Potentially	 Significant	 Impact.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	 the	 response	 to	 Checklist	 Question	 XIV(d),	 because	 the	
Project	would	introduce	new	population	to	the	Project	Site,	greater	demand	on	existing	public	recreational	
and	park	facilities	and	services	could	be	generated.		Therefore,	it	is	recommended	that	this	issue	be	analyzed	
further	in	an	EIR.	

b.  Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 

recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

Potentially	 Significant	 Impact.	 	 The	 Project	 would	 provide	 both	 publically	 accessible	 and	 private	 open	
space	 and	 recreational	 amenities.	 	However,	 as	 indicated	 in	 the	 response	 to	Checklist	Question	XV(a),	 the	
Project	 would	 introduce	 new	 population	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	 which	 could	 generate	 a	 greater	 demand	 on	
existing	public	recreational	and	park	facilities	and	services.		Therefore,	it	is	recommended	that	this	issue	be	
analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

XVI.  TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Would	the	project:	

a.  Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 

the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation 

including mass transit and non‐motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation 

system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian 

and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

Potentially	Significant	Impact.		The	Project	would	add	traffic	to	local	and	regional	transportation	systems.		
As	such,	operation	of	the	Project	could	adversely	affect	the	existing	capacity	of	the	street	system	or	exceed	an	
established	standard.		Construction	of	the	Project	would	also	result	in	a	temporary	increase	in	traffic	due	to	
construction‐related	 truck	 trips	 and	 worker	 vehicle	 trips.	 	 Therefore,	 traffic	 impacts	 during	 construction	
could	also	adversely	affect	the	street	system.		As	the	Project’s	increase	in	traffic	would	have	the	potential	to	
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result	 in	 a	 significant	 traffic	 impact,	 it	 is	 recommended	 that	 this	 topic,	 including	 parking	 provisions,	 be	
analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

b.  Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to level 

of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the 

county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways? 

Potentially	Significant	Impact.		The	Project	would	generate	vehicle	trips	which	could	potentially	add	trips	
to	a	freeway	segment	or	CMP	intersection.		As	such,	it	is	recommended	that	this	topic	be	analyzed	further	in	
an	EIR.	

c.  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change 

in location that results in substantial safety risks? 

No	Impact.		As	discussed	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Question	VIII(e),	the	nearest	airport	or	heliport	is	the	
Hawthorne	Municipal	 Airport,	which	 is	 located	 approximately	 11	miles	 southwest	 of	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 As	
such,	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 not	 within	 any	 flight	 paths;	 does	 not	 propose	 any	 construction	 that	 requires	
notification	of	the	Federal	Aviation	Administration;	and	would	not	result	 in	a	change	in	air	traffic	patterns	
including,	increases	in	traffic	levels	or	changes	in	location	that	would	result	in	substantial	safety	risks.		As	no	
impact	would	occur,	further	analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	not	required,	and	no	mitigation	measures	are	
required.	

d.  Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 

intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

Potentially	Significant	 Impact.	 	Under	both	development	options,	 the	Project	proposes	 two	new	 laterals	
roadways	connecting	N.	Spring	Street	and	Rondout	Street	and	new	driveway	entrances	on	College	Street	and	
Rondout	 Street.	 	 All	 Project	 roadways	 and	 entrances	 would	 be	 designed	 in	 accordance	 with	 LADOT	
standards.		The	Project	would	not	result	in	incompatible	uses	as	the	site	is	located	within	a	mixed	use,	urban	
area.		Nonetheless,	because	the	Project	would	introduce	new	connector	roadways	and	driveway	entrances,	it	
is	recommended	that	this	topic	be	further	evaluated	in	an	EIR	to	determine	the	potential	for	the	Project	to	
increase	hazards	due	to	a	design	feature.	

e.  Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Potentially	Significant	 Impact.	 	 Immediate	 vehicular	 access	 to	 the	Project	 Site	 is	 provided	 via	N.	 Spring	
Street,	Rondout	Street,	and	College	Street.		While	it	is	expected	that	the	majority	of	construction	activities	for	
the	Project	would	be	 confined	on‐site,	 short‐term	construction	activities	may	 temporarily	affect	 access	on	
portions	of	adjacent	streets	during	certain	periods	of	the	day.		In	addition,	under	both	development	options,	
the	Project	would	introduce	two	new	lateral	roadways	and	driveway	entrances.		These	additional	streets	and	
driveways	 could	 generate	 traffic	 in	 the	 Project	 vicinity	 that	 could	 modify	 access	 from	 the	 streets	 that	
surround	the	Project	Site.		As	such,	it	is	recommended	that	this	topic	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	
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f.  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 

pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

Potentially	 Significant	 Impact.	 	 Although	 the	 Project	 Site	 is	 well	 served	 by	 public	 transportation,	 is	
anticipated	to	improve	the	pedestrian	experience	through	the	provision	of	improved	sidewalks	and	ground‐
level	 uses,	 and	 is	 not	 expected	 to	 interfere	 with	 or	 degrade	 the	 performance	 or	 safety	 of	 public	 transit,	
bicycle,	 or	 pedestrian	 facilities,	 it	 is	 recommended	 that	 the	 Project’s	 potential	 for	 impacts	 during	
construction	and	its	consistency	with	policies,	plans,	and	programs	supporting	alternative	transportation	be	
analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

XVII.  UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would	the	project:	

a.  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 

Board? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.	 	The	City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Public	Works	(“LADPW”)	provides	
wastewater	 services	 for	 the	 Project	 Site.	 	 Any	wastewater	 that	would	 be	 generated	 by	 the	 site	would	 be	
treated	 at	 the	Hyperion	 Treatment	 Plant	 (“HTP”).	 	 The	HTP	 is	 a	 part	 of	 the	Hyperion	 Treatment	 System,	
which	 also	 includes	 the	 Tillman	Water	 Reclamation	 Plant	 (“TWRP”)	 and	 the	 Los	 Angeles‐Glendale	Water	
Reclamation	Plant	(“LAGWRP”).		The	HTP	is	designed	to	treat	450	million	gallons	per	day	(“mgd”)	HTP	has	
an	average	dry	water	flow	of	approximately	362	mgd,	leaving	approximately	88	mgd	of	capacity	available.25,26			

Following	the	secondary	treatment	of	wastewater,	the	majority	of	effluent	from	HTP	is	discharged	into	the	
Santa	Monica	Bay	while	 the	remaining	 flows	are	conveyed	 to	 the	West	Basin	Water	Reclamation	Plant	 for	
tertiary	 treatment	 and	 reuse	 as	 reclaimed	water.	 	 HTP	 has	 two	 outfalls	 that	 presently	 discharge	 into	 the	
Santa	Monica	Bay	 (a	 one‐mile	 outfall	 pipeline	 and	 five‐mile	 outfall	 pipeline).	 	 Both	 outfalls	 are	 12	 feet	 in	
diameter.		The	one‐mile	outfall	pipeline	is	50	feet	deep	and	is	only	used	on	an	emergency	basis.		The	five‐mile	
outfall	pipeline	is	187	feet	deep	and	is	used	to	discharge	secondary	treated	effluent	on	a	daily	basis.		It	was	
last	inspected	in	November	2006.		HTP	effluent	is	required	to	meet	the	Los	Angeles	Regional	Water	Quality	
Control	Board’s	 (“LARWQCB”)	 requirements	 for	 a	 recreational	beneficial	use,	which	 imposes	performance	
standards	on	water	quality	that	are	more	stringent	than	the	standards	required	under	the	Clean	Water	Act	
permit	administered	under	 the	 system’s	NPDES	permit.	 	Accordingly,	HTP	effluent	 to	Santa	Monica	Bay	 is	
continually	monitored	 to	 ensure	 that	 it	meets	 or	 exceeds	 prescribed	 standards.	 	 The	 Los	 Angeles	 County	
Department	of	Health	Services	also	monitors	flows	into	the	Santa	Monica	Bay.		

The	 Project’s	 new	 residential	 units	 and	 commercial	 uses,	 including	 a	 market,	 would	 generate	 additional	
wastewater	that	would	require	conveyance	and	treatment.		On‐site	wastewater	generation	is	anticipated	to	
total	 93,890	gallons	 per	 day	 (“gpd”),	 or	 0.0094	mgd,	 under	 Development	 Program	 I	 and	 79,448	 gpd	

																																																													
25		 The	HTP	 is	 an	 end‐of‐the‐line	 plant,	 subject	 to	 diurnal	 and	 seasonal	 flow	 variation.	 	 It	was	 designed	 to	 provide	 full	 secondary	

treatment	 for	 a	maximum‐month	 flow	 of	 450	mgd,	which	 corresponds	 to	 an	 average	 daily	waste	 flow	 of	 413	mgd,	 and	 peak	
wastewater	 flow	 of	 850	mgd.	 	 (Information	 regarding	 peak	 flow	 is	 included	 in	 the	 IRP,	 Facilities	 Plan,	 Volume	 1,	Wastewater	
Management,	July	2004;	page	7‐3.)	

26		 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	 Bureau	 of	 Sanitation,	Wastewater:	 Facts	 &	 Figures.	 	 Available	 at:	 http://www.lacitysan.org/wastewater/
factsfigures.ht.		Accessed	January	17,	2014.	
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(0.0079	mgd)	under	Development	Program	 II,	 as	 summarized	 in	Table	B‐2,	Estimated	Project	Wastewater	
Generation.	 	 Under	 both	 development	 programs,	 this	 increase	 represents	 less	 than	 0.01	percent	 of	 the	
remaining	treatment	capacity	at	the	HTP.		Given	the	amount	of	wastewater	generated	by	the	Project	and	the	
existing	 wastewater	 treatment	 capacity	 at	 the	 HTP,	 adequate	 wastewater	 treatment	 capacity	 would	 be	
available	to	serve	the	Project.	

Table B‐2
 

Estimated Project Wastewater Generation (Development Program I) 
	

Land Use  Unita   Generation Factora 

Wastewater 
Generation 

(GPD) 

Proposed	Use	  

Studio	 94 DU 75	GPD/unit 7,050
1	Bdrm	 370 DU 110	GPD/unit 40,700
2	Bdrm	 136 DU 150	GPD/unit 20,400
L/W	–	1	Bdrm	 14 DU 110	GPD/unit 1,540
L/W	–	2	Bdrm	 71 DU 150	GPD/unit 10,650
Retail	 18,000 SF 25 GPD/1,000	sf 450
Market	 20,000 SF 25 GPD/1,000	sf 500
Restaurant:	Full	Service	 420	seats 30 GPD/seat 12,600

Total	 93,890

Estimated Project Wastewater Generation (Development Program II) 

Land Use  Unita  Generation Factora 

Wastewater 
Generation 

(GPD) 

Proposed	Use	  

Studio	 57 DU 75	GPD/unit 4,275
1	Bdrm	 267 DU 110	GPD/unit 29,370
2	Bdrm	 115 DU 150	GPD/unit 17,250
L/W	–	1	Bdrm	 14 DU 110	GPD/unit 1,540
L/W	–	2	Bdrm	 80 DU 150	GPD/unit 12,000
Retail	 4,500 SF 25 GPD/1,000	sf 113
Market	 20,000SF 25 GPD/1,000	sf 500
Restaurant:	Full	Service	 480	seats 30 GPD/seat 14,400

Total	 79,448
   

Source:  Hall & Foreman, 2014 

	

Construction	 of	 the	 Project	 would	 include	 all	 necessary	 on‐	 and	 off‐site	 sewer	 pipe	 improvements	 and	
connections	to	adequately	connect	to	the	City’s	existing	sewer	system.		As	discussed	above,	the	Project	would	
not	 generate	 sewer	 flows	 that	 would	 jeopardize	 the	 ability	 of	 the	 HTP	 to	 operate	 within	 its	 established	
wastewater	 treatment	 requirements.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 the	 Project	 would	 not	 exceed	 the	 requirements	 of	 the	
LARWQCB	and	a	less	than	significant	impact	would	result.		No	mitigation	measures	or	further	evaluation	of	
this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.   
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b.  Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or 

expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 

effects? 

Wastewater 

Portions	 of	 the	 following	 impact	 analysis	 pertaining	 to	 the	 wastewater	 disposal	 are	 based,	 in	 part,	 on	
information	contained	 in	 the	 Initial	Sewer	Study	 (“Sewer	Study”)	prepared	by	Hall	&	Foreman,	 Inc.	 in	 June	
2014.		The	Sewer	Study	is	included	as	Appendix	B‐4	of	this	Initial	Study.			

Less	 Than	 Significant	 Impact.	 	With	 regard	 to	 wastewater	 treatment,	 as	 discussed	 in	 the	 response	 to	
Checklist	Question	XVII(a)	above,	the	Project’s	net	increase	in	wastewater	generation	would	not	exceed	the	
treatment	capacity	of	the	HTP	and	a	less	than	significant	impact	would	result.	

With	regard	to	the	local	wastewater	conveyance	infrastructure,	the	Project	Site	is	served	through	an	off‐site	
sewer	network	maintained	by	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Bureau	of	Sanitation,	comprising	8‐inch	and	15‐inch	
vitrified	 clay	 pipes	 (“VCP”).	 	 The	 first	 sewer	main	 that	would	 serve	 the	Project	 Site	 is	 an	 8‐inch	 sewer	 in	
Rondout	Street	flows	southeast	and	ultimately	discharges	through	a	manhole	to	a	City	of	Los	Angeles	12‐inch	
connected	VCP	main,	which	is	located	in	North	Main	Street,	east	of	the	Project	Site.		The	second	sewer	main	
that	would	serve	the	Project	Site	is	a	15‐inch	VCP	located	west	of	the	Project	Site	in	N.	Spring	Street.		It	flows	
southwest	 and	 ultimately	 discharges	 through	 a	 manhole	 to	 a	 15‐inch	 connected	 VCP	 main	 parallel	 to	
Alameda	Street.			

As	discussed	 above,	wastewater	 generation	under	 the	Project	would	 total	 an	 estimated	81,542	gpd	under	
Development	 Program	 I	 and	 65,336	 gpd	 under	 Development	 Program	 II.	 	 During	 final	 plan	 check,	 the	
Project’s	 Sewer	 Capacity	 Availability	 Request	 (“SCAR”)	 would	 be	 reviewed	 by	 the	 Bureau	 of	 Sanitation	
(“BOS”)	to	verify	available	capacity	in	the	local	sewer	system	at	that	time,	and	to	amend	requirements	of	the	
Applicant	to	reflect	existing	capacity	as	needed.27		If	sewer	capacity	is	confirmed	to	be	adequate,	the	Project	
would	be	issued	a	permit	to	connect	to	the	City’s	sewer	system.		The	Project	would	be	required	to	provide	
on‐site	 infrastructure	and	connections	 to	 the	 local	sewer	 lines,	 to	 the	satisfaction	of	LADBS	and	BOS.	 	The	
Project	 would	 also	 be	 required	 to	 pay	 Sewerage	 Facilities	 Charges	 that	 would	 be	 deposited	 in	 the	 City’s	
Sewer	Construction	and	Maintenance	Fund	and	used	for	operations,	maintenance	and	improvements	of	the	
wastewater	collection	system,	which	the	City	monitors	routinely	to	determine	the	need	for	required	system	
upgrades.		If	the	BOS	determines	that	adequate	capacity	is	not	available	in	the	local	sewer	system,	the	BOS	
would	require	the	Project	applicant	to	amend	the	Project	or	complete	any	necessary	off‐site	improvements	
to	increase	capacity	in	the	system.		Therefore,	BOS	review	of	the	Project	would	ensure	that	there	would	be	
sufficient	capacity	to	accept	the	Project’s	wastewater	generation	and	convey	it	to	the	HTP	for	treatment,	and	
the	Project	would	result	in	a	less	than	significant	impact	with	respect	to	wastewater	conveyance.	

																																																													
27		 The	SCAR	calculated	the	Project’s	wastewater	generation	for	both	development	options	using	standard	City	wastewater	generation	

rates.		To	provide	a	conservative	estimate,	the	SCAR	rounded	wastewater	generation	up	to	82,000	gpd	under	Development	Scenario	I	
and	up	to	66,000	gpd	under	Development	Program	II.		The	SCAR	was	submitted	to	the	BOS	for	review	and	approval	in	March	2014.		
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Water 

Potentially	Significant	Impact.		The	Project	consists	of	new	mixed‐use	development	on	a	currently	vacant	
site,	 which	 would	 result	 in	 an	 increase	 in	 water	 demand	 that	 may	 require	 upgrades	 to	 existing	 utility	
facilities.		Therefore,	it	is	recommended	that	water	supply	and	infrastructure	be	analyzed	further	in	an	EIR.	

c.  Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 

existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.		As	discussed	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Question	IX(e)	above,	the	Project	
Site	would	install	subterranean	cisterns	on‐site	and	implement	other	BMPs	in	accordance	with	the	City’s	LID	
Ordinance	 to	ensure	 that	 stormwater	 flows	 from	the	Project	Site	do	not	 increase	over	existing	conditions.		
There	are	no	known	current	deficiencies	in	the	local	stormwater	system	that	serves	the	Project	Site.		As	the	
storm	drain	system	in	N.	Spring	Street	can	adequately	handle	existing	flows,	the	Project’s	stormwater	flows	
would	not	exceed	 the	capacity	of	 the	storm	drain	system	 in	N.	Spring	Street.	 	Final	plan	check	by	 the	City	
Bureau	of	Engineering	would	ensure	that	adequate	capacity	 is	available	in	the	storm	drain	system	prior	to	
Project	approval.		The	Applicant	would	be	responsible	for	providing	the	necessary	storm	drain	infrastructure	
to	serve	the	Project	Site,	as	well	as	any	extensions	to	the	existing	system	in	the	area.		Therefore,	a	less	than	
significant	impact	would	result.	 	No	additional	mitigation	measures	are	required	and	no	further	analysis	of	
this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.	

d.  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 

resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

Potentially	 Significant	 Impact.	 	 Sections	 10910‐10915	 of	 the	 State	 Water	 Code	 (Senate	 Bill	 [SB]	 610)	
requires	the	preparation	of	a	water	supply	assessment	(“WSA”)	demonstrating	sufficient	water	supplies	for	a	
project	that	is:	1)	a	shopping	center	or	business	establishment	that	will	employ	more	than	1,000	persons	or	
have	more	 than	500,000	square	 feet	of	 floor	space;	2)	a	 commercial	office	building	 that	will	 employ	more	
than	1,000	persons	or	have	more	than	250,000	square	feet	of	space,	or	3)	any	mixed‐use	project	that	would	
demand	an	amount	of	water	equal	to	or	greater	than	the	amount	of	water	needed	to	serve	a	500‐dwelling	
unit	 subdivision.	 	 As	 both	 development	 options	 for	 the	 Project	meet	 the	 established	 threshold,	 a	WSA	 is	
required	for	the	Project.		Further	evaluation	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.	

e.  Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the 

project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the 

provider's existing commitments? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.		As	indicated	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Question	XVII(a),	the	Project	would	
not	 exceed	 the	 treatment	 capacity	 of	 the	HTP.	 	 Specifically,	 the	Project’s	projected	wastewater	 generation	
represents	a	negligible	percentage	(less	than	0.01	percent)	of	 the	remaining	available	capacity	at	 the	HTP.		
Further,	as	discussed	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Question	XVII(b)	above,	BOS	review	of	the	Project	during	
final	plan	check	would	ensure	that	the	local	wastewater	conveyance	infrastructure	would	adequately	serve	
wastewater	generated	by	the	Project.		Therefore,	the	project	would	have	a	less	than	significant	impact	with	
respect	 to	 wastewater	 treatment	 capacity.	 	 No	 mitigation	 measures	 would	 be	 required	 and	 no	 further	
analysis	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.	
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f.  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's solid 

waste disposal needs? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.		Solid	waste	management	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	involves	both	public	and	
private	 refuse	 collection	 services	 as	well	 as	public	 and	private	operation	of	 solid	waste	 transfer,	 resource	
recovery,	 and	 disposal	 facilities.	 	 The	 BOS	 is	 responsible	 for	 developing	 strategies	 to	manage	 solid	waste	
generation	and	disposal	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles.		The	Bureau	of	Sanitation	collects	solid	waste	generated	
primarily	 by	 single‐family	 dwellings,	 small	 multi‐family	 dwellings,	 and	 public	 facilities.	 	 Private	 hauling	
companies	 collect	 solid	 waste	 generated	 primarily	 from	 large	 multi‐family	 residential,	 commercial,	 and	
industrial	properties.	 	The	City	does	not	own	or	operate	any	 landfill	 facilities,	and	the	majority	of	 its	solid	
waste	is	disposed	of	at	in‐County	landfills.			

The	 remaining	 disposal	 capacity	 for	 the	 County’s	 Class	 III	 landfills	 is	 estimated	 at	 approximately	
129.2	million	 tons	 as	 of	 December	 31,	 2012.28	 	 In	 addition	 to	 in‐County	 landfills,	 out‐of‐County	 disposal	
facilities	are	also	available	to	the	City.		Aggressive	waste	reduction	and	diversion	programs	on	a	Countywide	
level	 have	 helped	 reduce	 disposal	 levels	 at	 the	 County’s	 landfills,	 and	 based	 on	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 County	
Integrated	Waste	Management	Plan	(“CoIWMP”),	 the	County	anticipates	 that	 future	Class	 III	disposal	needs	
can	 be	 adequately	met	 through	 2027	 through	 a	 combination	 of	 landfill	 expansion,	waste	 diversion	 at	 the	
source,	out‐of‐County	landfills,	and	other	practices.	

Construction Impacts 

Project	 construction	 would	 require	 earthwork	 (grading	 and	 excavation)	 and	 the	 new	 construction	 of	 a	
mixed‐use	project	on	the	Project	Site.		Each	of	these	activities	would	generate	demolition	waste	including	but	
not	 limited	 to	 soil,	 asphalt,	 wood,	 paper,	 glass,	 plastic,	 and	 metals.	 	 As	 shown	 in	 Table	 B‐3,	 Project	
Construction	Debris,	construction	of	the	proposed	mixed‐use	project	would	generate	an	estimated	1,277	tons	
of	 debris	 under	Development	 Program	 I	 and	 1,047	 tons	 under	Development	 Program	 II.	 	 As	 discussed	 in	
Attachment	A,	Project	Description,	of	this	Initial	Study,	excavation	of	the	Project	Site	is	estimated	to	generate	
8,400	 cubic	 yards	 of	 demolition	 debris	 under	 both	 development	 options	 and	 approximately	 63,100	cubic	
yards	 (“cy”)	 of	 soil	 export	 under	 Development	 Program	 I,	 the	 more	 intensive	 development	 option,	 and	
approximately	48,100	cy	of	soil	under	Development	Program	II.			

Construction	materials	are	disposed	of	at	one	of	 the	unclassified	 inert	 landfills	available	 to	 the	City	of	Los	
Angeles,	 typically	 the	 Azusa	 Land	 Reclamation	 Facility,	 which	 has	 an	 estimated	 remaining	 capacity	 of	
approximately	64.1	million	tons.	 	As	a	result,	Project	excavation	and	construction	would	account	for	only	a	
small	 percentage	 (less	 than	 0.01	 percent	 under	 Development	 Programs	 I	 and	 II)	 of	 the	 Azusa	 Land	
Reclamation	Facility,	and	construction	waste	would	not	exceed	the	existing	capacity	of	this	facility.			

These	 regulations	 require	 the	 Applicant	 to	 contract	 with	 a	 waste	 disposal	 company	 that	 recycles	
construction	and/or	demolition	debris,	as	well	as	to	provide	temporary	waste	separation	bins	during	Project	
construction.		On	March	5,	2010,	the	City	Council	approved	the	Construction	and	Demolition	Waste	Recycling	
Ordinance,	which	requires	all	mixed	construction	and	demolition	waste	generated	within	City	limits	be	taken	
to	 City‐certified	 construction	 and	 demolition	 waste	 processors.	 	 This	 recycling	 requirement	 is	 effective	

																																																													
28		 County	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Public	Works,	County	of	Los	Angeles	Countywide	 Integrated	Waste	Management	Plan:	2012	

Annual	Report.		August	2013.	
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January	1,	2011	and	data	 is	not	yet	available	on	 the	effectiveness	of	 this	ordinance.29	 	However,	 assuming	
Project	 construction	 achieves	 a	 minimum	 50	 percent	 diversion	 rate	 as	 required	 by	 Assembly	 Bill	 939,	
construction	debris	would	be	reduced	 to	a	 total	of	approximately	639	 tons	under	Development	Program	I	
and	 approximately	 524	 tons	 under	 Development	 Program	 II.	 	 Waste	 resulting	 from	 Project	 construction	
would	 be	 further	 reduced	with	 compliance	with	 applicable	 City	 regulations.	 	 Construction	waste	 impacts	
would	be	less	than	significant	and	further	evaluation	of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	not	required.	

Operational Impacts 

Estimated	solid	waste	generation	for	the	Project	is	shown	in	Table	B‐4,	Estimated	Operational	Solid	Waste	
Generation.		It	is	estimated	that	the	total	waste	generation	for	the	Project	would	be	approximately	1,667	tons	
per	 year	 (4.56	 tons	 per	 day)	 under	 Development	 Program	 I	 and	 approximately	 1,317	 tons	 per	 year	
(3.62	tons	 per	 day)	 under	Development	 Program	 II.	 	 The	 annual	 amount	 of	 solid	waste	 generated	 by	 the	

																																																													
29	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles,	 Department	 of	 Public	 Works,	 Solid	 Resources,	 Recycling	 Statistics.	 	 Available	 at:	

http://www.lacitysan.org/solid_resources/recycling/c&d.htm.		Accessed	January	13,	2014.	

Table B‐3
 

Project Construction Debris (Development Program I)  
	

Land Use  Size  
Generation Rate 

(lbs/sf) 
Total Solid Waste 
Generation (lbs) 

Total Solid Waste 
Generation 

Residential	 539,105	sf	 4.39	lbs	per	sf	 2,366,671	lbs	 1,183	tons	

Non‐Residential	 43,500	sf	 	4.34	lbs	per	sf	 188,790	lbs	 94	tons	

Total	Solid	Waste	Generated	During	Project	Construction	 2,555,461	lbs	 1,277	tons	

Total	Solid	Waste	With	Diversion	Efforts	(50	percent) 1,277,731	lbs	 639	tons	

Demolition	Debris	Export	(cubic	yards) 	 8,400	cya	

Soil	Export	(cubic	yards) 	 63,100	cy	

 
Project Construction Debris (Development Program II) 

   

Land Use  Size  
Generation Rate 

(lbs/sf) 
Total Solid Waste 
Generation (lbs) 

Total Solid Waste 
Generation 

Residential	 438,305	sf	 4.39	lbs	per	sf	 1,924,159	lbs	 962	tons	

Non‐Residential	 39,100	sf	 	4.34	lbs	per	sf	 169,694	lbs	 85	tons	

Total	Solid	Waste	Generated	During	Project	Construction	 2,093,853	lbs	 1,047	tons	

Total	Solid	Waste	With	Diversion	Efforts	(50	percent) 1,046,927	lbs	 524	tons	

Demolition	Debris	Export	(cubic	yards) 	 8,400	cy	

Soil	Export	(cubic	yards) 	 48,100	cy	
   

a  cy = cubic yards 

 

Source:   Generation  Rates:  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Estimating  2003  Building‐Related  Construction  and  Demolition 
Materials Amounts, March 2009.   
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Project	 Site	 would	 represent	 a	 negligible	 amount	 (0.06	percent	 under	 Development	 Program	 I	 and	 0.04	
percent	under	Development	Program	II)	of	the	daily	solid	waste	disposed	of	by	the	City	(8,175.13	tons),	for	
which	there	is	adequate	daily	permitted	capacity.		It	is	important	to	note	that	this	estimate	is	conservative,	in	
that	the	amount	of	solid	waste	that	would	need	to	be	landfilled	would	likely	be	less	than	this	forecast	based	
on	successful	City	implementation	of	AB	939	and	the	City’s	objective	to	achieve	a	70	percent	diversion	goal	
by	 2020	 and	 eventually	 to	 a	 zero	 waste	 scenario	 by	 2025	 as	 envisioned	 in	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Solid	Waste	
Integrated	Resources	Plan.		Recycling	efforts	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	in	accordance	with	AB	939	achieved	a	
solid	waste	diversion	 rate	of	76.4	percent	 in	2012,	 the	most	 recent	year	data	 is	 available.30	 	Assuming	 the	
Project	achieves	a	similar	diversion	rate,	the	amount	of	Project	solid	waste	that	would	need	to	be	landfilled	
would	be	reduced	 to	an	estimated	393.4	 tons	annually	 (1.07	 tons	per	day)	under	Development	Program	I	
and	 310.8	 tons	 annually	 (0.85	 tons	 per	 day)	 under	 Development	 Program	 II.	 	 Therefore,	 a	 less	 than	
significant	impact	associated	with	operational	solid	waste	would	occur.					

																																																													
30	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles,	 Department	 of	 Public	 Works,	 Solid	 Resources,	 Zero	 Waste	 Progress	 Report.	 	 Available	 at:	

http://www.lacitysan.org/solid_resources/recycling/publications/PDFs/CLA_%20Zero_Waste_Progress_Report.pdf.	 	 Accessed	
January	13,	2013.	

Table B‐4
 

Estimated Operational Solid Waste Generation (Development Program I) 
	

Land Use 
Unita  
(sq. ft.)  Factora 

Waste 
Generation 
(lbs/day) 

Waste 
Generation 
(tons/year) 

Proposed	Use	  

Residential	 685	 12.23	lbs/unit	 8,378	 1,529	

Commercial/Retail	 26,400	 5	lbs/1,000	sq.	ft./day	 132	 24	

Market	 20,000	 31.2	lbs	/	1,000	sf/day	 624	 114	

Total	 9,134	 1,667	

Estimated Operational Solid Waste Generation (Development Program II) 

Land Use 
Unita  
(sq. ft.)  Factora 

Waste 
Generation 
(lbs/day) 

Waste 
Generation 
(tons/year) 

Proposed	Use	  

Residential	 533	 12.23	lbs/unit	 6,519	 1,190	

Commercial/Retail	 14,100	 5	lbs/1,000	sq.	ft./day	 71	 13	

Market	 20,000	 31.2	lbs	/	1,000	sf/day	 624	 114	

Total	 7,239	 1,317	
   

a   Generation factors provided by the CalRecycle website: Estimated Solid Waste Generation Rates. 

   http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/WasteChar/WasteGenRates/default.htm.  
Accessed April 18, 2013. 

 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2014 
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As	described	 in	 the	CoIWMP	2012	Annual	Report,	 future	disposal	 needs	 for	 the	15‐year	planning	horizon	
(2027)	would	be	adequately	met	through	the	use	of	in‐County	and	out‐of‐County	facilities.		It	should	also	be	
noted	 that	 with	 annual	 reviews	 of	 demand	 and	 capacity	 in	 each	 subsequent	 Annual	 Report,	 the	 15‐year	
planning	horizon	is	extended	by	one	year,	thereby	providing	sufficient	lead	time	for	the	County	to	address	
any	future	shortfalls	in	landfill	capacity.			

Based	 on	 the	 above,	 Project‐generated	 waste	 would	 not	 exacerbate	 the	 estimated	 landfill	 capacity	
requirements	addressed	for	the	15‐year	planning	period	ending	in	2027,	or	alter	the	ability	of	the	County	to	
address	landfill	needs	via	existing	capacity	and	other	options	for	increasing	capacity.		Therefore,	impacts	on	
solid	waste	disposal	from	Project	operations	would	be	less	than	significant.	

In	summary,	the	County’s	inert	and	Class	III	landfills	would	have	adequate	capacity	to	accommodate	Project‐
generated	 construction	 and	 demolition	 waste	 during	 Project	 construction	 and	 Class	 III	 solid	 waste	
generation	 during	 Project	 operations.	 	 Thus,	 construction	 and	 operation	 impacts	 relative	 to	 solid	 waste	
would	be	 less	 than	significant.	 	No	 further	analysis	of	 this	 topic	 in	an	EIR	 is	recommended.	 	No	mitigation	
measures	are	required.	

g.  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.	 	Solid	waste	management	in	the	State	 is	primarily	guided	by	the	California	
Integrated	 Waste	 Management	 Act	 of	 1989	 (AB	 939)	 which	 emphasizes	 resource	 conservation	 through	
reduction,	recycling,	and	reuse	of	solid	waste.		AB939	establishes	an	integrated	waste	management	hierarchy	
consisting	 of	 (in	 order	 of	 priority):	 (1)	 source	 reduction,	 (2)	 recycling	 and	 composting,	 and	
(3)	environmentally	safe	transformation	and	land	disposal.		Additionally,	the	City	is	currently	implementing	
its	 “Zero‐Waste‐to‐Landfill”	 goal	 to	 achieve	 zero	 waste	 to	 landfills	 by	 2025	 to	 enhance	 the	 Solid	 Waste	
Integrated	Resources	Planning	Process.	 	Recycling	efforts	 in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	 in	accordance	with	AB	
939	achieved	a	solid	waste	diversion	rate	of	76.4	percent	in	2012,	the	most	recent	year	data	is	available.	

The	Project	would	be	consistent	with	the	applicable	regulations	associated	with	solid	waste.		Specifically,	the	
Project	would	provide	adequate	storage	areas	 in	accordance	with	 the	City	of	Los	Angeles	Space	Allocation	
Ordinance	(Ordinance	No.	171,687),	which	requires	that	developments	include	a	recycling	area	or	room	of	
specified	 size	 on	 the	 Project	 Site.31	 	 Further,	 the	 Project	 would	 comply	 with	 the	 City’s	 Construction	 and	
Demolition	Waste	Recycling	Ordinance.	 	The	Project	would	also	promote	compliance	with	AB	939	and	City	
waste	diversion	goals	by	providing	clearly	marked,	source	sorted	receptacles	to	facilitate	recycling.		Since	the	
Project	would	comply	with	federal,	State,	and	local	statutes	and	regulations	related	to	solid	waste,	a	less	than	
significant	 impact	would	occur	and	no	mitigation	measures	would	be	required.	 	No	further	analysis	of	this	
topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.	

h.  Other Utilities and Service Systems? 

Less	Than	Significant	Impact.	 	Electricity	 transmission	to	 the	Project	Site	 is	provided	and	maintained	by	
LADWP.	 	 Future	 plans	 regarding	 the	 provision	 of	 electrical	 services	 are	 presented	 in	 regularly	 updated	
Integrated	 Resource	 Plans	 (“IRPs”).	 	 These	 plans	 identify	 future	 demand	 for	 services	 and	 provide	 a	
framework	for	how	LADWP	plans	on	continuing	to	meet	future	consumer	demand.		The	current	IRP	is	based	
																																																													
31	 Ordinance	No.		171687	adopted	by	the	Los	Angeles	City	Council	on	August	6,	1997.	
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on	a	20‐year	planning	horizon.		The	LADWP	is	required	to	meet	operational,	planning	reserve	and	reliability	
criteria,	and	the	resource	adequacy	standards	of	the	Western	Electricity	Coordinating	Council	and	the	North	
American	Electric	Reliability	Corporation.			

LADWP’s	Power	System	served	approximately	4.1	million	people	in	2013	in	the	City	and	areas	of	the	Owens	
Valley	and	is	the	nation’s	largest	municipal	electric	utility.		LADWP	has	a	net	dependable	generation	capacity	
greater	than	7,327	megawatts	(“MW”)	from	a	diverse	mix	of	energy	resources.32		LADWP	is	fully	resourced	to	
meet	 peak	 demand	 but	 maintains	 transmission	 and	 wholesale	 marketing	 operations	 to	 keep	 production	
costs	low	and	increase	system	reliability.				

The	 LADWP	 December	 2013	 forecast,	 as	 presented	 in	 the	 2013	 IRP,	 indicates	 a	 2017‐2018	 fiscal	 year	
demand	 for	 approximately	 22,823	 gigawatt	 hours	 (“GWh”)	 per	 year.33	 	 The	 Project’s	 estimated	 energy	
consumption	is	shown	in	Table	B‐5,	Estimated	Electricity	Use.		The	estimates	are	based	on	generation	factors	
provided	in	the	2013	SCAQMD	California	Emissions	Estimator	Model.		As	indicated	in	Table	B‐7,	the	annual	
consumption	of	electricity	would	be		3,608.01		megawatt	hours	(“MWh”)	under	Development	Program	I	and	
2,882.55	 MWh	 under	 Development	 Program	 II.	 	 When	 compared	 to	 the	 estimated	 2017‐2018	 LADWP	
demand	 of	 23,300	 GWh	 per	 year,	 the	 Project’s	 energy	 consumption	would	 represent	 approximately	 0.02	
percent	 of	 total	 demand	 under	 Development	 Program	 I	 and	 0.01	percent	 of	 total	 demand	 under	
Development	 Program	 II.	 	 This	 amount	 is	 negligible,	 and	 is	 within	 the	 anticipated	 service	 capabilities	 of	
LADWP.			

Table B‐5
 

Estimated Electricity Use (Development Program I) 
	

Land Use  Unit or sq. ft. 
Consumption Factor 
(MWh/unit/year)a 

Annual Electricity 
Consumption (MWh)

Residential		Uses	 685	units	 3.48	 2,384.67	

Retail/Restaurant	 26,400	sf	 0.02	 421.34	

Market	 20,000	sf	 0.04	 802.00	

Total	 	 	 3,608.01		

Estimated Electricity Use (Development Program II) 

Land Use  Unit or sq. ft. 
Consumption Factor 
(MWh/unit/year)a 

Annual Electricity 
Consumption (MWh)

Residential		Uses	 533	units	 3.48	 1,855.51	

Retail/Restaurant	 14,100	sf	 0.02	 225.04	

Market	 20,000	sf	 0.04	 802.00	

Total	 	 	 2,882.55	
   

a   Electricity  demand  generation  factors  based  on  SCAQMD  California  Emissions  Estimator Model,  Appendix 
Default Data Tables (October 2013), Table 8.1. 

 
Source:  PCR Services Corporation, 2014 

																																																													
32	 City	of	Los	Angeles	Department	of	Water	and	Power,	2013	Integrated	Resources	Plan,	December	2013.	
33		 Ibid,	at	Appendix	A,	Table	A‐1.	
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Natural	gas	is	provided	to	the	Project	Site	by	the	Southern	California	Gas	Company	(SoCal	Gas).		According	to	
the	 2012	 California	 Gas	 Report,	 the	 most	 recent	 available,	 California	 natural	 gas	 demand	 is	 expected	 to	
decrease	at	a	modest	rate	of	0.25	percent	per	year	 from	2012	to	2030	for	residential,	commercial,	electric	
generation,	and	industrial	markets.		This	is	due	to	increased	energy	efficiency	programs,	increasing	reliance	
on	renewable	electric	generation	(e.g.	solar	and	wind)	as	well	as	declining	industrial	demands	as	California	
continues	its	transition	from	a	manufacturing‐based	to	a	service‐based	economy.34		Over	the	past	five	years,	
California	 natural	 gas	 utilities	 including	 SoCal	 Gas,	 interstate	 pipelines	 and	 in‐state	 natural	 gas	 storage	
facilities	 have	 increased	 their	 delivery	 and	 receipt	 capacity	 to	 meet	 natural	 gas	 growth.	 	 SoCal	 Gas	 is	
supported	 in	 its	 planning	 effort	 by	 the	 California	 Energy	 Commission,	 which	 provides	 Integrated	 Energy	
Policy	Reports,	with	annual	updates	that	evaluate	future	demand	for	natural	gas	and	supply	considerations.					

The	2012	California	Gas	Report	 indicates	 that,	with	 only	minor	 variations	 from	 year	 to	 year,	 SoCal	 Gas	 is	
projected	to	provide	approximately	975	billion	cubic	feet	(cf)	per	year	of	natural	gas	over	the	next	20‐year	
planning	horizon.		The	report	also	indicates	that	SoCal	Gas	has	a	substantially	higher	capacity	available.35			

The	Project’s	estimated	use	of	natural	gas	is	shown	in	Table	B‐6,	Estimated	Natural	Gas	Use.		This	estimate	is	
based	 on	 generation	 factors	 provided	 in	 the	 2011	 SCAQMD	 California	 Emissions	 Estimator	 Model.	 	 As	
indicated	therein,	the	Project	would	generate	a	demand	for		5,032.49	 thousand	 cubic	 feet	 (“kcf”)	 per	 year	
under	Development	Program	I	and	4,004.80	kcf	per	year	under	Development	Program	II,	which	represents	
less	 than	 0.01	 percent	 of	 the	 estimated	 annual	 demand	 of	 975	 billion	 cubic	 feet/year	 under	 both	
development	options.	 	This	amount	 is	negligible	 and	 is	within	 the	anticipated	service	 capabilities	of	 SoCal	
Gas.			

Furthermore,	utility	providers	are	required	to	plan	for	necessary	upgrades	and	expansions	to	their	systems	
to	ensure	that	adequate	service	would	be	provided.		As	such,	the	Project	would	have	a	less	than	significant	
impact	 on	 electricity	 and	 natural	 gas	 utilities	 and	 service	 systems.	 	 No	 further	 analysis	 of	 this	 topic	 is	
necessary	 and	no	mitigation	measures	 are	 required.	 	Notwithstanding,	 the	 analysis	 of	GHG	emissions	will	
evaluate	energy	use	as	it	effects	air	emissions	and	potential	conservation	measures	that	will	reduce	energy	
consumption	as	well	as	the	emission	of	GHGs.	

XVIII.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

a.  Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 

reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below 

self‐sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number 

or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples 

of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

Potentially	 Significant	 Impact.	 	 As	 discussed	 within	 this	 Initial	 Study,	 the	 Project	 could	 result	 in	
environmental	 impacts	that	have	the	potential	 to	degrade	the	quality	of	environment	as	addressed	herein.		
Potentially	affected	resources	include	Aesthetics	(Aesthetics,	Views,	Light	and	Glare,	and	Shade	and	Shadow),	
Air	 Quality,	 Cultural	 Resources	 (Historical,	 Archaeological,	 and	 Paleontological	 Resources),	 Greenhouse	

																																																													
34		 2012	California	Gas	Report,	Prepared	by	the	California	Gas	and	Electric	Utilities.		July	2012.	
35	 2012	California	Gas	Report,	prepared	by	the	California	Gas	and	Electric	Utilities.	 	July	2012;	page	66	and	Appendix	Table	at	pages	

102–107.				
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Gases,	Hazards	and	Hazardous	Materials,	Land	Use	and	Planning,	Noise,	Public	Services	(Fire,	Police,	Parks,	
Other	 Government	 Facilities),	 Recreation,	 Transportation/Circulation	 (Traffic,	 Access,	 and	 Parking),	 and	
Utilities/Service	 Systems	 (Water	 Supply).	 	 An	 EIR	 will	 be	 prepared	 to	 analyze	 and	 document	 these	
potentially	significant	impacts.	

As	discussed	previously	in	the	response	to	Checklist	Question	IV,	the	Project	would	not	substantially	reduce	
the	habitat	of	fish	or	wildlife	species,	cause	a	fish	or	wildlife	population	to	drop	below	self‐sustaining	levels,	
threaten	 to	 eliminate	 a	 plant	 or	 animal	 community,	 reduce	 the	 number	 or	 restrict	 the	 range	 of	 a	 rare	 or	
endangered	plant	or	animal.			

b.  Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  

("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable 

when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 

projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 

Potentially	Significant	Impact.		The	potential	for	cumulative	impacts	occurs	when	the	independent	impacts	
of	a	given	project	are	combined	with	the	impacts	of	related	projects	in	proximity	to	the	Project	Site,	to	create	
impacts	 that	 are	 greater	 than	 those	 of	 the	 project	 alone.	 	 Related	 projects	 include	 past,	 current,	 and/or	
probable	future	projects	whose	development	could	contribute	to	potentially	significant	cumulative	impacts	
in	conjunction	with	a	given	project.			

Table B‐6
 

Estimated Natural Gas Use (Development Program I) 
	

Land Use  Units 
Consumption Factor 
(kBtu/unit/year)a 

Annual Natural Gas 
Consumption 
(kcf/year)b 

Residential	Units	 685	units	 6,819.80	 4,533.44	

Retail/Restaurant	 26,400	sf	 1.82	 46.63	

Market	 20,000	sf	 23.31	 452.42	

Total	  5,032.49	

Estimated Natural Gas Use (Development Program II) 

Land Use  Units 
Consumption Factor 
(kBtu/unit/year)a 

Annual Natural Gas 
Consumption 
(kcf/year)b 

Residential	Units	 533	units	 6,819.80	 3,527.48	

Retail/Restaurant	 14,100	sf	 1.82	 24.9 

Market	 20,000	sf	 23.31	 452.42	

Total	  4,004.80	
   

a  Natural  gas  demand  generation  factors  based  on  SCAQMD  California  Emissions  Estimator Model,  Appendix  Default  Date 
Tables ( October 2013), Table 8.1.  kBtu = thousand British thermal units. 

b  Natural gas  consumption expressed  in kBtu  (thousand British Thermal Units)  is  converted  to  consumption  in kcf  (thousand 
cubic feet) via the following conversion factor:  1,000 Btu = 0.00097043405077 thousand cubic feet. 

 
Source: PCR Services Corporation, 2014. 
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For	each	of	 the	 topics	determined	to	be	potentially	significant	within	 this	 Initial	Study,	as	 identified	 in	 the	
corresponding	sections	above,	the	potential	for	cumulatively	significant	impacts	will	be	analyzed	in	an	EIR.		
Topics	 for	 which	 Initial	 Study	 determinations	 were	 “No	 Impact”	 or	 “Less	 Than	 Significant	 Impact”	 are	
discussed	below.				

With	 respect	 to	 potential	 contributions	 to	 cumulative	 impacts	 for	 agricultural	 resources,	 biological	
resources,	and	mineral	resources,	the	Project	Site	is	located	in	an	urbanized	area,	and	like	the	Project,	other	
development	 occurring	 in	 the	 area	would	 also	 constitute	 urban	 infill	 in	 already	 densely	 developed	 areas.		
The	 Project	 Site	 does	 not	 contain	 agricultural,	 sensitive	 biological,	 or	 mineral	 resources,	 and	 therefore	
Project	 implementation	 would	 not	 be	 expected	 to	 result	 in	 a	 considerable	 contribution	 to	 cumulatively	
significant	impacts	on	these	resources.			

With	respect	to	Geology	and	Soils,	geology	impacts	are	site	specific	and	are	assessed	on	a	project‐by‐project	
basis.	 	 As	 no	 projects	 are	 located	 immediately	 adjacent	 to	 the	 Project	 Site,	 cumulative	 geologic	 impacts	
resulting	from	the	Project	and	other	related	projects	would	not	occur.		All	projects	in	the	City	of	Los	Angeles	
would	be	subject	to	Federal,	State,	and	local	regulations	and	standards	for	seismic	safety,	including	the	CBC	
(as	 amended	 by	 the	 Los	 Angeles	 Building	 Code).	 	 Thus,	 cumulative	 impacts	 related	 to	 geology	 and	 soils	
would	be	less	than	significant.		No	additional	mitigation	measures	would	be	required	and	no	further	analysis	
of	this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.	

With	 respect	 to	 hydrology	 and	 water	 quality,	 all	 development	 projects	 that	 require	 ground‐disturbing	
activities	have	the	potential	 to	 increase	or	decrease	 in	surface	water	runoff	and	contribute	point	and	non‐
point	 source	 pollutants	 to	 nearby	water	 bodies.	 	 However,	 as	with	 the	 Project,	 related	 projects	would	 be	
subject	 to	 NPDES	 permit	 requirements	 for	 both	 construction	 and	 operation,	 including	 development	 of	
SWPPPs	 for	 construction	 projects	 greater	 than	 one	 acre,	 compliance	 with	 SUSMP	 requirements	 during	
operation,	and	compliance	with	other	local	requirements	pertaining	to	hydrology	and	surface	water	quality.		
It	 is	 anticipated	 that	 related	 projects	 would	 be	 evaluated	 on	 an	 individual	 basis	 by	 City	 of	 Los	 Angeles	
Department	of	Public	Works	 to	determine	 appropriate	BMPs	and	 treatment	measures	 to	 avoid	 significant	
impacts	 to	 hydrology	 and	 surface	 water	 quality.	 	 Thus,	 cumulative	 impacts	 related	 to	 hydrology/water	
quality	would	be	less	than	significant.		No	mitigation	measures	would	be	required	and	no	further	analysis	of	
this	topic	in	an	EIR	is	recommended.	

With	respect	to	solid	waste	disposal,	electricity	consumption,	and	natural	gas	consumption,	the	provision	of	
these	services	is	regional	in	nature.		As	indicated	in	the	corresponding	Initial	Study	Checklist	sections	above,	
the	service	providers	have	prepared	forecasts	of	regional	demand	for	these	utilities	and	their	ability	to	meet	
future	 demand.	 	 These	 are	 incorporated	 into	 the	 respective	 service	 providers’	 plans	 and	 strategies	 for	
meeting	 future	 needs.	 	 Utility	 provider	 plans	 are	 updated	 periodically	 to	 identify	 emerging	 shortfalls	 in	
service	capacity	not	previously	anticipated	and	develop	strategies	to	accommodate	any	shortfalls.		The	plans	
address	 expected	 growth,	 which	 anticipates	 projected	 development	 within	 the	 service	 areas.	 	 The	
information	 contained	 in	 this	 Initial	 Study	 concerning	 the	 ability	 of	 these	 service	 providers	 to	 meet	 the	
Project’s	 needs	 supports	 the	 determination	 that	 future	 demand	 for	 solid	 waste	 disposal,	 electricity	
consumption	 and	 natural	 gas	 consumption	 can	 be	 met	 for	 new	 growth	 and	 development,	 including	 the	
Project.	 	 Therefore,	 the	 Project	 is	 not	 expected	 to	 result	 in	 cumulatively	 considerable	 contributions	 to	
cumulatively	 significant	 impacts	 as	 the	 result	 of	 solid	 waste	 disposal	 or	 electricity	 and	 natural	 gas	
consumption.	
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c.  Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Potentially	 Significant	 Impact.	 	As	 discussed	 in	 this	 Initial	 Study,	 the	 Project	 could	 result	 in	 potentially	
significant	environmental	impacts	associated	with	Aesthetics	(Aesthetics,	Views,	Light	and	Glare,	and	Shade	
and	 Shadow),	 Air	 Quality,,	 Greenhouse	 Gases,	 Hazards	 and	 Hazardous	 Materials,	 Land	 Use	 and	 Planning,	
Noise,	 Public	 Services	 (Fire,	 Police,	 Parks),	 Recreation,	 Transportation/Circulation	 (Traffic,	 Access,	 and	
Parking),	and	Utilities/Service	Systems	(Water	Supply).		These	impacts	could	have	potentially	adverse	effects	
on	human	beings,	and	further	analysis	of	these	impacts	is	recommended	in	an	EIR.	
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Subject:  Report of Geotechnical Due Diligence Investigation for a Proposed Mixed Use Development, 

Chinatown Area, City of Los Angeles, California 

 

Site Address:  129 W. College Street  

 

In accord with your authorization, LGC Valley, Inc. (LGC) is pleased to present this report of geotechnical 

due diligence for a proposed approximate 5.65 acre mixed use development located northeast of the 

intersection of College Street and North Spring Street, Chinatown Area, in the city of Los Angeles, 

California.  The purpose of our investigation was to evaluate the existing onsite geotechnical conditions, review 

geotechnical and geologic data and maps pertinent to the site, and prepare a report indicating our findings, 

conclusions, opinions, and recommendations for site development. This report presents the results of our 

subsurface investigation, and geotechnical analysis of the collected data, and provides our conclusions, opinions 

and recommendations with respect to site development.  

 

Based on the results of our geotechnical evaluation and review, it is our opinion that the proposed site 

development is feasible from a geotechnical standpoint provided the recommendations included in this report 

are incorporated into the project plans and specifications, and followed during site grading and construction.  

 

LGC has reviewed the laboratory test data, procedures and results performed by EGLAB, Inc. (EGL), with 

respect to the subject site and concurs with and accepts responsibility as geotechnical engineer of record for 

their work (laboratory testing).  

 

If you have any questions regarding our report, please contact this office.  We appreciate this opportunity to be 

of service. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

LGC VALLEY, INC. 

          
 

 

Basil Hattar, GE 2734      Matthew Hawley, CEG 2122 

Principal Engineer      President  
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

 

 

1.1 Purpose and Scope of Services 

 

The main purpose of this investigation was to identify and evaluate the existing geologic and 

geotechnical conditions at the site and provide preliminary geotechnical design criteria.  

Recommendations for grading construction, preliminary foundation design for the proposed 

structure, retaining walls and other relevant aspects of the proposed development are included herein 

to address the identified site geotechnical constraints. This report includes the results of site 

exploration, laboratory testing and engineering evaluation, and provides our conclusions, opinions 

and recommendations with respect to site development.  

 

These items plus other geotechnical conditions are discussed and addressed within this document. 

 

Our scope of services for preparation of this document included: 

 

• Review of geotechnical reports, geologic maps and other documents relevant to the site 

(Appendix A). 

 

• Perform a site visit to evaluate the existing condition, and mark the geotechnical boring locations. 

 

• A subsurface investigation including the excavation, sampling, and logging of three small-diameter 

exploratory borings. The borings are labeled B-LGC-1 through B-LGC-3. Logs of the borings are 

presented in Appendix B, and their approximate locations are depicted on the Exploration Location 

Map (Figure 3). All of the excavations were sampled and logged under the supervision of a licensed 

engineer from our firm. The borings were excavated to evaluate the general characteristics of the 

subsurface conditions on the site including classification of site soils, determination of depth to 

groundwater, and to obtain representative soil samples.  

 

• Laboratory testing of representative soil samples obtained during our subsurface investigation 

(Appendix C). 

 

• Perform geotechnical analyses and evaluation of the data. 

 

• Preparation of this report presenting our findings, conclusions, opinions and recommendations with 

respect to the evaluated geologic and geotechnical conditions at the site. 
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1.2 Site and Project Description 

 

The subject site is located at 129 W. College Street, Chinatown area, city of Los Angeles, California. 

The subject site is roughly crescent-shaped and consists of approximately 5.65 acres located 

northeast of the intersection of West College Street and North Spring Street.  The site is bound by 

West College Street to the south, commercial buildings and paved and unpaved driveways to the 

east, Llewellyn Street to the north and North Spring Street to the west.   

 

The site is planned for a mixed-use transit-oriented development.  At this time, two roughly 

similarly-laid out Schemes are considered for project build-out.   The Schemes are similar in that 

they divide the site into three similarly shaped Parcels that are separated by through-going access 

roads that will connect Roundout Street to North Spring Street. Though the general layout and plan 

uses of the two Schemes are similar, the Parcels differ in relative unit density and overall building 

types that would accommodate each area.  The proposed design relative to each Scheme and Parcel 

is provided in the table below.  

 

 Scheme 1 Scheme 2 

Parcel 1 • 500 market-rate units in two high-

rise towers up to 19-stories in height 

and five 2-story live-work lofts and 

approximately 17,000 sf of ground 

retail space.  

 

• One level of subterranean parking 

and a three-level podium structure. 

• 339 Residential units, 14 live-work 

lofts and approximately 12,600 sf of 

ground floor retail space within five 

5-story plus loft buildings. 

 

 

• One level of subterranean parking 

and a five-level podium structure. 

Parcel 2 • 100 senior housing units in two 4-

story buildings above a podium, a 

market and 4,500 sf of retail 

commercial space. 

 

• Two levels of subterranean parking. 

• 100 senior housing units in two 4-

story buildings above a podium, a 

market and 7,000 sf of retail 

commercial space. 

 

• Two levels of subterranean parking. 

Parcel 3 • 80 four-level, double-height lofts in 

four 8-story buildings and 

approximately 2,000 sf of retail 

space. 

 

• Two levels of subterranean parking. 

• 80 four-level, double-height lofts in 

four 8-story buildings and 

approximately 2,000 sf of retail 

space. 

 

• Two levels of subterranean parking. 

 

Various amenities including gathering areas, plazas, landscaping, courtyards, atriums and pedestrian 

walk-ways are also planned around the various Parcels. Practical amenities will include access roads 

and driveways, loading docks, the installation of various underground utilities and other similar 

fundamental services. 

 

LGC has preliminarily reviewed the site in a manner that is sufficient for the varying conditions that 

would be encountered for either Scheme outlined above.  
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1.3 Subsurface Investigation and Laboratory Testing 

 

Our subsurface investigation was performed on May 13, 2013, and consisted of three hollow stem auger 

borings (B-LGC-1 through B-LGC-3). The borings were extended to a depth of approximately 21.5 to 

66.5 feet. The approximate locations of the borings are shown on the Exploration Location Map (Figure 

3). Based on a review of seismic hazard zone maps prepared by the California Geological Survey 

(CGS, 2001), the site is within a potential liquefaction seismic hazard area.  Because of this zoning 

and the depth of proposed construction (one story underground parking), LGC advanced one boring 

to a depth of approximately 66.5 feet below the ground surface to address the potential for 

liquefaction.  All boring data were used to evaluate the liquefaction potential and to characterize the 

near-surface geotechnical characteristics of the site. The borings were sampled and logged from the 

surface under the supervision of a licensed engineer from LGC. 

 

During the subsurface investigation, representative bulk and relatively undisturbed samples were 

collected for laboratory testing. Laboratory testing was performed by EGLAB, Inc. (EGL), a city of Los 

Angeles approved testing laboratory. Laboratory testing was performed on representative soil samples 

and included moisture and density tests, maximum density and optimum moisture content, sieve 

analysis, Atterberg Limits, expansion, direct shear, consolidation, and corrosion testing. A summary of 

the test procedures and printouts of the laboratory test results are presented in Appendix C. The 

moisture and density test results were presented on the boring logs included in Appendix B. 
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2.0  GEOTECHNICAL CONDITIONS 

 

2.1 Regional and Local Geology 

 

The subject site is located on the western edge of the Los Angeles USGS 7.5-minute Quadrangle, in the 

Los Angeles Basin, a structural trough located within southern California. The Los Angeles Basin 

(Basin) is a northwest-trending alluvial lowland plain about 50 miles long and 20 miles wide.  

Mountains and hills that generally expose late Cretaceous to late Pleistocene-age sedimentary and 

igneous rocks bound the Basin along the north, northeast, east and southeast. The Basin is part of the 

Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province of California, which is characterized by sub-parallel blocks 

sliced longitudinally by young steeply dipping northwest-trending fault zones.  The Basin is a site of 

active sedimentation, and strata are interpreted to be as much as 31,000 feet thick in the center of the 

trough. 

 

The Los Angeles River is located approximately one half mile to the east of the site and the Santa 

Monica Mountains are located just north of the site.  The site lies at the base of the hills leading into 

the local mountains which are to the north and west and thus the site soils are likely comprised of 

generally young alluvial fan deposits over sandy river alluvium deposits. 

 

2.2 Site-Specific Geology 

 

Generally the entire site is underlain by artificial fills of up to approximately seven feet in thickness 

over alluvial material. Site soils are predominantly layers of sands consisting of brown to 

orange/yellowish brown sand to silty sands down the maximum explored depth of approximately 66.5 

feet with some layers of clayey/silty soils encountered between 30 to 45 feet. Ground water was 

encountered in the borings advanced on site as discussed below. 

  

 

 2.2.1 Artificial Fill - Undocumented 

 

It is anticipated that the entire site is covered by undocumented artificial fill soils, which 

were placed during previous development of the site. Based on the results of our subsurface 

investigation, the site is underlain by up to approximately 7 feet of undocumented fill 

composed primarily of silty sand with some gravel. In general, the fill soils encountered on 

site were found to be loose to medium dense and dry to slightly moist.  

 

 2.2.2 Quaternary Alluvium (Qal) 

 

Alluvial soils were encountered below the undocumented fill soils across the entire site. As 

encountered, these soils generally consisted of yellowish/orange-brown and greenish-gray 

(below approximately 35 feet), dry to slightly moist in the upper 30 feet and slightly moist to 

saturated below 30 feet, stiff to hard silts/clays and medium dense to very dense silty/gravelly 

sand and sand to the maximum explored depth of approximately 66.5 feet. Generally, the 

encountered soils below the proposed subterranean level elevation were found to be dense to 

very dense silty to gravelly sand or stiff to hard silts/clays. Small amounts of gravel were 

encountered throughout the soil column. 
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2.3 Geologic Structure 

 

The site is composed of Holocene-age alluvium in the near surface, underlying the undocumented 

artificial fill. The alluvium is interpreted as generally massive with probable poorly-defined, 

gradational, lithologic changes between soil types. 
 

2.4 Landslides 

 

Based on the relatively flat nature of the site and our review of the geologic literature pertinent to the 

site, there are no indications of landslides close to or within the limits of the site.  
 

 

2.5 Groundwater  

 

Groundwater was encountered in the geotechnical borings at depths of approximately 30 to 35 feet 

below the existing ground. This is slightly deeper than the CGS data for the area which indicated that 

the historically highest groundwater below the existing surface at the site is approximately at the 20 

foot contour (CGS, 1998, Revised 2001).  In general, groundwater levels in alluvium fluctuate with 

seasonal variations and local zones of perched groundwater may occur within the near-surface 

deposits when precipitation is high. For design purposes the historic high groundwater was 

considered to be at a depth of 20 feet below the existing site grades in accord with standard practice. 

Based on a conceptual design consisting of one to two levels of subterranean parking, we anticipate 

that groundwater may be encountered during the deeper portions of subterranean excavation.  

 
 

2.6 Surface Water 

 

 Based on our review of local maps, sheet flow is to the south and east towards the Los Angeles River. 

Surface water runoff relative to project design is the purview of the project civil engineer and should be 

directed away from planned structures.  
 

 

2.7 Seismicity, Faulting and Related Effects 

 

 2.7.1 Seismicity 

 

 The main parameters to be considered when discussing the potential for earthquake-induced 

damage to structures are: the distances to the causative faults/earthquakes, the earthquake 

magnitude, the softness of the site’s near-surface soil, and the thickness of the sediments 

above hard bedrock. These variables must be evaluated in order to achieve a reasonable 

ground acceleration for site design.  

 

 We have performed site-specific analysis based on the known and anticipated geologic 

conditions, and interpreted seismic parameters at the site.   The results of our analysis are 

discussed in terms of the potential seismic events that could be produced by the maximum 

probable earthquakes. A maximum probable earthquake is the maximum earthquake likely to 

occur given the known tectonic framework.  
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  The Elysian Park Thrust Fault, the Santa Monica (Hollywood)-Raymond Hill Fault and the 

Newport-Inglewood Fault are located approximately 3.3 miles, 3.7 miles, and 7.7 miles 

respectively, from the site and are considered to have the most significant effect at the site 

from a probabilistic design standpoint. Attenuation relations prepared by Campbell and 

Bozorgnia (1997), Sadigh et al (1997) and Abrahamson & Silva (1997) were used to determine 

the probabilistic horizontal ground motion for the subject site. Based on the average of the 

attenuation relations used, we conclude the design earthquake (10 percent chance of being 

exceeded in 50 years) could produce a magnitude weighted Peak Horizontal Ground 

Acceleration (PHGA) of 0.40g at the site.  

 

 

2.7.2 Seismic Design Criteria 

 

  The soil parameters in accordance with the 2011 City of Los Angels Building Code (Based on 

the 2010 California Building Code and the 2009 International Building Code (Section 1613)) 

are as follows: 
 

Site Class (Table 1613.5.2) = B 

SS = 2.218g (for Site Class B site from Figure 1613.5(3)) 

S1 = 0.773g (for Site Class B site from Figure 1613.5(4)) 

Fa = 1.0 (Table 1613.5.3(1)) 

Fv = 1.5 (Table 1613.5.3(2)) 

Site Classification = D (Table 1613.5.5) 

SMS = 2.218g 

SM1 = 1.159g 

 

Design Spectral Response Acceleration Parameters  

SDS = 1.479g 

SD1 = 0.773g 
 

 

 2.7.3 Faulting 

 

The subject site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (Hart and 

Bryant, 1997) and there are no known active or potentially active faults onsite. Therefore the 

possibility of damage due to ground rupture from earthquake fault rupture is considered nil 

since active faults are not known to cross the site.  

 

For determining the potential for ground rupture affecting proposed structures, we used the 

USGS database for Historic (<150 yrs), Holocene to Pleistocene (<15,000 yrs) and Late 

Quaternary (<130,000 yrs) faults.  The closest Historic fault is the Newport-Inglewood fault 

located approximately 8 miles southwest of the site, the closest Holocene to Pleistocene 

(active) fault is the Hollywood fault located approximately 4 miles north of the site, and 

several late Quaternary faults (non-active faults) are located greater than 5 miles to the site. 
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Secondary effects of seismic shaking resulting from large earthquakes on the major faults in 

the southern California region, which may affect the site, include soil liquefaction and 

dynamic settlement. Other secondary seismic effects include shallow ground rupture, and 

seiches and tsunamis.  In general, these secondary effects of seismic shaking are a possibility 

throughout the Southern California region and are dependant on the distance between the site 

and causative fault and the onsite geology.  The major active faults that could produce these 

secondary effects are the same faults discussed above plus the Whittier-Elsinore Fault, San 

Jacinto Fault, San Andreas Fault and numerous other smaller faults and blind thrust faults 

located closer to the site than these much longer, better-defined faults.   

 

Though no known faults cross the site, secondary effects due to seismic shaking due to the 

nearby active faults mentioned above are a potential hazard. Of the various potential hazards 

from strong ground movement to sites, liquefaction is considered to be of greatest risk to the 

subject site.  A discussion of liquefaction and these secondary effects is provided in the 

following sections. 

 

 

2.7.4 Shallow Ground Rupture 

 

Shallow ground rupture due to active faulting is not likely to occur on site due to the distance 

from likely seismic events.  Therefore, this phenomenon is not considered a significant 

hazard, although it is a possibility at any site. 

 

 

2.7.5 Liquefaction and Dry Sand Settlement 

 

Liquefaction is a seismic phenomenon in which loose, saturated, granular soils behave 

similarly to a fluid when subject to high-intensity ground shaking.  Liquefaction occurs when 

three general conditions exist: 1) shallow groundwater; 2) low density non-cohesive 

(granular) soils; and 3) high-intensity ground motion.  Liquefaction is typified by a buildup 

of pore-water pressure in the affected soil layer to a point where a total loss of shear strength 

occurs, causing the soil to behave as a liquid. Studies indicate that saturated, loose to 

medium dense, near surface cohesionless soils exhibit the highest liquefaction potential, 

while dry, dense, cohesionless soils and cohesive soils exhibit low to negligible liquefaction 

potential.  Cohesive soils may be susceptible to liquefaction if they meet all of the following 

criteria that is commonly referred to as the “Chinese Criteria” (Seed et al, 1985): 

 

• Clay content (defined as percent finer than 0.005 mm) less than 15 percent 

• A liquid limit less than 35 percent 

• An in-situ moisture content greater than 0.9 times the liquid limit 
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Our evaluation utilized the information collected from the excavations and laboratory test 

results, along with utilizing the Chinese Criteria as a screening tool to determine if the 

encountered fine grained soils (silts and clays) are susceptible to liquefaction and analyzed as 

such. Our evaluation using the Chinese Criteria indicated that these fine-grained soil layers 

(silts and clays) did not meet all of the criteria and were therefore considered as being not-

susceptible to liquefaction; however the silt and clay layers encountered were assumed to be 

potentially liquefiable in the analysis.  The use of the Chinese Criteria has been an acceptable 

tool and is part of the current guidelines; however we are aware of the more recent 

liquefaction related studies based on the more recent earthquakes including the liquefaction 

studies based on the earthquakes in Turkey, by Bray et al., which have provided preliminary 

results and conclusions regarding the liquefaction potentials of fine grained soils.  We have 

reviewed the referenced studies which indicated that the liquefaction potential was more of a 

function of the percent of clay minerals present in the soil and how the fine grained soil 

behaves rather than the percentage of “clay-size” particles that are present in the soil. The 

studies performed in Turkey indicated that the liquefied layers consisted of low plasticity silt 

layers with Plasticity Index equal to or less than 12 and Liquid Limits generally less than 35.  

 

Groundwater was encountered in our geotechnical borings at a depths ranging from 

approximately 30 to 35 feet below the existing site grades; and the highest historic 

groundwater level for the site is approximately 20 feet below the surface from the SHZR 029 

(CGS, 1998, Revised 2001), as indicated earlier. 

 

Based on our current evaluation, of the soil layers below the upper 20 feet, based on the 

laboratory testing and review of recent studies, generally low plasticity silts/clays (even if 

Clay-size particles are greater than 15 percent) have been found to be liquefiable in a seismic 

event; the fine grained soils encountered on this site are considered to be low to moderate 

plastic, and were evaluated as being potentially liquefiable soils.  

 

Site soils encountered below a depth of 20 feet in the geotechnical boring were gravelly/silty 

sands to silty/clayey soils, that were found to be slightly moist to wet, and based on blow 

counts and in-situ densities were found to be medium dense to dense or stiff to hard.    

 

Based on our liquefaction analysis considering a design groundwater elevation of 20 feet, a 

magnitude weighted peak ground acceleration of 0.4, the results indicated that the sandy soils 

encountered were not potentially liquefiable; however some fine grained layers of 

silty/clayey soils were found to be potentially liquefiable between 35 and 45 feet below the 

existing ground surface.   

 

Based on the results of the previous liquefaction analysis, we estimate the amount of total 

seismically induced settlement possible for the design conditions, with the remedial 

recommendations provided herein, is less than a ¼ of an inch. We estimated these 

settlements based on the procedures proposed by Tokimatsu and Seed (1987).   Based on the 

above, the estimated differential settlement that should be considered for site development is 

approximately ¼ of an inch.    
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During a strong seismic event, seismically induced settlement can occur within loose to 

moderately dense, dry or saturated granular soil.  Settlement caused by ground shaking is often 

non-uniformly distributed, which can result in differential settlement. Based on blow counts, in-

situ densities, and our analysis, the potential for dry sand settlement is considered negligible 

(i.e. less that a tenth of an inch) due to the lack of dry, loose granular soils.   

 

 

2.7.6 Tsunamis and Seiches 

 

Based on the elevation of the proposed development at the site with respect to sea level and 

its distance from large open bodies of water, the potential of seiche and/or tsunami is 

considered to be nil. 

 

 

2.8 Slope Stability  

 

No significant permanent slopes currently exist onsite or are planned for the subject site, therefore 

slope stability is not considered an issue with respect to site development. 

 

2.9 Laboratory Testing 

 

Laboratory testing of the onsite soils was performed on representative samples obtained from the 

borings and included moisture and density tests, maximum density and optimum moisture content, 

sieve analysis, Atterberg Limits, expansion, direct shear, consolidation, and corrosion testing. 

Laboratory testing was performed by EGLAB, Inc. (EGL). LGC has reviewed the laboratory test data, 

procedures and results performed by EGL with respect to the subject site and concurs with and accepts 

responsibility as geotechnical engineer of record for their work (laboratory testing). A discussion of the 

tests performed and printout of the laboratory test results are presented in Appendix C. The moisture 

and density test results are presented on the boring logs in Appendix B. 

 

These results should be confirmed at the completion of site grading.  

 

Expansion potential testing indicated expansion index of 9, “Very Low” (2010 California Building 

Code, CBC).  Sulfate testing indicated soluble sulfate content was 0.182 percent (“Moderate to 

Severe” ACI 318R-05 Table 4.3.1).   

 

A corrosion suite (pH, resistivity, and chloride content) was performed on a representative sample of the 

onsite soils. The result for resistivity test was indicated a minimum resistivity value of 470 ohm-

centimeters, pH value of 8.19, and chloride content of 280 parts-per-million (ppm). Caltrans defines a 

corrosive area where any of the following conditions exist:  the soil contains more than 500 ppm of 

chlorides, more than 2,000 ppm (0.2 percent) of sulfates, or a pH of 5.5 or less.  Test results are provided 

in Appendix C. 

 

These results/assumptions should be confirmed at the completion of site grading.  
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3.0  CONCLUSIONS 

 

 

Based on the results of our geotechnical evaluation and review, it is our opinion that the proposed site 

development is feasible from a geotechnical standpoint, provided the following recommendations included in 

this report are incorporated into the project plans and specifications, and followed during site grading and 

construction. 

 

Our geotechnical conclusions are as follows: 

 

• The site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (Hart, 1997). 

• The site is located within an area deemed to have a potential for liquefaction (CGS, 1998 revised 2001).  

• Groundwater was encountered in the geotechnical borings at a depths ranging from approximately 30 to 35 

feet and is not anticipated to be a concern for the project.    

• Based on the subsurface exploration and our review, the site is underlain by a thin veneer of undocumented 

artificial fill over alluvium. The undocumented fill and alluvial soils are considered potentially 

compressible/collapsible in the upper 3 to 7 feet.  

• Active or potentially active faults are not known to exist on the site; the closest active fault to the site is the 

Hollywood fault located approximately 4 miles to the site.  

• The magnitude weighted peak horizontal ground acceleration due to a maximum probable earthquake from 

nearby faults is estimated to be 0.40g. 

• Laboratory test results of the onsite soils indicate a Very Low expansion potential.   

• Laboratory test results of the onsite soils indicate moderate to severe soluble sulfates and are considered 

severely corrosive to metals. 

• Laboratory test results of the onsite soils indicate a negligible potential of settlement underlying the 

subterranean levels.  

• The onsite soils below recommended remedial grading/excavation depths have a low potential for static 

settlement (i.e., slightly compressible). 

• From a geotechnical perspective, the existing onsite soils are suitable for use as fill, provided they are 

relatively free from rocks (larger than 6 inches in maximum dimension), construction debris, and organic 

material.  
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4.0  RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 

4.1 Site Earthwork 

 

 We anticipate that earthwork at the site will consist of site preparation followed by excavation for 

subterranean levels followed by construction of slab-on-grade type foundations for the proposed 

subterranean structure, installation of utilities, subsequently followed by paving/pouring of  driveways.  

 

We recommend that earthwork onsite be performed in accordance with the recommendations herein, 

the City of Los Angeles, and the General Earthwork and Grading Specifications for Rough Grading 

included in Appendix E.  In case of conflict, the recommendations in the following sections shall 

supersede those included as part of Appendix E.   

 

4.1.1 Site Preparation 

 

Prior to grading of areas to receive structural fill or engineered structures, all ground surfaces 

should be cleared of obstructions, any existing debris and stripped of vegetation. Heavy 

vegetation and debris should be removed and properly disposed of offsite. All debris from any 

demolition activities at the site should also be removed and disposed off-site. Holes or 

depressions resulting from the removal of buried obstructions should be replaced with 

compacted fill.  

 

Following remedial removals, areas to receive fill should be scarified to a minimum depth of 6 

inches, brought to a near-optimum moisture condition, and recompacted to at least 90 percent 

relative compaction (based on American Standard of Testing and Materials [ASTM] Test 

Method D1557). 

 

 4.1.2 Removal and Recompaction 

 

As discussed in Section 2.2, the upper portion of the site is underlain by potentially 

compressible unsuitable soils, which may settle under the surcharge of fill and/or foundation 

loads. Compressible materials not removed by the planned grading should be excavated to 

competent material (approximately three to seven feet below existing grades) and replaced with 

compacted fill soils. We anticipate that the design cuts (approximately 10 to 24 feet) for the 

subterranean level(s) will removal all unsuitable soils; however, localized, deeper removals 

should be anticipated where deemed necessary by the geotechnical consultant based on 

observations during grading. Once the excavation is completed to the design bottom, the 

bottom should be evaluated by the geotechnical consultant, and if deemed suitable, the removal 

bottom should be scarified and recompacted to a minimum 90 percent relative compaction.  

 

Compressible materials, within areas planned to support pavement or other appurtenant 

structures outside of the subterranean excavation area, should be excavated to competent 

material and replaced with compacted fill soils.  We anticipate removals on the site to be on the 

order of approximately three to seven feet below existing grade; however, localized, deeper 

removals should be anticipated where deemed necessary by the geotechnical consultant based 

on observations during grading. Removal bottoms should be scarified to a minimum depth of 6 

to 12 inches, brought to at least optimum-moisture content, and recompacted. 
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Based on our site investigation groundwater was encountered at depths ranging from 

approximately 30 to 35 feet below the original ground surface and is not anticipated to be 

encountered during most site excavations. However, based on the historic high groundwater 

level and the conceptual design consisting of up to two levels of subterranean parking, 

groundwater may be encountered during the deeper portions of subterranean excavations.  

 

Prior to the start of the deeper excavations, exploratory borings should be excavated to help 

determine the groundwater levels at the time of grading. If at that time the excavation for the 

foundation for the subterranean parking levels is anticipated to extend below the ground water 

table, a dewatering system should be obtained from an experienced dewatering consultant, 

and installed by a qualified dewatering contractor.  

 

If the design foundation level is below the ground water table, the anticipated subgrade soils 

(i.e. dense sand soils) are likely to be wet to nearly saturated even after dewatering.  

Construction of a minimum 2-inch thick “mud” (lean concrete) slab may be necessary with the 

required waterproofing membrane placed above the mud slab prior to foundation construction.  

At no time should any traffic be allowed by the contractor that causes deflection of the mud 

slab. The mud slab should be installed to allow for foot and light traffic to allow for 

construction. 

 

Local conditions such as unsuitable soils or overly-saturated ground may be encountered which 

will require additional overexcavation beyond the above noted minimum and/or require a 

rock/gravel blanket with a geotextile to obtain an acceptable subgrade. The actual depths and 

lateral extents of the excavation should be determined by the geotechnical consultant based on 

the subsurface conditions encountered during grading. LGC should provide full time 

geotechnical observation during foundation excavation in order to render clear, quick decisions. 

 

If a dewatering consultant is deemed necessary, they should provide, among other items, 

recommendations to dewater the site based on the proposed construction methodolgy and 

construction timeline, and a dewatering system should be installed prior to excavation below 

the groundwater table.   

 

Dewatering should be limited to the subject site as much as practicable and extend a minimum 

of 3 feet below the planned bottom excavation and should continue until sufficient building 

loads have been established to resist hydrostatic uplift forces. The designer of the dewatering 

system should consider the potential for the excavation bottom to heave as a result of potential 

onsite artesian pressure. Dewatering of the site should be limited to create as low of a 

drawdown outside of the limits of the site to reduce the potential of subsidence in the adjacent 

areas due to increase of effective stress of the soil caused by lowering of the groundwater table.  

 

The dewatering plan should be prepared by a California licensed engineer and reviewed by 

LGC prior to construction. Agency permits may be required in order to dispose of the collected 

groundwater. During dewatering, routine monitoring of the excavation bottom (for heave) and 

off-site improvements (settlement) should be performed.  The dewatering consultant should 

independently evaluate any readily available geotechnical or other relevant data and conduct an 

additional investigation as considered necessary by them. 
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From a geotechnical perspective, material that is removed may be placed as fill provided the 

material is relatively free from rocks (greater than 6 inches in maximum dimension), organic 

material and construction debris, is moisture-conditioned or dried (as needed) to obtain above-

optimum moisture content, and then recompacted prior to additional fill placement or 

construction.  

 

4.1.3 Shrinkage/Bulking  
 

Based on the site soils, bulking is not anticipated at the site. The preliminary estimated 

shrinkage factors of 10 to 15 percent for the alluvium and undocumented fill may be used for 

consideration of earthwork calculations.  These are preliminary rough estimates which will 

vary with depth of removal, stripping losses, field conditions at the time of grading, etc. In 

addition, handling losses are not included in the estimates.  

 

4.1.4 Temporary Excavation Stability  

 

In general, all excavations should be performed in accordance with project plans, 

specifications, and all Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements. 

Excavations should be laid back or shored in accordance with OSHA requirements before 

personnel or equipment are allowed to enter. Soil conditions should be mapped and frequently 

checked by a representative of LGC to verify conditions are as anticipated. The contractor 

shall be responsible for providing the “competent person” required by OSHA standards to 

evaluate soil conditions. Close coordination with the geotechnical engineer should be 

maintained to facilitate construction while providing safe excavations. Excavation safety is the 

responsibility of the contractor. 

 

Temporary excavations for the one to two subterranean levels over five feet should be shored, 

or cut to a 1H:1V (horizontal, H: vertical, V) slope gradient. Surface water should be diverted 

away from the exposed cut, and not be allowed to pond on top of the excavations.  

 

 4.1.5 Temporary Shoring  

 

The following preliminary geotechnical parameters may be utilized by the shoring consultant 

for design of the temporary shoring system. Temporary shoring is generally considered to have 

a service life of two years or less. The geotechnical conditions outside of the perimeter of the 

proposed structure have not been investigated as part of this report. The recommendations 

provided herein with regard to shoring of the proposed excavation are based on assumed 

conditions, extrapolated from the data gathered from this investigation. The shoring designer 

should independently evaluate the parameters provided, and conduct an additional investigation 

if they consider necessary.   

 

Prior to construction, the contractor should verify underground clearance of any existing utility 

lines or structures that must be removed or protected in place during construction, or may 

conflict with any proposed shoring system.  Any tieback anchors and/or soil nails that extend 

beyond the site property limits will require permission from the adjacent property owner. 

Special attention will be required to protect existing settlement sensitive improvement in close 

proximity to the proposed excavation, such as any adjacent structures or streets located along 

the boundary of the site.    

 

 



 

Project No. 133006-01 Page 15 June 12, 2013 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Typical cantilever temporary shoring, where deflection of the shoring will not impact the 

performance of adjacent structures or streets, may be designed using the active equivalent fluid 

pressures of 40 pounds per square foot (psf) per foot of depth (or pcf).  Braced (i.e. internal 

bracing -rakers) or tied-back shoring is recommended in areas where the shoring will be 

located close to existing structures or streets in order to limit shoring defections or required 

due to the proposed depth of excavation. Braced or tied-back shoring with a level backfill 

may be designed using an active trapezoidal soil pressure of 24H in pounds per square foot 

(psf), where H is equal to the depth in feet of the excavation being shored (shape of the 

trapezoid should be 0.2H, 0.6H, 0.2H).  Any building, equipment, or traffic loads located 

within a 1:1 (horizontal to vertical) projection from the base of the shoring should be added to 

the applicable lateral earth pressure. A minimum additional uniform lateral pressure of 100 

psf for the upper 10 feet should be added to the appropriate lateral earth pressures to account 

for typical vehicle traffic loading.  The proposed shoring should be designed for a maximum 

shoring deflection of up to 1-inch adjacent to the street (non-surcharged condition) and up to a 

maximum of 0.5-inches adjacent to existing buildings (surcharged condition).  

 

In addition, the above noted lateral earth pressures for temporary shoring does not include 

hydrostatic pressures since the current groundwater level was encountered below the 

anticipated depth of the subterranean structure.  Consideration should be given to increasing the 

provided lateral earth pressures and/or design factors of safety in order to further limit shoring 

deflections and subsequent potential impacts on adjacent structures and improvements, as 

necessary. 

 

If temporary gravity grouted tie-backs are used anchors may be designed using a preliminary 

bond stress of 400 pounds per square foot (psf), and if pressure/post-grouted tieback anchors are 

used, anchors may be designed using a preliminary bond stress of up to 2,500 pounds per 

square foot (psf).  However, the tieback designer should make an independent evaluation in 

order to verify the preliminary bond stress is adequate for site conditions. Tieback bond stress 

should be verified by field testing. Tieback anchors should minimally be designed, constructed, 

and tested in accordance with the requirements of the Post-Tensioning Institute (PTI).  For 

design purposes, tieback should obtain their load-carrying capacity from the soil behind a plane 

taken to be 3 horizontal feet from the bottom of the shoring facing and inclined at an angle of 

60 degrees measured from the horizontal extending to the top of the excavation. Passive 

resistance of soldier piles may be assumed to be an equivalent fluid pressure of 350 pcf to a 

maximum value of 3,500 psf. The passive earth pressure may be increased by 100 percent for 

isolated piles. Piles with spacing greater than 3 times of pile diameter can be considered as 

isolated piles. In order to develop the full lateral resistance, firm contact between the soldier 

pile and undisturbed soils must be assured.  For vertical shoring capacity, an allowable skin 

friction of 500 psf may be used for the portion of pier below the proposed development 

excavation.  End bearing should be neglected.  Drilling of shafts for solider piles may require 

casing or drilling mud to prevent caving.   

 

The components of the shoring system should be designed by a California licensed structural 

and/or civil engineer specializing in the design of shoring systems. Field pullout testing should 
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be performed during construction to verify the estimated pullout resistance used in the design 

and/or post grout tubes should be used to ensure adequate design capacities are obtained. 

Ultimately, it is the specialty contractor’s responsibility to obtain the required pullout 

capacity, which may require design and/or field modifications.  

 

LGC should review the shoring plans prior to construction to verify that geotechnical 

recommendations are properly implemented into the project plans 

 

 It is highly recommended that a program of documentation and monitoring be devised and put 

into practice before the onset of any groundwork. The contractor should establish survey points 

on the shoring, adjacent streets, and neighboring buildings within 100 feet of the excavation 

perimeter prior to any excavation. These survey points should be used to monitor the movement 

of the shoring and existing improvements during construction excavation.      

 

The monitoring program should include, but not necessarily be limited to detailed 

documentation of the existing improvements, buildings and utilities around the excavation, with 

particular attention to any distress that is already present prior to the start of work. 

 

A licensed surveyor should be retained to establish monuments on the shoring and the 

surrounding ground prior to excavation.  Such monuments should be monitored for 

horizontal and vertical movement during construction.  Results of the monitoring program 

should be provided immediately to the project structural (shoring) engineer and LGC for review 

and evaluation. 

 

 

4.1.6 Fill Placement and Compaction 

 

From a geotechnical perspective, the onsite soils are suitable for use as compacted fill, provided 

they are screened of rocks greater than 6 inches in maximum dimension, organic material, and 

construction debris. Areas prepared to receive structural fill and/or other surface improvements 

should be scarified to a minimum depth of 6 inches, brought to at least optimum-moisture 

content, and recompacted to at least 90 percent relative compaction (based on ASTM Test 

Method D1557). The optimum lift thickness to produce a uniformly compacted fill will depend 

on the type and size of compaction equipment used. In general, fill should be placed in uniform 

lifts generally not exceeding 8 inches in loose thickness. Placement and compaction of fill 

should be performed in accordance with local grading ordinances under the observation and 

testing of the geotechnical consultant.  

   

 

4.1.7 Trench Backfill and Compaction 

 

The onsite soils may generally be suitable as trench backfill provided they are screened of rocks 

and other material over 6 inches in diameter and organic matter. Trench backfill should be 

compacted in uniform lifts (generally not exceeding 8 inches in compacted thickness) by 

mechanical means to at least 90 percent relative compaction (per ASTM Test Method D1557).  

 

If trenches are shallow and the use of conventional equipment may result in damage to the 

utilities; clean sand, having sand equivalent (SE) of 30 or greater, should be used to bed and 

shade the utilities.  Sand backfill should be densified.  The densification may be 

accomplished by jetting or flooding and then tamping to ensure adequate compaction.  A 
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representative from LGC should observe, probe, and test the backfill to verify compliance 

with the project specifications. 

 

 

 

 

 

4.2 Foundations  

 

4.2.1 General 

 

Preliminary recommendations for foundation design and foundation construction are presented 

herein. When the structural loads for the proposed structures are known they should be 

provided to our office to verify the recommendations presented herein.  

 

  The following foundation recommendations are provided. The two foundations 

recommended for the proposed structures are: (1) Conventional foundation; or (2) Mat 

foundations.  For preliminary design purposes a very low to low expansion potential should be 

considered for design. The as-graded soil conditions should be verified. 

 

The information and recommendations presented in this section are not meant to supersede 

design by the project structural engineer or civil engineer specializing in the structural design 

nor impede those recommendations by a corrosion consultant.  Should conflict arise, 

modifications to the foundation design provided herein can be provided. 

 

4.2.2 Conventional Foundations  
 

Continuous/Individual footings should have minimum widths of 24 inches for the proposed 

structure.   

 

Shallow foundations may be designed for a maximum allowable bearing capacity of 2,000 

lb/ft
2
 (gross), for continuous and spread footings founded in compacted fill or competent 

native soils.  A factor of safety greater than 3 was used in evaluating the above bearing 

capacity values. This value may be increased by 300 psf for each additional foot of 

embedment and 100 psf for each additional foot of foundation width to a maximum value of 

3,500 psf. An effective plasticity index of 25, for the on-site soils, may be used in the 

foundation design. 

 

Lateral forces on footings may be resisted by passive earth resistance and friction at the 

bottom of the footing.  Foundations may be designed for a coefficient of friction of 0.35, and 

a passive earth pressure of 250 lb/ft
2
/ft.  The passive earth pressure incorporates a factor of 

safety of about 1.5.  

 

All footing excavations should be cut square and level, and should be free of sloughed 

materials and trash. Subgrade soils should be pre-moistened for the assumed high expansion 

potential (to be confirmed at the end of grading). 

 

The subgrade should be moisture-conditioned and proof-rolled just prior to construction to 

provide a firm, relatively unyielding surface, especially if the surface has been loosened by the 

passage of construction traffic. 
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Subgrade soils should be pre-saturated to 1.2 times optimum moisture content to a depth of 

12 inches for a very low to low expansion potential.  The minimum thickness of the floor 

slabs should be at least 5 inches, and joints should be provided per usual practice. 

 

  4.2.3 Mat Foundation 

 

 A mat foundation can be used for support of the proposed building structure and 

subterranean parking level(s).  An allowable soil bearing pressure of 2,000 psf may be used 

for the design of the mat slab.  The allowable bearing value is for total dead loads and 

frequently applied live loads and may be increased by one-third for short durations of loading 

which will include the effect of wind or seismic forces.  A coefficient of vertical subgrade 

reaction, k, of 80 pounds per cubic inch (pci) may be used to evaluate the pressure 

distribution beneath the mat foundation.   

 

 The magnitude of total and differential settlements of the mat foundation will be a function 

of the structural design and stiffness of the mat. Based on applied structural loads, we 

estimate that total static settlement will be on the order of an inch at the center of the mat 

foundation. Post construction differential settlement can be taken as one-half of the 

maximum estimated settlement 

  

Resistance to lateral loads can be provided by friction acting at the base of foundations and 

by passive earth pressure.  A coefficient of friction of 0.35 may be used.  Frictional resistance 

along the bottom of the mat foundation should be reduced if a waterproofing membrane is 

installed. Resistance to lateral loads can be provided by friction acting at the base of 

foundations and by passive earth pressure.  Frictional resistance along the bottom of the mat 

foundation should be reduced due to the presence of a waterproofing membrane.  A 

coefficient of friction of 0.15 may be used for Paraseal membranes.  If a membrane other 

than Paraseal is desired, LGC should review the material specification in order to provide a 

coefficient of friction.    

 

 

4.2.4 Foundation Settlement  

 

Based on our current understanding of the project, the results of our site investigation and the 

recommended remedial grading with shallow foundations embedded into compacted fills or 

competent native soils, we estimate the post-construction settlement of the site to be less than 

1-inch with a differential settlement of approximately of 0.5-inch in 30 feet for shallow 

foundations. Post-construction settlement should also include the estimated differential seismic 

settlement up to ¼ of an inch. 
 

 

4.3 Lateral Earth Pressures for Subterranean Walls 

 

The following section provides lateral earth pressures for proposed subterranean retaining walls.  It is 

anticipated that site subterranean walls will be constructed directly against temporary shoring or 

freestanding.  If backfill is required, it should meet the project specifications outlined in Section 4.1.6.   

 

Lateral earth pressures are provided as equivalent fluid unit weights, in psf/ft of depth or pcf. These 

values do not contain an appreciable factor of safety.  A soil unit weight of 120 pcf may be assumed for 
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calculating the actual weight of soil.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

If the wall can sufficiently yield to mobilize the full shear strength of the soil, it can be designed for 

“active” pressure. If the wall cannot yield under the applied load, the shear strength of the soil cannot 

be mobilized and the earth pressure will be higher. Such walls (basement walls) should be designed for 

“at-rest” conditions. If a structure moves toward the soils, the resulting resistance developed by the soil 

is the “passive” resistance.  The following lateral pressures for drained and un-drained native soils are 

presented on Tables 1 and 2. The soil parameters below, assume there is no support provided by the 

temporary shoring system. 

 

TABLE 1 

Lateral Earth Pressures  

 

Equivalent Fluid Unit Weight (pcf) 

 
Conditions 

Level Backfill (Static) Seismic Earth 

Pressure (pcf) * 

Active 40 8 

At-Rest 60 (Triangular) or 37.5H (Trapezoidal) 27 

At-Rest  

(with Approved 

Select Backfill) 

51 (Triangular) or 32H (Trapezoidal) 27 

* This dynamic pressure should be added to the pressures given in Table 1 and considered as an 

inverted triangular distribution with the resultant acting at 0.6H in relation to the base of the retaining wall 

footing (where H is the retained height). The aforementioned incremental seismic load was determined in 

general accordance with the standard of practice in the industry (using the Mononobe-Okabe method for 

active and Woods method for at-rest) for determining earth pressures as a result of seismic events. 

 

The equivalent fluid pressure values stated above do not include hydrostatic pressures. For designing 

subterranean walls with a hydrostatic pressure (un-drained) the following lateral earth pressures that 

include a buoyant and hydrostatic lateral pressure may be used for the portion of the wall in an un-

drained condition.    

 

Given the location of groundwater encountered during the field investigations (i.e. 30 to 35 feet below 

existing grade), and the previously documented historic high groundwater depth of 20-feet below the 

existing grade, and the proposed depth of the bottom parking level(s), a portion of the structure will be 

located below the historic high groundwater level.  Based on the latest design including two 

subterranean levels and the depth of the historical high groundwater level of 20 feet, the subterranean 

wall design should including the hydrostatic pressure starting from a depth of 20 feet below the existing 

grade for evaluating the hydrostatic forces on retaining structures. 
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TABLE 2 

Lateral Earth Pressures (un-drained)  

 

Equivalent Fluid Unit Weight (pcf) 
Conditions 

Level Backfill 

Active 90 

At-Rest 100 

 

Surcharge loading effects from any adjacent structures should be evaluated by the structural engineer. 

Any building or traffic loads located within a 1:1 (horizontal to vertical) projection from the base of the 

retaining structure should be added to the applicable lateral earth pressure. A minimum additional 

uniform lateral pressure of 100 psf for the upper 10 feet should be added to the recommended lateral 

earth pressures to account for typical vehicle traffic loading located within the zone of influence of 

the proposed retaining structure.   

 

A passive lateral earth pressure of 350 psf per foot to a maximum passive pressure of 3,500 psf may 

be used.  The passive pressure may be increased by one-third due to wind or seismic forces. 

 

   

4.4 Waterproofing 

 

 We recommend a waterproofing consultant be retained to determine the most appropriate system, if 

necessary. The design, installation and observation of the waterproofing system are not the purview 

of the geotechnical consultant. Adequate waterproofing of subterranean walls should be provided to 

reduce the potential for ground water seepage below the groundwater table as well as nuisance water 

issues that may develop above the groundwater table. 

 

 

 

4.5 Lateral Earth Pressures for Retaining Walls  (If Any) 

 

The following lateral earth pressures may be used for the design of any future site retaining walls.  

Please note that the parameters provided in this section are not applicable to site subterranean walls.  

Due to the expansive nature of onsite soils, we recommend site retaining walls be backfilled with select 

soils.  Select soils should consist of clean, granular soils (less than 15 percent passing the No. 200 

sieve) of very low expansion potential (expansion index 20 or less based on U.B.C. 18-2).  The 

recommended lateral pressures for approved select soils for level or sloping backfill are presented in 

Table 3. 
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TABLE 3 

Lateral Earth Pressures for Retaining Walls 

Equivalent Fluid Weight (pcf) 

Level Backfill 2:1 Backfill Sloping Upwards  

Seismic Earth 

Pressure (pcf) * 

 

 

Conditions 

Approved Select Material  Approved  Select Material   

Active 35 50 8 

At Rest 51 80 27 

* This dynamic pressure should be added to the pressures given in Table 3 and considered as an inverted 

triangular distribution with the resultant acting at 0.6H in relation to the base of the retaining wall footing 

(where H is the retained height). The aforementioned incremental seismic load was determined in general 

accordance with the standard of practice in the industry (using the Mononobe-Okabe method for active and 

Woods method for at-rest) for determining earth pressures as a result of seismic events. 

 

For design purposes, the recommended equivalent fluid pressure for each case for walls founded above 

the static ground water and backfilled with approved select soils is provided in Table 3. The equivalent 

fluid pressure values assume free-draining conditions. If conditions other than those assumed above are 

anticipated, the equivalent fluid pressure values should be provided on an individual-case basis by the 

geotechnical engineer. Surcharge loading effects from the adjacent structures should be evaluated by 

the geotechnical and structural engineers. Retaining wall structures should be provided with appropriate 

drainage and appropriately waterproofed. The outlet pipe should be sloped to drain to a suitable outlet. 

Typical wall drainage design is illustrated on Figure 4. It should be noted that the recommended 

subdrain does not provide protection against seepage through the face of the wall and/or efflorescence. 

Efflorescence is generally a white crystalline powder (discoloration) that results when water, which 

contains soluble salts, migrates over a period of time through the face of a retaining wall and 

evaporates. If such seepage or efflorescence is undesirable, retaining walls should be waterproofed to 

reduce this potential. 

 

For sliding resistance, a friction coefficient of 0.35 may be used at the concrete and soil interface. Wall 

footings should be designed in accordance with structural considerations. Refer to Sections 4.3 and 4.6 

for passive resistance and allowable soil bearing, respectively.   
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4.6 Soil Bearing  

 

Any at-grade minor improvements, such retaining and free-standing walls, trash enclosures, etc. may 

be supported on spread footings provided that the earthwork recommendations outlined in this report 

are properly implemented.  An allowable soil bearing pressure of 1,500 psf may be used for the 

design of footings placed in compacted fill or suitable native soils having a minimum width of 12 

inches and minimum embedment of 18 inches below lowest adjacent ground surface. This value may 

be increased by 300 psf for each additional foot of embedment and 100 psf for each additional foot 

of foundation width to a maximum value of 3,500 psf. These allowable bearing pressures are 

applicable for level (ground slope equal to or flatter than 5H:1V) conditions only.    

 

Bearing values indicated above are for total dead loads and frequently applied live loads. The above 

vertical bearing may be increased by one-third for short durations of loading which will include the 

effect of wind or seismic forces.  

 

 

4.7 Preliminary Pavement Recommendations 

  

Based on an R-value of 25, we recommend the following preliminary minimum street sections for 

Traffic Indices of 5, 6, and 7 (Table 4).  These recommendations should be confirmed with R-value 

testing of representative near-surface soils at the completion of grading. Final street sections should be 

confirmed by the project civil engineer based upon the projected Traffic Index.  In addition, additional 

sections can be provided based on other traffic indices. 

 

Table 4 

Preliminary Pavement Design Sections 

 

Assumed Traffic Index 5 6 7 

R-Value Subgrade 25 25 25 

AC Thickness 3.0 inches 3.5 inches 4.0 inches 

Base Thickness 6.0 inches 8.0 inches 10.5 inches 

 

Portland Cement Concrete Pavement (PCCP) may be designed using a minimum of 6-inches of 

Portland cement concrete over 8-inches of compacted aggregate base. The modulus of rupture of the 

concrete should be a minimum of 500 pounds per square inch (psi) at 28 days.  Contraction joints 

should be placed at maximum 15-foot spacing.  Where the outer edge of a concrete pavement connects 

to an asphalt pavement, the concrete slab should be thickened by 50 percent at a taper not to exceed a 

slope of 1 in 10.  This section is only applicable for passenger car driveway areas and should be 

thickened if heavy truck loading is anticipated.  In addition, additional sections can be provided based 

on other desired anticipated traffic loadings.   

 

Aggregate base should conform to the requirements of the latest edition of the Standard Specifications 

for Public Works Construction (“Greenbook”).  Aggregate base should be compacted to a minimum of 

95 percent relative compaction over subgrade compacted to a minimum of 90 percent relative 

compaction per ASTM- D1557. 
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4.8 Corrosivity to Concrete and Metal  

 

The National Association of Corrosion Engineers (NACE) defines corrosion as “a deterioration of a 

substance or its properties because of a reaction with its environment.”  From a geotechnical 

viewpoint, the “environment” is the prevailing foundation soils and the “substances” are the 

reinforced concrete foundations or various buried metallic elements such as rebar, piles, pipes, etc., 

which are in direct contact with or within close vicinity of the foundation soil. 

 

In general, soil environments that are detrimental to concrete have high concentrations of soluble 

sulfates and/or pH values of less than 5.5.  ACI 318R-05 Table 4.3.1, provides specific guidelines for 

the concrete mix design when the soluble sulfate content of the soils exceeds 0.1 percent by weight 

or 1,000 ppm.  The minimum amount of chloride ions in the soil environment that are corrosive to 

steel, either in the form of reinforcement protected by concrete cover, or plain steel substructures 

such as steel pipes or piles, is 500 ppm per California Test 532.   

 

Based on site soil testing, the onsite soils are classified as having a moderate to severe sulfate 

exposure condition in accordance with ACI 318R-05 Table 4.3.1. As a preliminary recommendation 

due to results of sulfate content testing, concrete in contact with onsite soils should be designed in 

accordance with ACI 318R-05 Table 4.3.1 for the negligible category.  It is also our opinion that 

onsite soils should be considered severely corrosive to buried metals. The client and/or other 

members of the design team should consider this potential as they determine necessary. LGC is not a 

corrosion consultant and does not provide recommendations related to corrosion.  

 

 

4.9 Nonstructural Concrete Flatwork  

 

Concrete flatwork (such as walkways, bicycle trails, etc.) have a high potential for cracking due to 

changes in soil volume related to soil-moisture fluctuations because these slabs are typically much 

thinner than foundation slabs and are not reinforced with the same dynamic as foundation elements.  

To reduce the potential for excessive cracking and lifting, concrete should be designed in accordance 

with the minimum guidelines outlined in Table 5.  These guidelines will reduce the potential for 

irregular cracking and promote cracking along construction joints, but will not eliminate all cracking 

or lifting.  Thickening the concrete and/or adding additional reinforcement will further reduce 

cosmetic distress. 
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TABLE 5 

Nonstructural Concrete Flatwork 

 

 Homeowner 

Sidewalks 

 

Private Drives 

 

Patios/Entryways 

City Sidewalk 

Curb and Gutters 

Minimum 

Thickness (in.) 

 

4 (nominal) 

 

4 (full) 

 

4 (full) 

City/Agency 

Standard 

 

Presaturation 

Wet down Presoak to 12 

inches 

Presoak to 12 

inches 

City/Agency 

Standard 

 

Reinforcement 

 

 

No. 3 at 24 inches 

on centers 

No. 3 at 24 inches 

on centers 

City/Agency 

Standard 

 

Thickened Edge 

 

 

 

8” x 8” 

 

 

City/Agency 

Standard 

 

 

Crack Control 

Saw cut or deep tool 

joint to a minimum 

of 1/3 the concrete 

thickness 

Saw cut or deep 

tool joint to a 

minimum of 1/3 the 

concrete thickness 

Saw cut or deep 

tool joint to a 

minimum of 1/3 the 

concrete thickness 

 

 

City/Agency 

Standard 

 

Maximum Joint 

Spacing 

 

5 feet 

10 feet or quarter 

cut whichever is 

closer 

 

6 feet 

 

City/Agency 

Standard 

 

Aggregate Base 

 

 

 

 

 

 

City/Agency 

Standard 

 

 

4.10 Control of Surface Water and Drainage Control 

 

Positive drainage of surface water away from structures is very important. No water should be allowed 

to pond adjacent to buildings. Positive drainage may be accomplished by providing drainage away from 

buildings at a gradient of at least 2 percent for a distance of at least 5 feet, and further maintained by a 

swale or drainage path at a gradient of at least 1 percent.  Where necessary, drainage paths may be 

shortened by use of area drains and collector pipes.  

 

Planters with open bottoms adjacent to buildings should be avoided. Planters should not be designed 

adjacent to buildings unless provisions for drainage, such as catch basins, liners, and/or area drains, are 

made. Overwatering must be avoided. 

 

 

4.11 Construction Observation and Testing 

 

The recommendations provided in this report are based on limited subsurface observations and 

geotechnical analysis. The interpolated subsurface conditions should be checked in the field during 

construction by a representative of LGC. 

 

Geotechnical observation and testing should be performed by the geotechnical consultant during 

subterranean excavation layback or shoring installation (by a city of Los Angeles deputy inspector), 

subgrade for slab/foundation, subterranean retaining wall construction, backfill of utility trenches, 

preparation of any subgrade and placement of aggregate base, or when any unusual soil conditions are 
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encountered at the site. Grading plans, foundation plans, and final project drawings should be reviewed 

by this office prior to construction.   
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5.0  LIMITATIONS 

 

 

Our services were performed using the degree of care and skill ordinarily exercised, under similar 

circumstances, by reputable engineers and geologists practicing in this or similar localities. No other warranty, 

expressed or implied, is made as to the conclusions and professional advice included in this report. The samples 

taken and submitted for laboratory testing, the observations made and the in-situ field testing performed are 

believed representative of the entire project; however, soil and geologic conditions revealed by excavation may 

be different than our preliminary findings. If this occurs, the changed conditions must be evaluated by the 

project soils engineer and geologist and design(s) adjusted as required or alternate design(s) recommended.  

 

This report is issued with the understanding that it is the responsibility of the owner, or of his/her 

representative, to ensure that the information and recommendations contained herein are brought to the 

attention of the architect and/or project engineer and incorporated into the plans, and the necessary steps are 

taken to see that the contractor and/or subcontractor properly implements the recommendations in the field. 

The contractor and/or subcontractor should notify the owner if they consider any of the recommendations 

presented herein to be unsafe.  

 

The findings of this report are valid as of the present date. However, changes in the conditions of a property 

can and do occur with the passage of time, whether they be due to natural processes or the works of man on 

this or adjacent properties.  

 

In addition, changes in applicable or appropriate standards may occur, whether they result from legislation or 

the broadening of knowledge. Accordingly, the findings of this report may be invalidated wholly or partially 

by changes outside our control. 
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LGC VALLEY, INC. 

THIS SUMMARY APPLIES ONLY AT THE LOCATION OF THIS BORING AND AT THE TIME OF DRILLING. 
SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS MAY DIFFER AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND MAY CHANGE AT THIS LOCATION 

WITH THE PASSAGE OF TIME. THE DATA PRESENTED IS A SIMPLIFICATION OF THE ACTUAL CONDITIONS 
ENCOUNTERED

Artificial Fill (Afu)
@0': Gravel
Silty SAND with Gravel: brown, dry to slightly 
moist, fine to medium sand.

@ 5' Silty SAND with Gravel: brown, dry to 
slightly moist, medium dense, fine to medium 
sand, no visible pores.
@6.5' Quaternary Alluvium (Qal)

@ 10' SAND to Silty SAND: yellowish brown,  
dry to slightly moist, very dense; fine to 
medium sand, no visible pores.

@ 12.5' Same as above, dry.

@ 15' SAND to Silty SAND, with gravel: 
yellowish orange brown, dry, Very dense, fine 
to coarse grained sand.

@ 17.5' Same as above.

@20' Same as above.

@25' Same as above, dense.
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LGC VALLEY, INC. 

THIS SUMMARY APPLIES ONLY AT THE LOCATION OF THIS BORING AND AT THE TIME OF DRILLING. 
SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS MAY DIFFER AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND MAY CHANGE AT THIS LOCATION 

WITH THE PASSAGE OF TIME. THE DATA PRESENTED IS A SIMPLIFICATION OF THE ACTUAL CONDITIONS 
ENCOUNTERED

@30' SAND to Silty SAND: orange brown, 
saturated, very dense, fine to coarse sand.

@35' Groundwater
top of sampler: same as above
middle of sampler: Silty SAND, greenish gray, 
moist, fine to medium sand. 
Lower 6" of sample: Sandy SILT, orange 
brown, stiff, low plasticity, fine sand.

@40' Sandy SILT, orange brown, moist, very 
stiff, low to medium plasticity, fine sand.

@45' Silty SAND w/Clay:orange brown, moist,
very stiff, fine to medium sand.

@50' Silty SAND with gravel: greenish gray,  
moist, dense, fine to coarse sand.

@55' Same as above, medium dense. 
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Notes: Total Depth = 66.5' 
Groundwater @ 35'
Backfilled with native.

@60' Silty SAND with gravel: greenish gray,  
moist, dense, fine to coarse sand.

@65' Same as above. 

LGC VALLEY, INC. 

THIS SUMMARY APPLIES ONLY AT THE LOCATION OF THIS BORING AND AT THE TIME OF DRILLING. 
SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS MAY DIFFER AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND MAY CHANGE AT THIS LOCATION 

WITH THE PASSAGE OF TIME. THE DATA PRESENTED IS A SIMPLIFICATION OF THE ACTUAL CONDITIONS 
ENCOUNTERED

    = Ring sample
    = SPT sample
BULK = Bulk sample
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LGC VALLEY, INC. 

THIS SUMMARY APPLIES ONLY AT THE LOCATION OF THIS BORING AND AT THE TIME OF DRILLING. 
SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS MAY DIFFER AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND MAY CHANGE AT THIS LOCATION 

WITH THE PASSAGE OF TIME. THE DATA PRESENTED IS A SIMPLIFICATION OF THE ACTUAL CONDITIONS 
ENCOUNTERED

Artificial Fill (Afu)
@0': Gravel
Silty SAND with Gravel: brown, dry to slightly 
moist, fine to medium sand.

@ 5' Silty SAND with Gravel and rocks: 
brown, dry to slightly moist, loose, fine to 
medium sand.
@6.5' Quaternary Alluvium (Qal)

@ 10' SAND to Silty SAND with gravel: 
yellowish brown,  dry, medium dense; fine to 
medium sand, no visible pores.

@ 15' Same as above.

@ 20' Gravel to Silty Gravel with Sand: 
yellowish brown, dry, very dense, fine to 
medium grained sand, well graded

@25' Sandy CLAY layer in upper portion of 
sampler. orange brown, low plasticity, fine 
sand. 
Lower portion Same as at 20'.
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LGC VALLEY, INC. 

THIS SUMMARY APPLIES ONLY AT THE LOCATION OF THIS BORING AND AT THE TIME OF DRILLING. 
SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS MAY DIFFER AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND MAY CHANGE AT THIS LOCATION 

WITH THE PASSAGE OF TIME. THE DATA PRESENTED IS A SIMPLIFICATION OF THE ACTUAL CONDITIONS 
ENCOUNTERED

Notes: Total Depth = 51.5' 
Groundwater @ 35'.
Backfilled with native.

@30' top and bottom of sampler Silty SAND: 
orange brown, saturated, very dense, fine to 
coarse sand.
middle of sampler: Sandy CLAY: orange 
brown, low plasticity, fine sand.

@35' Groundwater
Same as above, greenish gray Silty SAND 
and Sandy CLAY.

@40' Silty CLAY with Sand, greenish gray, 
moist, medium stiff, low to medium plasticity, 
fine to coarse sand.

@45' upper 10" of sampler same as above.
Lower portion: SAND to Silty SAND: greenish 
gray, moist, dense, fine to coarse sand.

@50' Same as above, medium dense.
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LGC VALLEY, INC. 

THIS SUMMARY APPLIES ONLY AT THE LOCATION OF THIS BORING AND AT THE TIME OF DRILLING. 
SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS MAY DIFFER AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND MAY CHANGE AT THIS LOCATION 

WITH THE PASSAGE OF TIME. THE DATA PRESENTED IS A SIMPLIFICATION OF THE ACTUAL CONDITIONS 
ENCOUNTERED

Artificial Fill (Afu)
@0': Gravel over 1 to 2 inches of AC

@2.5' Silty SAND with Gravel: brown, dry to 
slightly moist, medium dense, fine to medium 
sand.
@ 5' upper sample Same as above. 
@5.5' Quaternary Alluvium (Qal)
SAND to Silty SAND with Gravel: yellowish 
brown, dry, medium dense, fine to medium 
sand.
@7.5' Same as lower portion of sample 
above.
@ 10' SAND to Silty SAND with gravel: 
yellowish/orange brown,  dry, very dense; fine 
to medium sand, no visible pores.

@ 15' SAND with gravel: yellowish/orange 
brown,  dry, dense; fine to medium sand, no 
visible pores.

@ 20' Same as above, very dense.

@25' Sandy CLAY layer in upper portion of 
sampler. reddish/orange brown, low plasticity, 
fine sand. 
Lower portion Same as at 20', reddish/orange
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LGC VALLEY, INC. 

THIS SUMMARY APPLIES ONLY AT THE LOCATION OF THIS BORING AND AT THE TIME OF DRILLING. 
SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS MAY DIFFER AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND MAY CHANGE AT THIS LOCATION 

WITH THE PASSAGE OF TIME. THE DATA PRESENTED IS A SIMPLIFICATION OF THE ACTUAL CONDITIONS 
ENCOUNTERED

@30' Groundwater
SAND to Silty SAND: orange brown, 
saturated, medium dense, fine to coarse 
sand.

@35' Clayey SILT with Sand, greenish gray, 
moist, very stiff, medium plasticity, fine sand.

@40' Same as above, more sand, low 
plasticity.

@45' SAND to Silty SAND: greenish gray, 
moist to saturated, dense, fine to coarse 
sand.

@50' Same as above, very desne.

@55' Same as above, very dense. 
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Notes: Total Depth = 66.0' 
Groundwater @ 30'
Backfilled with native.

@60' SAND to Silty SAND: greenish gray, 
moist, dense, fine to coarse sand.

@65' Same as above. Very Dense.

    = Ring sample
    = SPT sample
BULK = Bulk sample

LGC VALLEY, INC. 

THIS SUMMARY APPLIES ONLY AT THE LOCATION OF THIS BORING AND AT THE TIME OF DRILLING. 
SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS MAY DIFFER AT OTHER LOCATIONS AND MAY CHANGE AT THIS LOCATION 

WITH THE PASSAGE OF TIME. THE DATA PRESENTED IS A SIMPLIFICATION OF THE ACTUAL CONDITIONS 
ENCOUNTERED



Symbol Laboratory Test
SA Sieve Analysis
H Hydrometer Analysis

SHA Sieve & Hydrometer Analysis
-200 Percent Passing #200 Sieve
AL Atterberg Limits

MAX Maximum Density
DS Undisturbed Direct Shear

RDS Remolded Direct Shear
TRI Triaxial Shear
EI Expansion Index
P Permeability

CN Consolidation
COL Collapse
UC Unconfined Compression
S Sulfate Content

pHR pH & Resistivity
COR Corrosion Suite (pH, Resistivity, Chloride, Sulfate)
RV R-Value

Laboratory Test Symbols

Key to Boring Logs

CLAY

SILT

SAND

ASPHALT
CONCRETE

APPROXIMATE
GROUNDWATER LEVEL

GRAVEL/COBBLES
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APPENDIX C 

 

Laboratory Testing Results by EGLAB, Inc.  

 

 

Laboratory testing was performed by Environmental Geotechnology Laboratory, Inc. The laboratory 

testing program was directed towards providing quantitative data relating to the relevant engineering 

properties of the soils.  Samples considered representative of site conditions were tested in general 

accordance with American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) procedure and/or California Test 

Methods (CTM), where applicable. The following summary is a brief outline of the test type and the results 

are presented on the following pages. 

 

LGC has reviewed the laboratory test data, procedures and results performed by Environmental 

Geotechnology Laboratory, Inc. (EGL) with respect to the subject site and concurs with and accepts 

responsibility as geotechnical engineer of record for their work (laboratory testing).  

 

Moisture and Density Determination Tests: Moisture content (ASTM D2216) and dry density 

determinations (ASTM D2937) were performed on relatively undisturbed samples obtained from the test 

borings and/or trenches. The results of these tests are presented in the boring logs. Where applicable, only 

moisture content was determined from undisturbed or disturbed samples. 

 

Grain Size Distribution: Representative samples were dried, weighed, and soaked in water until individual 

soil particles were separated (per ASTM D421) and then washed on a No. 200 sieve.  The portion retained 

on the No. 200 sieve was dried and then sieved on a U.S. Standard brass sieve set in accordance with ASTM 

D422 (CTM 202).   

 

Atterberg Limits: The liquid and plastic limits (“Atterberg Limits”) were determined in accordance with 

ASTM Test Method D4318 for engineering classification of fine-grained material. 

 

Soil Classification: Soils were classified according the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS) in 

accordance with ASTM Test Methods D2487 and D2488.  This system uses relies on the Atterberg Limits 

and grain size distribution of a soil.  The soil classifications (or group symbol) are shown on the laboratory 

test data, and boring logs.   

 

Expansion Index: The expansion potential of selected samples were evaluated by the Expansion Index Test, 

U.B.C. Standard No. 18-2 and/or ASTM D4829.  Specimens are molded under a given compactive energy 

to approximately the optimum moisture content and approximately 50 percent saturation or approximately 

90 percent relative compaction. The prepared 1-inch-thick by 4-inch-diameter specimens are loaded to an 

equivalent 144 psf surcharge and are inundated with tap water until volumetric equilibrium is reached.  

 

Maximum Density Tests: The maximum dry density and optimum moisture content of typical materials 

were determined in accordance with ASTM D1557. 

 

 

 

 



 

Project No. 133006-01 Page C-2 June 12, 2013 

Direct Shear: Direct shear tests were performed, in accordance with ASTM D3080, on selected remolded 

and/or undisturbed samples, which were soaked for a minimum of 24 hours under a surcharge equal to the 

applied normal force during testing. After transfer of the sample to the shear box, and reloading the sample, 

pore pressures set up in the sample due to the transfer were allowed to dissipate for a period of 

approximately 1 hour prior to application of shearing force. The samples were tested under various normal 

loads, a motor-driven, strain-controlled, direct-shear testing apparatus at a strain rate of less than 0.001 to 

0.5 inch per minute (depending upon the soil type).  

 

Consolidation: Consolidation tests were performed on selected, relatively undisturbed ring samples 

(Modified ASTM Test Method D2435). Samples (2.42 inches in diameter and 1 inch in height) were placed 

in a consolidometer and increasing loads were applied.  The samples were allowed to consolidate under 

“double drainage” and total deformation for each loading step was recorded.  The percent consolidation for 

each load step was recorded as the ratio of the amount of vertical compression to the original sample height.  

 

Corrosion Testing: Chloride content was tested in accordance with Caltrans Test Method (CTM) 422. 

The soluble sulfate contents of selected samples were determined by standard geotechnical methods (CTM 

417).  The soluble sulfate content is used to determine the appropriate cement type and maximum water-

cement ratios.  The test results are presented in the table below: Minimum resistivity and pH tests were 

performed in general accordance with CTM 643 and standard geochemical methods. The electrical 

resistivity of a soil is a measure of its resistance to the flow of electrical current. As a results of soil’s 

resistivity decreases corrosivity increases.  
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APPENDIX D 

 

Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analysis, and Liquefaction Analysis  

 

 

The probabilistic seismic hazard analysis for the site was completed for the three different 

attenuation relationships (Campbell & Bozorgnia, 1997, Sadigh et al., 1997, and Abrahamson & 

Silva, 1997). The peak ground acceleration value reported is the mean of the three values obtained. 

 

Probability curves were calculated using the computer program FRISKSP Version 4.0 (Blake, 2000). 
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APPENDIX E 

 

LGC VALLEY, INC. 

 

General Earthwork and Grading Specifications For Rough Grading 

 

 

1.0 General 

 

 1.1 Intent: These General Earthwork and Grading Specifications are for the grading and 

earthwork shown on the approved grading plan(s) and/or indicated in the geotechnical 

report(s).  These Specifications are a part of the recommendations contained in the 

geotechnical report(s).  In case of conflict, the specific recommendations in the 

geotechnical report shall supersede these more general Specifications.  Observations of 

the earthwork by the project Geotechnical Consultant during the course of grading may 

result in new or revised recommendations that could supersede these specifications or 

the recommendations in the geotechnical report(s).   

 

 1.2 The Geotechnical Consultant of Record: Prior to commencement of work, the owner 

shall employ a qualified Geotechnical Consultant of Record (Geotechnical Consultant). 

 The Geotechnical Consultant shall be responsible for reviewing the approved 

geotechnical report(s) and accepting the adequacy of the preliminary geotechnical 

findings, conclusions, and recommendations prior to the commencement of the grading. 

 

  Prior to commencement of grading, the Geotechnical Consultant shall review the "work 

plan" prepared by the Earthwork Contractor (Contractor) and schedule sufficient 

personnel to perform the appropriate level of observation, mapping, and compaction 

testing. 

 

  During the grading and earthwork operations, the Geotechnical Consultant shall 

observe, map, and document the subsurface exposures to verify the geotechnical design 

assumptions.  If the observed conditions are found to be significantly different than the 

interpreted assumptions during the design phase, the Geotechnical Consultant shall 

inform the owner, recommend appropriate changes in design to accommodate the 

observed conditions, and notify the review agency where required.   

 

  The Geotechnical Consultant shall observe the moisture-conditioning and processing of 

the subgrade and fill materials and perform relative compaction testing of fill to 

confirm that the attained level of compaction is being accomplished as specified.  The 

Geotechnical Consultant shall provide the test results to the owner and the Contractor 

on a routine and frequent basis. 
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 1.3 The Earthwork Contractor: The Earthwork Contractor (Contractor) shall be qualified, 

experienced, and knowledgeable in earthwork logistics, preparation and processing of 

ground to receive fill, moisture-conditioning and processing of fill, and compacting fill. 

 The Contractor shall review and accept the plans, geotechnical report(s), and these 

Specifications prior to commencement of grading.  The Contractor shall be solely 

responsible for performing the grading in accordance with the project plans and 

specifications.  The Contractor shall prepare and submit to the owner and the 

Geotechnical Consultant a work plan that indicates the sequence of earthwork grading, 

the number of “equipment” of work and the estimated quantities of daily earthwork 

contemplated for the site prior to commencement of grading.  The Contractor shall 

inform the owner and the Geotechnical Consultant of changes in work schedules and 

updates to the work plan at least 24 hours in advance of such changes so that 

appropriate personnel will be available for observation and testing. .  The Contractor 

shall not assume that the Geotechnical Consultant is aware of all grading operations. 

 

  The Contractor shall have the sole responsibility to provide adequate equipment and 

methods to accomplish the earthwork in accordance with the applicable grading codes 

and agency ordinances, these Specifications, and the recommendations in the approved 

geotechnical report(s) and grading plan(s).  If, in the opinion of the Geotechnical 

Consultant, unsatisfactory conditions, such as unsuitable soil, improper moisture 

condition, inadequate compaction, insufficient buttress key size, adverse weather, etc., 

are resulting in a quality of work less than required in these specifications, the 

Geotechnical Consultant shall reject the work and may recommend to the owner that 

construction be stopped until the conditions are rectified. It is the contractor’s sole 

responsibility to provide proper fill compaction. 

 

 

2.0 Preparation of Areas to be Filled 

 

 2.1 Clearing and Grubbing: Vegetation, such as brush, grass, roots, and other deleterious 

material shall be sufficiently removed and properly disposed of in a method acceptable 

to the owner, governing agencies, and the Geotechnical Consultant. 

 

  The Geotechnical Consultant shall evaluate the extent of these removals depending on 

specific site conditions.  Earth fill material shall not contain more than 1 percent of 

organic materials (by volume).  No fill lift shall contain more than 10 percent of organic 

matter.  Nesting of the organic materials shall not be allowed. 

 

  If potentially hazardous materials are encountered, the Contractor shall stop work in the 

affected area, and a hazardous material specialist shall be informed immediately for 

proper evaluation and handling of these materials prior to continuing to work in that 

area. 
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  As presently defined by the State of California, most refined petroleum products 

(gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil, grease, coolant, etc.) have chemical constituents that 

are considered to be hazardous waste.   As such, the indiscriminate dumping or spillage 

of these fluids onto the ground may constitute a misdemeanor, punishable by fines 

and/or imprisonment, and shall not be allowed. The contractor is responsible for all 

hazardous waste relating to his work. The Geotechnical Consultant does not have 

expertise in this area. If hazardous waste is a concern, then the Client should acquire the 

services of a qualified environmental assessor. 

 

 2.2 Processing: Existing ground that has been declared satisfactory for support of fill by 

the Geotechnical Consultant shall be scarified to a minimum depth of 6 inches.  

Existing ground that is not satisfactory shall be overexcavated as specified in the 

following section.  Scarification shall continue until soils are broken down and free 

from oversize material and the working surface is reasonably uniform, flat, and free 

from uneven features that would inhibit uniform compaction. 

 

 2.3 Overexcavation: In addition to removals and overexcavations recommended in the 

approved geotechnical report(s) and the grading plan, soft, loose, dry, saturated, 

spongy, organic-rich, highly fractured or otherwise unsuitable ground shall be 

overexcavated to competent ground as evaluated by the Geotechnical Consultant during 

grading. 

 

 2.4 Benching: Where fills are to be placed on ground with slopes steeper than 5:1 

(horizontal to vertical units), the ground shall be stepped or benched.  Please see the 

Standard Details for a graphic illustration.  The lowest bench or key shall be a 

minimum of 15 feet wide and at least 2 feet deep, into competent material as evaluated 

by the Geotechnical Consultant.  Other benches shall be excavated a minimum height 

of 4 feet into competent material or as otherwise recommended by the Geotechnical 

Consultant.  Fill placed on ground sloping flatter than 5:1 shall also be benched or 

otherwise overexcavated to provide a flat subgrade for the fill.   

 

 2.5 Evaluation/Acceptance of Fill Areas: All areas to receive fill, including removal and 

processed areas, key bottoms, and benches, shall be observed, mapped, elevations 

recorded, and/or tested prior to being accepted by the Geotechnical Consultant as 

suitable to receive fill.  The Contractor shall obtain a written acceptance from the 

Geotechnical Consultant prior to fill placement.  A licensed surveyor shall provide the 

survey control for determining elevations of processed areas, keys, and benches. 

 

 

3.0 Fill Material 

 

 3.1 General: Material to be used as fill shall be essentially free from organic matter and 

other deleterious substances evaluated and accepted by the Geotechnical Consultant 

prior to placement.  Soils of poor quality, such as those with unacceptable gradation, 

high expansion potential, or low strength shall be placed in areas acceptable to the 

Geotechnical Consultant or mixed with other soils to achieve satisfactory fill material. 
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 3.2 Oversize: Oversize material defined as rock, or other irreducible material with a 

maximum dimension greater than 8 inches, shall not be buried or placed in fill unless 

location, materials, and placement methods are specifically accepted by the 

Geotechnical Consultant.  Placement operations shall be such that nesting of oversized 

material does not occur and such that oversize material is completely surrounded by 

compacted or densified fill.  Oversize material shall not be placed within 10 vertical 

feet of finish grade or within 2 feet of future utilities or underground construction. 

 

 3.3 Import: If importing of fill material is required for grading, proposed import material 

shall meet the requirements of Section 3.1.  The potential import source shall be given 

to the Geotechnical Consultant at least 48 hours (2 working days) before importing 

begins so that its suitability can be determined and appropriate tests performed. 

 

 

4.0 Fill Placement and Compaction 

 

 4.1 Fill Layers: Approved fill material shall be placed in areas prepared to receive fill (per 

Section 3.0) in near-horizontal layers not exceeding 8 inches in loose thickness.  The 

Geotechnical Consultant may accept thicker layers if testing indicates the grading 

procedures can adequately compact the thicker layers.  Each layer shall be spread 

evenly and mixed thoroughly to attain relative uniformity of material and moisture 

throughout. 

 

 4.2 Fill Moisture Conditioning: Fill soils shall be watered, dried back, blended, and/or 

mixed, as necessary to attain a relatively uniform moisture content at or slightly over 

optimum.  Maximum density and optimum soil moisture content tests shall be 

performed in accordance with the American Society of Testing and Materials (ASTM 

Test Method D1557-91). 

 

 4.3 Compaction of Fill: After each layer has been moisture-conditioned, mixed, and 

evenly spread, it shall be uniformly compacted to not less than 90 percent of maximum 

dry density (ASTM Test Method D1557-91).  Compaction equipment shall be 

adequately sized and be either specifically designed for soil compaction or of proven 

reliability to efficiently achieve the specified level of compaction with uniformity. 

 

 4.4 Compaction of Fill Slopes: In addition to normal compaction procedures specified 

above, compaction of slopes shall be accomplished by backrolling of slopes with 

sheepsfoot rollers at increments of 3 to 4 feet in fill elevation, or by other methods 

producing satisfactory results acceptable to the Geotechnical Consultant.  Upon 

completion of grading, relative compaction of the fill, out to the slope face, shall be at 

least 90 percent of maximum density per ASTM Test Method D1557-91. 
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 4.5 Compaction Testing:  Field tests for moisture content and relative compaction of the 

fill soils shall be performed by the Geotechnical Consultant.  Location and frequency of 

tests shall be at the Consultant's discretion based on field conditions encountered.  

Compaction test locations will not necessarily be selected on a random basis.  Test 

locations shall be selected to verify adequacy of compaction levels in areas that are 

judged to be prone to inadequate compaction (such as close to slope faces and at the 

fill/bedrock benches). 

 

 4.6 Frequency of Compaction Testing: Tests shall be taken at intervals not exceeding 

2 feet in vertical rise and/or 1,000 cubic yards of compacted fill soils embankment.  In 

addition, as a guideline, at least one test shall be taken on slope faces for each 

5,000 square feet of slope face and/or each 10 feet of vertical height of slope.  The 

Contractor shall assure that fill construction is such that the testing schedule can be 

accomplished by the Geotechnical Consultant.  The Contractor shall stop or slow down 

the earthwork construction if these minimum standards are not met.   

 

 4.7 Compaction Test Locations: The Geotechnical Consultant shall document the 

approximate elevation and horizontal coordinates of each test location.  The Contractor 

shall coordinate with the project surveyor to assure that sufficient grade stakes are 

established so that the Geotechnical Consultant can determine the test locations with 

sufficient accuracy.  At a minimum, two grade stakes within a horizontal distance of 

100 feet and vertically less than 5 feet apart from potential test locations shall be 

provided. 

 

 

5.0 Subdrain Installation 

 

 Subdrain systems shall be installed in accordance with the approved geotechnical report(s), the 

grading plan, and the Standard Details.  The Geotechnical Consultant may recommend 

additional subdrains and/or changes in subdrain extent, location, grade, or material depending 

on conditions encountered during grading.  All subdrains shall be surveyed by a land 

surveyor/civil engineer for line and grade after installation and prior to burial.  Sufficient time 

should be allowed by the Contractor for these surveys. 

 

 

6.0 Excavation 

 

 Excavations, as well as over-excavation for remedial purposes, shall be evaluated by the 

Geotechnical Consultant during grading.  Remedial removal depths shown on geotechnical 

plans are estimates only.  The actual extent of removal shall be determined by the Geotechnical 

Consultant based on the field evaluation of exposed conditions during grading.  Where 

fill-over-cut slopes are to be graded, the cut portion of the slope shall be made, evaluated, and 

accepted by the Geotechnical Consultant prior to placement of materials for construction of the 

fill portion of the slope, unless otherwise recommended by the Geotechnical Consultant. 
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7.0 Trench Backfills 

 

 7.1 The Contractor shall follow all OHSA and Cal/OSHA requirements for safety of trench 

excavations. 

 

 7.2 All bedding and backfill of utility trenches shall be done in accordance with the 

applicable provisions of Standard Specifications of Public Works Construction.  

Bedding material shall have a Sand Equivalent greater than 30 (SE>30).  The bedding 

shall be placed to 1 foot over the top of the conduit and densified by jetting.  Backfill 

shall be placed and densified to a minimum of 90 percent of maximum from 1 foot 

above the top of the conduit to the surface. 

 

 7.3 The jetting of the bedding around the conduits shall be observed by the Geotechnical 

Consultant. 

 

 7.4 The Geotechnical Consultant shall test the trench backfill for relative compaction.  At 

least one test should be made for every 300 feet of trench and 2 feet of fill. 

 

 7.5 Lift thickness of trench backfill shall not exceed those allowed in the Standard 

Specifications of Public Works Construction unless the Contractor can demonstrate to 

the Geotechnical Consultant that the fill lift can be compacted to the minimum relative 

compaction by his alternative equipment and method. 
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April	
  15	
  2013	
  
	
  
Pamela	
  L.	
  Andes,	
  Esq.	
  
Partner	
  
Allen	
  Matkins	
  Leck	
  Gamble	
  Mallory	
  &	
  Natsis	
  LLP	
  	
  
1900	
  Main	
  Street,	
  Suite	
  500	
  
Irvine,	
  California	
  92614	
  
	
  
Subject:	
  	
   Environmental	
  Review	
  of	
   the	
  Chinatown	
  Property	
  Referred	
   to	
  as	
  Parcel	
  PA-­‐

018	
  at	
  924	
  North	
  Spring	
  Street	
  Los	
  Angeles	
  California	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Ms.	
  Andes,	
  
	
  
This	
   letter	
   has	
   been	
   prepared	
   to	
   present	
   our	
   review	
  of	
   the	
   environmental	
   condition	
   of	
   a	
  

parcel	
  of	
  property	
  owned	
  by	
  your	
  client	
  located	
  at	
  924	
  Spring	
  Street	
  in	
  the	
  Chinatown	
  area	
  

of	
  Los	
  Angeles,	
  California	
  (Site).	
  It	
  is	
  our	
  understanding	
  that	
  they	
  are	
  considering	
  selling	
  the	
  

Site	
  and	
  have	
  requested	
  this	
  summary	
  to	
  provide	
  an	
  environmental	
  overview	
  to	
  prospective	
  

purchasers	
   and/or	
   investors.	
   The	
   Site	
   is	
   located	
   in	
   a	
   commercial	
   area	
   adjacent	
   to	
   the	
  

recently	
   constructed	
  MTA	
  Gold	
   Line	
   and	
   Station,	
   the	
   Los	
   Angeles	
   State	
   Historic	
   Park	
   aka	
  

“Cornfields”	
  and	
  general	
  industrial	
  and	
  distribution	
  uses.	
  The	
  Site	
  is	
  located	
  at	
  the	
  northeast	
  

corner	
  of	
  North	
  Spring	
  Street	
  and	
  College	
  Street	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  Los	
  Angeles,	
  California	
  (Figure	
  

1).	
  The	
  San	
  Bernardino-­‐Pasadena	
  Freeway	
  interchange	
  is	
  located	
  approximately	
  0.75	
  mile	
  to	
  

the	
  west	
  and	
  the	
  Los	
  Angeles	
  River	
  is	
  approximately	
  2,000	
  feet	
  to	
  the	
  east.	
  

	
  

Site	
  History	
  

	
  

The	
  Site	
  was	
  developed	
  as	
  far	
  back	
  as	
  1905	
  when	
  the	
  property	
  was	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  rail	
  freight	
  yard.	
  	
  

The	
  Site	
  included	
  two	
  freight	
  houses	
  and	
  multiple	
  rail	
  lines.	
  	
  The	
  Site	
  included	
  a	
  wood	
  yard,	
  

a	
  coal	
  yard,	
  oil	
  warehouses,	
  small	
  businesses	
  and	
  dwelling	
  units.	
  	
  The	
  Site	
  was	
  vacant	
  as	
  of	
  

1970	
  and	
  was	
  acquired	
  by	
  the	
  Los	
  Angeles	
  Metropolitan	
  Transit	
  Authority	
  (MTA)	
  for	
  support	
  

of	
  the	
  expansion	
  of	
  the	
  MTA	
  Gold	
  Line	
  to	
  Pasadena;	
   it	
  had	
  been	
  previously	
  owned	
  by	
  the	
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Union	
  Pacific	
  Railroad	
   (UP).	
   	
   It	
   is	
  our	
  understanding	
  that	
  Meruelo	
  Maddox	
  Properties,	
   Inc.	
  

became	
   the	
   owners	
   in	
   2001	
   and,	
   as	
   a	
   result	
   of	
   bankruptcy	
   reorganization,	
   a	
   new	
  

management	
  team	
  is	
  in	
  place	
  that	
  has	
  limited	
  historic	
  knowledge	
  of	
  the	
  Site.	
  

	
  

Investigation	
  History	
  

	
  

The	
  Site	
  has	
  been	
  the	
  subject	
  of	
  several	
  rounds	
  of	
  investigation	
  including	
  the	
  removal	
  of	
  an	
  

Underground	
  Storage	
  Tank	
  (UST),	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  in	
  response	
  to	
  plans	
  for	
  UP	
  to	
  sell	
  the	
  Site.	
  	
  This	
  

included	
  the	
  preparation	
  of	
  a	
  Phase	
  One	
  Environmental	
  Site	
  Assessment	
  (ESA)	
  by	
  Weston	
  in	
  

1996.	
  	
  Four	
  USTs	
  were	
  removed	
  in	
  1989	
  along	
  with	
  an	
  estimated	
  30	
  yards	
  of	
  impacted	
  soil.	
  

Multiple	
   rounds	
  of	
   subsurface	
   investigations	
   followed	
   the	
  ESA	
   to	
   investigate	
   the	
   issues	
  of	
  

concern	
   reported	
   in	
   the	
   ESA	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   to	
   follow	
   up	
   on	
   results	
   obtained	
   during	
   the	
  

investigation.	
   Ultimately,	
   England	
   Geosystems	
   was	
   retained	
   by	
   the	
   MTA	
   to	
   prepare	
   a	
  

remedial	
   action	
   plan	
   (RAP)	
   that	
   was	
   submitted	
   and	
   ultimately	
   approved	
   after	
   revisions	
  

requested	
  by	
  the	
  Los	
  Angeles	
  Regional	
  Water	
  Quality	
  Control	
  Board	
  (RWQCB).	
  The	
  RAP	
  was	
  

implemented,	
  which	
  included	
  soil	
  removal	
  and	
  led	
  to	
  the	
  RWQCB	
  issuing	
  an	
  NFA	
  to	
  the	
  Site	
  

subject	
   to	
   the	
   recordation	
   of	
   a	
   deed	
   restriction	
   and	
   the	
   implementation	
   of	
   institutional	
  

controls.	
   	
   The	
   deed	
   restriction	
   prohibits	
   first	
   floor	
   residential	
   use	
   of	
   the	
   Site.	
   	
   As	
   noted	
  

below,	
  it	
  appears	
  that	
  the	
  deed	
  restriction	
  was	
  developed	
  in	
  relation	
  to	
  a	
  specific	
  site	
  plan	
  

being	
  considered	
  at	
  that	
  time	
  and	
  a	
  modification	
  of	
  the	
  deed	
  restriction	
  could	
  be	
  proposed	
  

if	
   future	
   use	
   contemplates	
   first	
   floor	
   residential	
   occupancy.	
   	
   The	
   following	
   presents	
   a	
  

summary	
  of	
  the	
  various	
  investigations.	
  

	
  

Canonie	
  Environmental,	
  1989,	
  Final	
  Site	
  Report	
  Underground	
  Storage	
  Tank	
  Removal.	
  	
  

	
  

This	
  report	
  documents	
  the	
  removal	
  of	
  four	
  USTs	
  	
  from	
  the	
  Site	
  in	
  April	
  of	
  1986.	
  	
  The	
  USTs	
  

included	
  one	
  8,500	
  gallon	
  gasoline	
  UST,	
  one	
  900	
  gallon	
  Diesel	
  UST,	
  one	
  6,500	
  gallon	
  oil	
  UST	
  

and	
   a	
   700	
   gallon	
   gasoline	
   UST.	
   	
   The	
   work	
   was	
   conducted	
   for	
   the	
   Southern	
   Pacific	
  

Transportation	
  Company	
  who	
  owned	
  the	
  Site	
  at	
  the	
  time.	
  	
  Soil	
  samples	
  collected	
  at	
  the	
  time	
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of	
   removal	
   indicated	
   some	
   releases	
   had	
   occurred.	
   	
   Approximately	
   28	
   cubic	
   yards	
   of	
  

impacted	
  soil	
  was	
  removed.	
  	
  No	
  further	
  action	
  was	
  required	
  from	
  any	
  regulatory	
  agency.	
  

	
  

Weston,	
  1995	
  Workplan	
  for	
  Los	
  Angeles	
  County	
  Metropolitan	
  Transportation	
  Authority	
  Phase	
  and	
  
II	
  Environmental	
  Site	
  Assessments.	
  
	
  
A	
   workplan	
  was	
   prepared	
   by	
   Roy	
   F.	
  Weston	
   outlining	
   the	
   procedures	
   that	
   were	
   used	
   to	
  

conduct	
  	
  the	
  	
  ESA	
  at	
  the	
  Site	
  and	
  adjacent	
  parcel	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  a	
  limited	
  Phase	
  II	
  sampling	
  effort.	
  	
  

The	
  workplan	
  described	
  information	
  obtained	
  from	
  adjacent	
  parcels,	
  which	
  suggested	
  that	
  

there	
  were	
  regional	
  groundwater	
  impacts	
  in	
  the	
  Site	
  vicinity.	
  	
  

	
  

Weston,	
   1996	
   Phase	
   One	
   Environmental	
   Assessment	
   for	
   Parcel	
   PA-­‐018,	
   Metro	
   Pasadena	
   Blue	
  

Line.	
  

	
  

The	
  ESA	
  was	
  prepared	
  by	
  Weston	
  for	
  the	
  MTA	
  as	
  outlined	
  in	
  the	
  workplan	
  above.	
  	
  The	
  ESA	
  

was	
  prepared	
   in	
  general	
  accordance	
  with	
  then	
  existing	
  ASTM	
  guidelines	
  and	
  reviewed	
  the	
  

historic,	
  current	
  and	
  neighboring	
  uses	
  of	
  the	
  Site.	
  	
  As	
  described	
  above,	
  the	
  Site	
  was	
  used	
  as	
  

a	
   rail	
   freight	
   yard	
   including	
   storage	
   of	
  wood,	
   coal	
   and	
   other	
  materials.	
   Groundwater	
  was	
  

reported	
  to	
  flow	
  to	
  the	
  south	
  and	
  east.	
  	
  The	
  report	
  referenced	
  previous	
  reports	
  by	
  Remedial	
  

Action	
  Corporation	
  (1994)	
  and	
  ERM-­‐West	
  (1989),	
  which	
  we	
  were	
  not	
  provided	
  for	
  review.	
  	
  

The	
  report	
  referenced	
  a	
  UST	
  that	
  was	
  historically	
  located	
  along	
  the	
  northern	
  portion	
  of	
  the	
  

Site,	
  which	
  was	
  removed.	
  	
  Subsequent	
  sampling	
  of	
  soil	
  in	
  this	
  area	
  of	
  the	
  Site	
  did	
  not	
  report	
  

impacts	
  from	
  the	
  location	
  believed	
  to	
  be	
  the	
  location	
  of	
  the	
  former	
  UST.	
  

	
  

Multiple	
   locations	
  were	
   found	
   in	
   the	
  Site	
  vicinity	
  where	
   releases	
  of	
  hazardous	
   substances	
  

had	
   occurred.	
   	
   Most	
   of	
   these	
   were	
   either	
   too	
   far	
   away	
   or	
   in	
   the	
   wrong	
   direction	
   with	
  

respect	
   to	
   groundwater	
   flow	
   to	
   be	
   considered	
   a	
   concern	
   to	
   the	
   Site.	
   	
   There	
   were	
   two	
  

historic	
  fuel	
  storage	
  locations	
  adjacent	
  to	
  the	
  Site	
  that	
  were	
  considered	
  suspect	
  sources	
  to	
  

the	
  Site.	
  Groundwater	
  sampling	
  conducted	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  these	
  off	
  Site	
  locations	
  including	
  wells	
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located	
   either	
   on	
   or	
   very	
   near	
   the	
   Site	
   suggested	
   that	
   impacted	
   groundwater	
   could	
   be	
  

found	
  beneath	
  the	
  Site.	
  	
  The	
  maps	
  showing	
  the	
  sampling	
  locations	
  could	
  not	
  be	
  found	
  in	
  the	
  

prior	
  remedial	
  efforts	
  and	
  was	
  requested	
  by	
  Weston.	
  	
  

	
  

Shallow	
  soil	
  and	
  groundwater	
  at	
  the	
  adjacent	
  parcels	
  to	
  the	
  south	
  of	
  Parcel	
  PA-­‐018	
  showed	
  

localized	
   impacts.	
   Total	
   Recoverable	
   Petroleum	
   Hydrocarbons	
   (TRPH)	
   was	
   found	
   in	
   soil	
  

ranging	
   from	
   non-­‐detect	
   to	
   497	
   mg/kg.	
   Pesticides	
   were	
   found	
   in	
   soil	
   ranging	
   from	
   non-­‐

detect	
  to	
  450	
  ug/kg	
  of	
  4,4-­‐DDE.	
  PCBs	
  were	
  found	
  in	
  soil	
  ranging	
  from	
  non	
  detect	
  to	
  1,780	
  

ug/kg	
  of	
  Aroclor	
  1260.	
   Lead	
  was	
   found	
   in	
  one	
   soil	
   sample	
  at	
  a	
   total	
   concentration	
  of	
  568	
  

mg/kg,	
   with	
   45	
   mg/I	
   of	
   soluble	
   lead.	
   A	
   floating	
   hydrocarbon	
   product	
   layer	
   described	
   as	
  

degraded	
  gasoline	
  was	
  observed	
  in	
  two	
  of	
  four	
  borings	
  extended	
  to	
  groundwater	
  at	
  the	
  two	
  

parcels.	
   Three	
   samples	
  of	
   groundwater	
  were	
   found	
   to	
   contain	
   TPH	
  as	
  diesel	
   and	
  TRPH	
   in	
  

concentrations	
  ranging	
  from	
  0.5	
  mg/l	
   to	
  4,730	
  mg	
  /l.	
  Benzene	
  was	
  detected	
   in	
  two	
  of	
  the	
  

groundwater	
  samples,	
  in	
  concentrations	
  of	
  535	
  ug/l	
  and	
  820	
  ug/l.	
  	
  

	
  

Based	
   on	
   the	
   above	
   findings	
   at	
   the	
   off-­‐Site	
   parcel,	
   WESTON	
   recommended	
   additional	
  

limited	
  Phase	
  II	
  investigation	
  at	
  the	
  Site	
  as	
  follows:	
  	
  

	
  

• Locate	
   the	
   ERM-­‐West	
   (1989)	
   report	
   previously	
   provided	
   to	
   Remedial	
   Action	
  

Corporation	
  by	
  MTA.	
  Review	
  the	
  report	
  for	
  more	
  specific	
   information	
  pertaining	
  to	
  

removal	
  of	
  a	
  former	
  UST	
  that	
  appears	
  to	
  have	
  been	
  conducted	
  at	
  the	
  parcel	
  in	
  1987,	
  

and	
   for	
   possible	
   correlation	
   to	
   the	
   UST	
   at	
   the	
   parcel	
   described	
   in	
   the	
   EDR	
  

environmental	
  database	
  orphan	
  list.	
  

	
  

• Conduct	
   a	
   limited	
   Phase	
   II	
   investigation	
   including	
   a	
   geophysical	
   survey,	
   and	
  

installation	
   of	
   shallow	
   soil	
   borings	
   and	
   temporary	
   wells.	
   Information	
   from	
  

investigations	
  at	
  nearby	
  sites	
  indicates	
  that	
  a	
  potential	
  exists	
  for	
  impacts	
  to	
  shallow	
  

soil	
  and	
  groundwater	
  at	
  the	
  Site	
  from	
  off-­‐Site	
  sources.	
  Areas	
  which	
  merit	
  specifically	
  

targeted	
   investigation	
   include	
   the	
   northwestern	
   edge	
   of	
   the	
   parcel,	
   in	
   the	
   former	
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location	
  of	
   the	
  "oil"	
   feature	
   identified	
   in	
   the	
  1906	
  and	
  1950	
  Sanborn	
  maps,	
  and	
   in	
  

the	
  vicinity	
  of	
  the	
  apparent	
  former	
  UST,	
  if	
  its	
  location	
  can	
  be	
  determined.	
  

	
  

• Confirm	
   the	
   existence	
   and	
   location	
   of	
   monitoring	
   wells	
   reported	
   to	
   have	
   been	
  

installed	
   on	
   the	
   parcel	
   as	
   was	
   presented	
   in	
   reports	
   by	
   ERM-­‐West	
   and	
   Geofon.	
  

Sample	
  the	
  wells	
  if	
  they	
  are	
  found	
  to	
  be	
  in	
  satisfactory	
  condition.	
  Abandon	
  the	
  wells	
  

if	
  they	
  have	
  been	
  compromised.	
  	
  

	
  

Montgomery	
  Watson,	
  1999	
  Workplan	
  for	
  Parcel	
  PA-­‐018	
  Further	
  Investigation.	
  

	
  

Montgomery	
   Watson	
   reviewed	
   the	
   ESA	
   prepared	
   by	
   Weston	
   and	
   other	
   documents	
   and	
  

prepared	
   a	
   workplan	
   to	
   conduct	
   further	
   investigations	
   at	
   the	
   Site.	
   	
   In	
   their	
   workplan,	
  

Montgomery	
  Watson	
  described	
  the	
  previously	
  described	
  UST	
  removal	
  and	
  sampling	
  as	
  well	
  

as	
  limited	
  groundwater	
  sampling	
  conducted	
  both	
  on	
  and	
  off	
  Site	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  off	
  Site	
  fuel	
  

storage	
   facilities.	
   The	
   report	
   states	
   that	
   the	
   results	
   of	
   this	
   sampling	
   found	
   relatively	
   low	
  

levels	
  of	
  hydrocarbons	
  in	
  groundwater	
  from	
  these	
  storage	
  activities	
  and	
  remnant	
  crude	
  oil	
  

naturally	
  found	
  in	
  the	
  area.	
  

	
  

The	
  objectives	
  of	
  the	
  workplan	
  were:	
  

1. Characterize	
  the	
  nature	
  and	
  extent	
  of	
  possible	
  constituents	
  of	
  concern	
  (COCs)	
  in	
  the	
  
shallow	
  soil	
  across	
  the	
  Site.	
  COCs	
  have	
  been	
  selected	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  potential	
  usage	
  
and	
  occurrence	
  documented	
  from	
  previous	
  assessment	
  and	
  investigations.	
  
	
  

2. Confirm	
   the	
   general	
   condition	
   of	
   the	
   shallow	
   groundwater	
   beneath	
   the	
   Site	
   and	
  
evaluate	
   the	
   potential	
   for	
   on-­‐Site	
  migration	
  of	
   hydrocarbons	
   in	
   groundwater	
   from	
  
nearby	
  properties.	
  
	
  

3. Determine	
  the	
  status	
  and	
  (possible)	
   location	
  of	
  the	
  reported	
  UST	
  (former	
  UST)	
  and	
  
groundwater	
  monitoring	
  wells	
  reportedly	
  located	
  on-­‐Site,	
  if	
  possible	
  and	
  
	
  

4. Conduct	
  soil	
  sampling	
  in	
  the	
  UST	
  location	
  to	
  evaluate	
  soil	
  conditions.	
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The	
  scope	
  of	
  work	
   included	
  the	
  advancement	
  of	
  12	
  borings	
  to	
  variable	
  depths	
  and	
  5	
  grab	
  

groundwater	
   samples.	
   	
   The	
   borings	
   were	
   targeted	
   to	
   investigate	
   the	
   historic	
   rail	
   yard	
  

operations,	
  the	
  former	
  UST	
  locations	
  and	
  to	
  obtain	
  a	
  general	
  understanding	
  of	
  groundwater	
  

conditions.	
  

	
  

LAW	
  Gibb	
  Group,	
  2000,	
  Report	
  of	
  Environmental	
  Soil	
  and	
  Groundwater	
  Assessment.	
  

	
  

LAW	
  Gibb	
  Group	
  was	
  retained	
  to	
  conduct	
  a	
  subsurface	
  investigation	
  including	
  advancing	
  47	
  

borings	
   throughout	
   the	
   Site.	
   This	
   included	
   sampling	
   in	
   the	
   areas	
   of	
   the	
   former	
   rail	
   yard	
  

operations	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  former	
  UST(s)	
  and	
  the	
  collection	
  of	
  groundwater	
  samples.	
  

	
  

The	
   investigation	
   indicated	
   shallow	
   localized	
   soil	
   contamination	
   with	
   lead,	
   copper	
   and	
  

petroleum	
  hydrocarbons	
  in	
  the	
  heavy	
  oil	
  range.	
  No	
  volatile	
  organics	
  and	
  only	
  trace	
  to	
  minor	
  

(compared	
  to	
  EPA	
  Residential	
  PRGs)	
  concentrations	
  of	
  pesticides	
  and	
  PCBs	
  were	
  detected.	
  

Groundwater	
   samples	
   collected	
   at	
   the	
   Site	
   did	
   not	
   indicate	
   groundwater	
   contamination	
  

resulting	
  from	
  previous	
  activities	
  at	
  the	
  Site	
  including	
  the	
  former	
  UST	
  area.	
  Analytical	
  results	
  

of	
  groundwater	
  samples	
  collected	
  from	
  the	
  extreme	
  southwest	
  corner	
  of	
  the	
  Site	
  indicated	
  

groundwater	
   contamination	
   with	
   what	
   appeared	
   to	
   be	
   crude	
   oil	
   and	
   diesel.	
   Based	
   on	
  

regional	
   southwesterly	
   flow	
  of	
   ground	
  water	
   and	
   the	
   location	
   of	
   documented	
   upgradient	
  

leaking	
   USTs	
   in	
   the	
   area,	
   the	
   source	
   of	
   the	
   petroleum	
   hydrocarbons	
   detected	
   in	
   ground	
  

water	
  is	
  most	
  likely	
  from	
  natural	
  seeps	
  and	
  /or	
  off-­‐site	
  upgradient	
  sources.	
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England	
  Geosystem,	
  2001,	
  Remedial	
  Action	
  Plan,	
  PA-­‐018.	
  	
  

	
  

After	
  the	
  Site	
  characterization	
  was	
  conducted	
  as	
  described	
  above,	
  England	
  Geosystem	
  was	
  

retained	
  by	
  the	
  MTA	
  to	
  prepare	
  the	
  RAP	
  for	
  the	
  Site.	
  	
  The	
  RAP	
  summarized	
  the	
  prior	
  work	
  

that	
  was	
  conducted	
  at	
  the	
  Site	
  along	
  with	
  a	
  summary	
  of	
  the	
  Site	
  history.	
  	
  

	
  

A	
  follow-­‐up	
  soil	
  investigation	
  was	
  performed	
  (Law/Crandall,	
  2000)	
  to	
  further	
  assess	
  the	
  high	
  

concentrations	
  of	
  copper,	
  lead,	
  and	
  TRPH	
  in	
  borings	
  SB-­‐02,	
  SB-­‐03,	
  SB-­‐05,	
  SB-­‐06,	
  and	
  SB-­‐09.	
  

Three	
   10-­‐foot	
   borings	
   (SB-­‐02A,	
   B-­‐02B,	
   and	
   SB-­‐02C)	
   were	
   drilled	
   at	
   a	
   distance	
   of	
  

approximately	
  5	
  feet	
  from	
  boring	
  SB-­‐02	
  and	
  samples	
  were	
  collected	
  at	
  1,	
  5,	
  and	
  10	
  feet	
  bgs.	
  

Original	
   soil	
   borings	
   SB-­‐03,	
   SB-­‐05,	
   SB-­‐06,	
   and	
   SB-­‐09	
   were	
   additionally	
   investigated	
   with	
  

three	
   5-­‐foot	
   borings	
   (labeled	
   A,	
   B,	
   and	
   C)	
   at	
   a	
   radial	
   distance	
   of	
   5	
   feet	
   and	
   three	
   1-­‐foot	
  

borings	
  (labeled	
  Aa,	
  Bb,	
  and	
  Cc)	
  at	
  a	
  radial	
  distance	
  of	
  15	
  feet.	
  Soil	
  borings	
  SB-­‐11	
  and	
  SB-­‐12	
  

were	
  drilled	
  to	
  a	
  depth	
  of	
  5	
  feet	
  bgs.	
  An	
  additional	
  49	
  soil	
  samples	
  were	
  collected	
  during	
  the	
  

follow-­‐up	
   investigation	
   and	
   analyzed	
   for	
   one	
   or	
   more	
   of	
   the	
   following:	
   TRPH,	
   lead,	
   and	
  

copper.	
  

	
  

The	
  results	
  of	
  the	
  follow-­‐up	
  investigation	
  showed	
  copper	
  (above	
  TTLC	
  and	
  STLC)	
  present	
  in	
  

areas	
  away	
  from	
  borings	
  SB-­‐09.	
  Soluble	
  copper	
  concentrations	
  above	
  25	
  mg/L	
  (STLC)	
  were	
  

present	
  in	
  three	
  of	
  the	
  six	
  samples	
  collected	
  at	
  1-­‐foot	
  bgs	
  (Table	
  3).	
  Further	
  assessment	
  of	
  

lead	
  in	
  borings	
  SB-­‐03,	
  SB-­‐05,	
  and	
  SB-­‐06	
  revealed	
  that	
  although	
  total	
  lead	
  concentrations	
  did	
  

not	
   exceed	
   the	
   TTLC	
  of	
   1,000	
  mg/kg,	
   soluble	
   lead	
   at	
   concentrations	
   above	
   the	
   5	
   .0	
  mg/L	
  

STLC	
  were	
  present	
  in	
  5	
  of	
  the	
  27	
  samples	
  analyzed.	
  During	
  the	
  follow-­‐up	
  investigation,	
  TRPH	
  

was	
  detected	
  only	
  in	
  the	
  1-­‐foot	
  samples.	
  TRPH	
  analytical	
  results	
  ranged	
  from	
  not	
  detected	
  

at	
  10	
  mg/kg	
  to	
  7,360	
  mg/kg.	
  No	
  volatile	
  organic	
  compounds	
  were	
  detected	
  in	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  Site	
  

soil	
  samples.	
  

	
  

The	
   RAP	
   called	
   for	
   the	
   excavation	
   and	
   off	
   site	
   disposal	
   of	
   soil	
   from	
   five	
   areas	
   that	
   were	
  

reported	
   to	
   contain	
   COCs	
   over	
   the	
   approved	
   cleanup	
   level.	
   	
   The	
   COCs	
   included	
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hydrocarbons	
   and	
   select	
  metals	
   including	
   arsenic,	
   lead	
   and	
   copper.	
   The	
   initial	
   excavation	
  

was	
  of	
  a	
  total	
  of	
  150	
  cubic	
  yards,	
  which	
  would	
  be	
  approximately	
  200	
  Tons.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

England	
  Geosystem,	
  2001b,	
  Updated	
  Remedial	
  Action	
  Plan.	
  

	
  

After	
  the	
  RAP	
  was	
  submitted	
  to	
  the	
  RWQCB,	
  meetings	
  were	
  held	
  which	
  led	
  to	
  the	
  RWQCB	
  

requesting	
   that	
   additional	
   investigations	
   be	
   conducted.	
   	
   England	
   collected	
   additional	
  

samples	
   to	
  define	
   the	
   lateral	
  extent	
  of	
  arsenic,	
  copper	
  and	
   lead.	
   	
  The	
  results	
  of	
  England’s	
  

supplemental	
  investigation	
  were:	
  

• Lead	
   was	
   detected	
   at	
   widely	
   variable	
   concentrations	
   ranging	
   from	
   0.33	
   to	
  

897	
  mg/kg.	
   The	
  majority	
   of	
   the	
   high	
   lead	
   concentrations	
  were	
   detected	
   at	
  

the	
   1-­‐foot	
   sample	
   depth.	
   At	
   the	
   5-­‐foot	
   sample	
   depth,	
   the	
   average	
   lead	
  

concentration	
  was	
   approximately	
   9	
  mg/kg,	
   with	
   a	
  maximum	
   of	
   128	
  mg/kg	
  

(Figures	
  2	
  and	
  3).	
  

• Detectable	
   concentrations	
   of	
   arsenic	
   were	
   present	
   across	
   the	
   Site	
   ranging	
  

from	
  0.8	
  to	
  58	
  .1	
  mg/kg.	
  Only	
  two	
  locations	
  at	
  the	
  Site	
  were	
  found	
  to	
  contain	
  

arsenic	
  at	
  concentrations	
  greater	
  than	
  10	
  mg/kg,	
  sample	
  locations	
  SB-­‐04	
  and	
  

SB-­‐09.	
  Additional	
  investigation	
  of	
  these	
  areas	
  revealed	
  that	
  elevated	
  arsenic	
  

concentrations	
   were	
   not	
   widely	
   distributed	
   across	
   the	
   Site.	
   At	
   the	
   5-­‐foot	
  

sampling	
  depth,	
  only	
  one	
  arsenic	
  concentration	
  greater	
  than	
  2	
  .07	
  mg/kg	
  was	
  

detected	
  (Figures	
  6	
  and	
  7).	
  

• Copper	
  concentrations	
   in	
  soil	
  at	
  the	
  Site	
  ranged	
  from	
  2	
   .47	
  to	
  7,220	
  mg/kg.	
  

Their	
  concentrations	
  appear	
  evenly	
  distributed	
  across	
  the	
  Site	
  except	
   in	
  the	
  

area	
   of	
   boring	
   group	
   SB-­‐09.	
   At	
   the	
   1-­‐foot	
   sampling	
   depth,	
   copper	
   was	
  

detected	
  at	
  concentrations	
  ranging	
  from	
  14	
  .3	
  (SB-­‐09Bb@1')	
  to	
  7,220	
  mg/kg	
  

(SB-­‐09-­‐E-­‐1).	
   Copper	
   concentrations	
   in	
   the	
   SB-­‐09	
   group	
   were	
   less	
   than	
   200	
  

mg/kg.	
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• Antimony	
   and	
   mercury	
   were	
   also	
   detected.	
   Maximum	
   detected	
  

concentrations	
  of	
  antimony	
  and	
  mercury	
  were	
  14	
   .5	
  mg/kg	
   (SB-­‐04@5')	
  and	
  

13	
  .7	
  mg/kg	
  (SB-­‐03@1')	
  respectively.	
  

• Pesticides	
  (4,4-­‐DDD,	
  4,4-­‐DDT,	
  and	
  4,4-­‐DDE)	
  were	
  detected	
  in	
  only	
  4	
  of	
  the	
  20	
  

samples	
  tested	
  and	
  at	
  a	
  maximum	
  concentration	
  of	
  only	
  0	
  .04	
  mg/kg.	
  

• PCB	
  (Aroclor-­‐1260)	
  was	
  detected	
  at	
  0	
  .562	
  mg/kg.	
  

• Gasoline	
   and	
   diesel	
   range	
   organics	
   were	
   not	
   detected	
   at	
   the	
   Site.	
  

Hydrocarbon	
  analysis	
  indicates	
  that	
  the	
  carbon	
  range	
  present	
  in	
  the	
  samples	
  

is	
  above	
  C22	
  (TRPH).	
  The	
  maximum	
  TRPH	
  concentration	
  was	
  7,360	
  mg/kg.	
  

• No	
  VOCs	
  were	
  detected	
  in	
  any	
  of	
  the	
  soil	
  samples	
  collected	
  at	
  the	
  Site.	
  

• Petroleum	
   hydrocarbons	
   and	
   VOCs	
   were	
   detected	
   in	
   only	
   one	
   of	
   the	
   four	
  

grab	
  background	
  water	
  samples	
  collected.	
  The	
  source(s)	
  of	
  these	
  compounds	
  

is	
  believed	
  to	
  be	
  from	
  off-­‐Site.	
  

	
  

The	
  data	
  was	
  used	
  to	
  prepare	
  a	
  health	
  risk	
  assessment	
  (HRA).	
  	
  The	
  HRA	
  was	
  prepared	
  for	
  a	
  

mixed-­‐use	
  project	
  where	
  residential	
  uses	
  would	
  not	
  occupy	
  the	
  ground	
  floor.	
  	
  Proposed	
  Site	
  

cleanup	
   levels	
   were	
   calculated	
   to	
   be	
   protective	
   of	
   on-­‐Site	
   workers	
   as	
   well	
   as	
   future	
  

occupants.	
  The	
  HRA	
  concluded	
  that	
  there	
  was	
  no	
  threat	
  from	
  exposure	
  to	
  the	
  contaminants	
  

found	
  on	
  Site	
  except	
  for	
  Arsenic.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

The	
  RAP	
  estimated	
  that	
  82.5	
  cubic	
  yards	
  of	
  lead	
  impacted	
  soil	
  and	
  30	
  cubic	
  yards	
  of	
  arsenic	
  

containing	
  soil	
  would	
  need	
  to	
  be	
  removed.	
  

	
  

England	
  Geosystem,	
  2002,	
  Remedial	
  Action	
  Plan	
  Implementation	
  Summary	
  and	
  Site	
  Closure	
  

Request,	
  Parcel	
  PA-­‐018.	
  

	
  

The	
   RAP	
   was	
   implemented	
   by	
   England	
   in	
   2002	
   and	
   included	
   the	
   removal	
   of	
   the	
   known	
  

impacted	
  soil.	
  	
  During	
  the	
  excavation,	
  a	
  vein	
  of	
  discolored	
  soil	
  was	
  encountered	
  which	
  was	
  

found	
   to	
   contain	
   hydrocarbons	
   and	
   arsenic	
   at	
   elevated	
   concentrations.	
   	
   This	
   vein	
   of	
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impacted	
  soil	
  was	
  shallow	
  and	
  extended	
  an	
  estimated	
  680’	
  by	
  126	
  ‘	
  and	
  8	
  inches	
  in	
  depth.	
  A	
  

total	
  of	
  12,200	
  Tons	
  of	
  impacted	
  material	
  was	
  removed	
  with	
  238	
  Tons	
  being	
  disposed	
  of	
  as	
  

Hazardous	
  Waste.	
  	
  

	
  

At	
   the	
  completion	
  of	
   the	
  excavation,	
  all	
  of	
   the	
  confirmation	
  samples	
  were	
  reported	
   to	
  be	
  

below	
  the	
  project	
  cleanup	
  objectives	
  though	
  some	
  residual	
  impacts	
  did	
  remain.	
  Excerpts	
  of	
  

the	
  project	
  data	
  and	
  confirmation	
  samples	
  are	
  included	
  in	
  the	
  Attachment	
  to	
  this	
  letter.	
  	
  

	
  

England	
  Geosystem,	
  2002,	
  Response	
   to	
  OEHHA	
  Comments,	
  Updated	
  Remedial	
  Action	
  Plan	
  

Parcel	
  PA-­‐018.	
  

	
  

A	
   HRA	
   was	
   conducted	
   to	
   evaluate	
   the	
   potential	
   risk	
   posed	
   to	
   future	
   occupants	
   of	
   the	
  

proposed	
  project,	
  which	
  was	
  reviewed	
  by	
  the	
  State	
  Office	
  of	
  Environmental	
  Health	
  Hazard	
  

Assessment	
   (OEHHA).	
   	
   England	
   Geosystem	
   addressed	
   these	
   comments	
   in	
   this	
   document.	
  	
  

The	
   HRA	
   identified	
   two	
   potentially	
   exposed	
   populations:	
   current	
   outdoor	
   workers	
   and	
  

future	
  construction	
  workers.	
  	
  After	
  discussions	
  and	
  revisions,	
  the	
  HRA	
  was	
  approved.	
  	
  

	
  

RWQCB,	
  2003,	
  No	
  Further	
  Action-­‐Parcel	
  PA-­‐018,	
   Los	
  Angeles	
   to	
  Pasadena	
  Blue	
  Line,	
  924	
  North	
  

Spring	
  Street	
  Los	
  Angeles.	
  

	
  

The	
  RWQCB	
  was	
   the	
   lead	
  agency	
  overseeing	
   the	
   remedial	
  efforts.	
   	
   The	
  RWQCB	
  approved	
  

the	
   remedial	
   work	
   and	
   granted	
   a	
   No	
   Further	
   Action	
   (NFA)	
   letter,	
   which	
   required	
   a	
   deed	
  

restriction	
  to	
  be	
  placed	
  upon	
  the	
  Site.	
  	
  One	
  of	
  the	
  restrictions	
  was	
  to	
  limit	
  residential	
  uses	
  

on	
   the	
  ground	
   floor.	
   	
  This	
   restriction	
  appears	
   to	
  be	
   in	
  place	
  as	
   that	
  was	
   the	
   layout	
  of	
   the	
  

original	
   project	
   contemplated	
   in	
   the	
  HRA.	
   	
   The	
   contaminants	
   of	
   concern	
   include	
   Arsenic,	
  

Lead	
   and	
   Hydrocarbons.	
   The	
   exposure	
   route	
   of	
   concern	
   would	
   be	
   direct	
   contact	
   and	
  

inhalation	
  of	
  dust	
  containing	
  such	
  materials.	
  	
  Given	
  that	
  the	
  Site	
  will	
  be	
  substantially	
  paved	
  

and	
  exposures	
  prevented	
  by	
  such	
  cover,	
  the	
  need	
  to	
  restrict	
  residential	
  uses	
  on	
  the	
  ground	
  

floor	
  appears	
   to	
  be	
  an	
  artifact	
  of	
   the	
  development	
   that	
  was	
  contemplated	
  when	
  the	
  HRA	
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was	
   prepared	
   and	
   not	
   on	
   any	
   underlying	
   risk	
   based	
   scenario.	
   	
   It	
   is	
   possible	
   that	
   this	
  

restriction	
  could	
  be	
  amended	
  with	
  additional	
  or	
  updated	
  information.	
  

	
  

Conclusions	
  

	
  

The	
  Site	
  was	
  historically	
  used	
  as	
  a	
  rail	
  yard	
  including	
  storage	
  of	
  wood,	
  coal	
  and	
  petroleum	
  

products.	
   The	
   Site	
   has	
   been	
   investigated	
   and	
   all	
   known	
   issues	
   of	
   concern	
   have	
   been	
  

remediated	
  including	
  former	
  USTS,	
  shallow	
  impacted	
  soil	
  from	
  historic	
  uses	
  and	
  an	
  area	
  of	
  

impacted	
  soil	
  found	
  to	
  contain	
  hydrocarbons	
  and	
  arsenic.	
  	
  The	
  impacted	
  soil	
  was	
  removed	
  

from	
  the	
  Site	
   to	
   the	
  project	
   cleanup	
   levels.	
   	
  Groundwater	
   sampling	
  conducted	
  at	
   the	
  Site	
  

has	
  documented	
  the	
  presence	
  of	
  heavier	
  end	
  hydrocarbons	
  in	
  the	
  southwest	
  corner	
  of	
  the	
  

Site	
  from	
  an	
  off	
  site	
  source(s).	
  	
  	
  The	
  RWQCB	
  has	
  provided	
  a	
  No	
  Further	
  Action	
  Letter	
  for	
  The	
  

Site	
  which	
  required	
  the	
  preparation	
  of	
  a	
  deed	
  restriction.	
  	
  The	
  deed	
  restriction	
  prohibits	
  first	
  

floor	
  residential	
  use	
  of	
   the	
  Site.	
   	
  As	
  noted	
  below,	
   it	
  appears	
   that	
   the	
  deed	
  restriction	
  was	
  

developed	
  in	
  relation	
  to	
  a	
  specific	
  site	
  plan	
  being	
  considered	
  at	
  that	
  time	
  and	
  a	
  modification	
  

of	
  the	
  deed	
  restriction	
  could	
  be	
  proposed	
   if	
   future	
  use	
  contemplates	
  first	
   floor	
  residential	
  

occupancy.	
  	
  	
  

	
  

We	
  thank	
  you	
  for	
  the	
  opportunity	
  to	
  be	
  of	
  service.	
   	
   If	
  there	
  are	
  any	
  questions,	
  please	
  feel	
  

free	
  to	
  contact	
  me	
  at	
  your	
  convenience.	
  

	
  
Very	
  truly	
  yours,	
  
Hazard	
  Management	
  Consulting	
  Inc.	
  

	
  

Mark	
  S.	
  Cousineau,	
  REA	
  II	
  
Principal	
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of this study is to analyze the proposed College Station development 
project with respect to hydrology and drainage alternatives.  In addition, the issues of 
water quality and design flows of stormwater are addressed. 
 
This project is a proposed mixed-use transit-oriented development consisting of 5.24 
acres at 924 N. Spring Street in the Central City North community of the City of Los 
Angeles. The Project Site is located immediately east of the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (“Metro”) Chinatown Gold Line light rail station at 
N. Spring Street and College Street, and the northern end of the site is adjacent to a 
Los Angeles Historic State Park (“Park”, also known as The Cornfields). Project Site is 
currently vacant and is periodically used for parking by nearby industrial and 
commercial businesses. The project development will also consist of three new parcels 
with 685 residential units, and 43,500 square feet of retail space.  
 
Hydrology calculations were performed using the Los Angeles County of Public Works 
Hydrology Manual, dated 2006, and calculated for both 50-year and 10-year storm 
events.   
 
With regard to surface water quality and the treatment of both non-storm and “first 
flush” stormwater runoff in accordance with the City of Los Angeles Stormwater 
Pollution Control Plan criteria, on-site water treatment is proposed through the use of 
two Cistern treatment systems. These systems are known as a capture and use 
BMP’s. Both will be constructed within the project limits, please see section 7.0 for a 
detailed explanation.  
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this report is to analyze the proposed development with respect to 
hydrology and surface water quality. See Figure I, Vicinity Map, in the Figures section of 
this report. 
 
2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This project is a proposed mixed-use transit-oriented development consisting of 5.24 
acres at 924 N. Spring Street in the Central City North community of the City of Los 
Angeles. Project Site is currently vacant and is periodically used for parking by nearby 
industrial and commercial businesses. The project development will also consist of 
three new parcels with 685 residential units, and 43,500 square feet of retail space. To 
remain conservative the percent imperviousness used in all post-development 
calculations for the Initial Study is 91%. 
 
3.0 EXISTING SITE SUMMARY 

The 5.24 acre proposed project is located at 924 N. Spring Street in the Central City 
North community of the City of Los Angeles. The site is located immediately east of the 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority Chinatown Gold Line light 
rail station at N. Spring Street and College Street, and the northern end of the site is 
located across N. Spring Street from the Los Angeles Historic State Park (also known 
as The Cornfields). The existing site imperviousness was defined using Appendix D 
from the 2006 LACFCD Hydrology Manual, this percent impervious is found to be 91%. 
Reference Figure I, Vicinity Map in the Figures section and Appendix D of the 2006 
LACFCD Hydrology manual enclosed in the Attachments of this report. 
 
4.0 EXISTING STORM DRAIN FACILITIES 

There are two existing storm drain catch basins within close proximity to the project. 
North Spring Street has two side-opening catch basins connected to an existing storm 
drain main under Spring Street.  The catch basins, laterals and main line are under the 
ownership of City of Los Angeles. The two existing side-opening catch basins are 
located on the southwest corner of the project, at the intersection of N. Spring Street 
and College Street, both are connected in series and ultimately connect via an 18” 
RCP to a 33” RCP lateral that connects to a 66” main line at the intersection of College 
and N. Spring Street. The catch basins, the 18” lateral, the 33” lateral and the 66” main 
are owned and maintained by the City of Los Angeles. 
 
5.0 EXISTING HYDROLOGY 

As described in the section above, and by visual inspection of the site, the majority of 
the site drains in a southeasterly direction. Research efforts to obtain copies of 
hydrology and hydraulic calculations and data for the existing capacity and allowable 
discharge to the City of Los Angeles public storm drains in the adjacent streets is still in 
progress and will be reflected in an updated report upon receipt. Reference Figure II, 
“Pre-Development Hydrology Map”. 
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6.0 HYDROLOGY CALCULATIONS 

Hydrology calculations were performed utilizing the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works’ MODRAT method, revised in 2006. This method includes new Isohyetal 
Maps and a new Tc Calculator “Tc_Calc_depth.xls” program. Calculations were 
performed using the “Tc_Calc_depth.xls” program, See “Summary of Hydrological Sub-
Areas” (Tables No. 1 and No. 2) on pages 9 and 10. 
 
Drainage sub-areas were created and graphically illustrated on the “Pre-Development 
Hydrology Map” (Figure II) and the “Post-Development Hydrology Map” (Figure III) 
found in the Figures section of this report.  
 
The site is situated adjacent to the 50-year Isohyet equal to 6.1 inches of rainfall and 
the soil classification for the project is 06. See the attached LACDPW “Los Angeles,” 
50-year, 24-Hour Isohyet Map 1-H1.19” found in the Attachments section of this report. 
 
The proportion impervious values are obtained using Appendix D from the LACFCD 
Hydrology Manual, the “Proportion Impervious Data” table found in the Attachments 
section of this report. The proportion impervious value used for the pre-development 
condition was 91%. With regard to both the pre-development and post-development 
calculations in the Initial Study, the percent impervious used was 91%. The existing 
site is a parking lot with decomposing asphalt and the recommended percent 
impervious is 91% per the Hydrology Manual. The proposed recommended value for 
High-Rise Apartments and Condominiums is 90% per the Hydrology Manual so to 
remain conservative with the calculations we used 91%. 
 
6.1  Pre-Development Hydrology Calculations 
The existing site is a vacant parking lot that is composed of decomposed asphalt. The 
existing drainage area is comprised of one (1) drainage sub-area, there is a very small 
portion of the site that drains to Rondout Street, this sub-area was so small that it was 
insignificant to the overall behavior of the pre-development condition. The vast majority 
of the site drains by sheet flow to N. Spring Street and College Street. The street gutter 
then collects runoff and it is ultimately collected by the existing catch basins located on 
N. Spring Street as it enters the storm drain system. The sub-area boundary was 
established utilizing the site topography survey and the existing storm drain network 
system to obtain the Pre-Development Q50-year event runoff. See Figure II, “Pre-
Development Hydrology Map” and Table No.1, “Summary of Hydrological Sub-Areas” 
on page 9. See the “Q50 Pre-Development” and Reference Figure II, “Pre-Development 
Hydrology Map” 
 
6.2  Post-Development Hydrology Calculations 
The post-development flow rates were calculated by prorating the pre-development 
values which were based on an imperviousness of 91%. This post-development runoff 
was calculated using the existing slope and length of slope to conservatively estimate 
the proposed runoff. The post-development condition will be a newly constructed 
building which the Hydrology Manual suggests 90%. However, we used 91% to provide 
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a conservative post-development flow rate that would adequately simulate the 
proposed development condition. The Tc calculator is used to model the response of a 
watershed to a given rain event, it is defined as the time needed for water to flow from 
the most remote point of the watershed to the watershed outlet. This calculation is 
typically used to estimate the runoff produced from sheet flow and doesn’t adequately 
calculate the implementation of a buildings plumbing network. With the use of the 
average cfs per acre proration we are able to calculate the post-development runoff, 
the average cfs per acre was calculated as follows: 15.75cfs/5.24acres=3.01cfs/acre 
and applied over the three (3) sub-areas. Please reference Figure III, “Post-
Development Hydrology Map” and Table No. 2, “Summary of Hydrological Sub-Areas 
Post-Development” on page 10 of this report. Please also see “Q50 Post-Development” 
output files in the Appendix section of this report.  
 
The drainage area is comprised of three (3) drainage sub-areas that will connect the 
roof drains, area drains and proposed onsite catch basins to the proposed Cistern 
systems. The overflow drain will connect directly to catch basins and ultimately 
discharge to the existing network of storm drain pipes. The overflow will bypass the 
cisterns and CDS units. Sub-area boundaries were established utilizing the proposed 
building layout, existing and surrounding topography as well as the existing storm drain 
network. After the sub areas were defined we prorated each area with 3.01cfs/acre to 
obtain the Post-Development Q50-year event runoff. With the use of a Cistern system 
the post-development runoff is reduced by the peak mitigated flow rate (see Appendix 
C for Qpm calculations) so we see that the total peak flow from the post-development 
condition will be 15.77cfs-0.92cfs= 14.85cfs. This post-development flow rate is less 
than the pre-development condition of 15.75cfs. 
  
 
7.0 STORMWATER TREATMENT QUALITY CONTROL  

The Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) was developed in the City of 
Los Angeles in 2002 as part of the municipal stormwater program to address 
stormwater pollution from new development and redevelopment projects. A recent 
stormwater management approach aimed at achieving this goal is the use of Low 
Impact Development (LID). LID is the widely recognized and preferred approach to 
stormwater management for the purpose of water quality compliance. LID is a 
stormwater management strategy that seeks to mitigate the impact of increases in 
runoff and stormwater pollutants as close to its source as possible. LID comprises a set 
of site design approaches and Best Management Practices (BMPs) that promote the 
use of natural infiltration, evapotranspiration, and reuse of stormwater. With respect to 
urban development and redevelopment projects, it can be applied on-site to mimic the 
site’s predevelopment drainage characteristics. 
 
7.1  City of Los Angeles Low Impact Development Requirements 
In November 2011, the City of Los Angeles adopted the Stormwater LID Ordinance 
(Ordinance# 181899) with the stated purpose of: 
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1. Requiring use of LID standards and practices in future development and 
redevelopment to encourage the beneficial use of rainwater and urban runoff; 
 

2. Reducing stormwater runoff while improving water quality; 
 

3. Promoting rainwater harvesting; 
 

4. Reducing offsite runoff and providing increased groundwater recharge; 
 

5. Reducing erosion and hydrologic impacts downstream; and 
 

6. Enhancing the recreational and aesthetic values in our communities. 
 

These mitigation requirements have been sourced and are incorporated herein by 
reference to the following stormwater quality literature:  
 

• Development Best Management Practices Handbook, Low Impact Development 
Manual, part B Planning Activities, Fourth Edition, City of Los Angeles, Board of 
Public Works, June, 2011 

 
Following is a description of the existing conditions in which potentially significant 
impacts associated with proposed projects are identified in addition to mitigation 
measures to reduce project impacts. The primary objectives of mitigation measures are 
to: 
 

1. Effectively reduce the discharge of pollutants from stormwater conveyance 
systems to the Maximum Extent Practicable. 

 
2. Reduce the quantity of stormwater discharge into public stormwater conveyance 

systems through on-site infiltration methods. 
 
 

 
 
7.2  Site Conditions BMP Method of Selection 
The proposed project will require treatment of on-site storm flows and the treatment 
system will be located within the project limits. The proposed stormwater conveyance 
system will discharge to a proposed Cistern to capture and use the post-development 
runoff and provide treatment before discharging. See Figure III, “Post-Development 
Hydrology Map” and Appendix “C”. 
 
The required treatment flow to these systems is determined using the method 
described in the Low Impact Development (LID) plan, published by the City of Los 
Angeles. The City of Los Angeles LID manual prescribes a hierarchy when determining 
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the feasibility of using LID mitigation methods for a project. There are 3 widely 
accepted methods and they should be evaluated and screened in the following order: 

1. Infiltration Systems 
2. Stormwater Capture and Use (rain harvesting) 
3. High Efficiency Biofiltration/Bioretention Systems (Flow Through Planters) 
4. Combination of Any of the Above 

 
1. Infiltration Systems: Due to the prevalence and most importantly the elevation 

of the on-site underlying water table historically exists 20 feet below the surface, 
infiltration is not a feasible option as shown in Table 4.1 in the attachments 
section of this report.  

2. Stormwater Capture and Use: For the Capture and Use feasibility screening 
we needed to assume a landscape area of 10% (please see the hand 
calculations in Appendix C of this report), this assumption allows an Estimate 
Total Water Usage (ETWU) to be calculated. As shown in Table 4.2 located in 
the attachments section of this report. When we compare the Vm to the ETWU 
we see the relation Vm<ETWU and thus fall under method 2, as shown in Table 
4.2 in the attachments. Capture and Use will be the LID mitigation method used.  

3. High Efficiency Bioinfiltration/Bioretention Systems: These will be evaluated 
on an as needed basis. At this time there is no need to implement these types of 
BMP’s 

4. A Combination: A combination of BMP’s is not necessary at this time.  
 
7.3  Schematic Overview 
As the stormwater runoff is collected by the site area drains, roof drains and on-site 
catch basins it will be directed to the cistern systems which will be located subsurface 
underneath the drive aisles. This plumbing network will be connected to two Cistern 
systems and feed them through gravity. The Cistern system is comprised of a pre-
treatment CDS unit, a large waterproof holding tank and a pump. The water that the 
site experiences will pass through one of the two proposed systems, first the CDS unit 
will clean the runoff as it enters the unit. Second, the water will flow from the CDS unit 
to the large waterproof holding tank as it is collected. Third, the water will then be used 
to irrigate the sites landscaping through use of a mechanical system consisting of 
pumps and a control valve. In the event that the storm produces runoff above the 
mitigation requirements the overflow will discharge via SD pipes directly to an existing 
and proposed catch basin located on Spring Street. Sub area A1 and A2 will overflow 
to the proposed catch basin on N. Spring Street and A3 will connect to the existing 
catch basin on N. Spring Street, please Figure IV-LID BMP Locations Exhibit. 
 
 
7.4  BMP Sizing Calculations 
To determine the volume required to be mitigated (Vm) and peak mitigated flow rate 
(Qpm) for the Stormwater Treatment Quality Control Calculations, the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works programs “Vm Calc” and 
“LID_RATE_Calculator.xls” were utilized. Each subarea was analyzed to determine the 
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treatment measure required for that sub-area. Sub areas A1 and A2 will be combined 
into one Cistern system and sub area A3 will contain the other, please see Figure III of 
this report for reference. The results of these calculations are found in Appendix “C”, 
but to summarize: the volume that is required to be mitigated for the combined A1 and 
A2 sub areas is Vm= 4,670 cubic feet and for A3 the Vm=7,933 cubic feet. The 
mitigated peak flow is Qpm= 0.34cfs and 0.58cfs respectively. This sums to a total 
Qpm=0.92 cfs. An initial calculation was performed based on an assumed planter area 
and it was determined that the use of the Cistern is feasible (please see Appendix “C” 
for calculation reference). The appropriate size of the Cisterns was estimated by using 
the Vm and the formula of a cylindrical tube to model the SRPE, please see the Cistern 
Sizing printout in Appendix D and the of this report. The Cistern for sub area A1 and A2 
will be 2 parallel connected Steel Reinforced Polyethylene (SRPE) pipes, each pipe will 
be 7 feet in diameter with a length of 62’. The Cistern for sub area A3 will be 2 parallel 
connected Steel Reinforced Polyethylene (SRPE) pipes, each pipe will be 8 feet in 
diameter with a length of 80’.  
 
 
7.5  Post Construction BMP’s 
 

A. CDS Hydrodynamic Separation Unit: 
Each of the two Cistern systems utilize a Contech CDS hydrodynamic separation 
unit that serves as a method of pretreatment for the collected site runoff. This unit 
uses a method of continuous deflective separation to effectively screen, separate 
and trap debris. Sediment and oil from stormwater runoff is also screened and the 
CDS unit will also capture and retain 100% of floatable debris. For detailed 
information please see the Appendix D of this report. This CDS unit is connected to 
the Cistern tank inlet and is fed by way of gravity. The cleaned water is stored and 
pumped out for irrigation purposes.  
 
B. Steel Reinforced Polyethylene (SRPE) Cistern: 
The Cistern itself will be constructed out of Steel Reinforced Polyethylene (SRPE) 
material, please see Appendix D – SRPE for detailed information regarding the 
material specifications, construction/installation, inspection/maintenance and 
technical information. It is important to note that due to the findings in the 
Geotechnical report for this project that due to a shallow water table depth of 30-35 
feet below the surface, excessive groundwater may necessitate dewatering and 
installation shall conform to the table shown in Appendix D - SRPE. Dewatering 
techniques shall meet all OSHA and local requirements and codes (Please see the 
SRPE documents in Appendix D). Two options typically exist for pumps, either 
inside the cistern itself or in a separate vault, the final engineering phase will 
determine the most appropriate solution. For a sample of the complete system 
please see the Example Complete RWH system in Appendix D. For locations of the 
proposed Cisterns please see Figure IV- LID BMP Locations Exhibit. 
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8.0 SUMMARY and CONCLUSIONS 

The capacity of the existing storm drain system will not be negatively affected with the 
proposed development. The existing hydrologic condition is adequate to serve the 
needs of the proposed project. The post-development runoff will be lower than the pre-
development runoff. 
 
 
A stormwater treatment system will be installed within the area of the site, this system 
will consist of 2 CDS units, 2 Cisterns and 2 irrigation control pumps. This treatment 
system will mitigate pollution from the building’s roof drainage, area drains, and surface 
runoff in while reducing volume discharge to the public SD system. 
 
In conclusion, in accordance with the Los Angeles City Stormwater Quality 
Management Program, with the installation of the stormwater treatment system on the 
on-site storm drain network, satisfactory treatment of stormwater and  
non-stormwater runoff will be provided.  The post-development condition will not 
exceed the pre-development condition.  
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TABLE 1 
SUMMARY OF HYDROLOGICAL SUB-AREAS 

 

Sub-Area Acres TC 
 

Q50(cfs) 
 

Destination 

A1 5.24 6.0 15.75 
Existing catch basins in N. 
Spring Street. 

Total 5.24 
 

15.75 Outlet to LA SD system. 
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TABLE 2 
SUMMARY OF HYDROLOGICAL SUB-AREAS 

 

Sub-
Area 

Acres Tc Q50(cfs) Destination 

A1 0.90 6 2.71 
To existing catch 
basin on N. Spring 
Street. 

A2 1.04 6 3.13 
To existing catch 
basin on N. Spring 
Street. 

A3 3.30 6 9.93 
To existing catch 
basin on N. Spring 
Street. 

Total 5.24 --- 15.77* 
To proposed water 
quality unit and to 
LA SD system 

 
 
 

*This Q50 does not account for the reduction of Qpm which would be 15.77-  
0.92=14.85cfs.  
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APPENDIX A 
 



Tc Calculator

Calculate Tc

Cancel

Subarea Parameters Manual Input

Subarea 

Number

A1

Fire Factor

0

Area (Acres)

5.24

Proportion 

Impervious

.91

Soil Type

06

Rainfall 

Isohyet (in.)

6.10

Flow Path 

Length (ft.)

470

Flow Path 

Slope

.012

Subarea Parameters Selected

Subarea 

Number

1a

Fire Factor

0

Area (Acres)

5.24

Proportion 

Impervious

0.91

Soil Type

6

Rainfall 

Isohyet (in.)

6.1

Flow Path 

Length (ft.)

470

Flow Path 

Slope

0.012

Input File

Check Here If Subarea Parameters Are Defined In An Input File

Import "tcdata.xls" File

Calculate Single Tc From Subarea Parameters Provided In Input File

Calculate Tc's For Multiple Subareas And Create Tc Results File

Calculation Results

Subarea 

Number

A1

Intensity

3.34

Undeveloped 

Runoff Coefficient 

(Cu)

0.85

Developed Runoff 

Coefficient (Cd)

0.9

Tc Equation

Tc=(10)^-0.507*(Cd*I)^-0.519*(L)^0.483*(S)^-0.135

Tc Value (min.)

6

Peak Flow Rate 

(cfs)

15.75

Burned Peak Flow 

Rate (cfs)

n/a

24-Hour Runoff 

Volume (acre-ft)

2.21

Calculate Runoff Volume



Tc Calculator

Calculate Tc

Cancel

Subarea Parameters Manual Input

Subarea 

Number

A1

Fire Factor

0

Area (Acres)

5.24

Proportion 

Impervious

.91

Soil Type

06

Rainfall 

Isohyet (in.)

5.384

Flow Path 

Length (ft.)

470

Flow Path 

Slope

.012

Subarea Parameters Selected

Subarea 

Number

1a

Fire Factor

0

Area (Acres)

5.24

Proportion 

Impervious

0.91

Soil Type

6

Rainfall 

Isohyet (in.)

5.384

Flow Path 

Length (ft.)

470

Flow Path 

Slope

0.012

Input File

Check Here If Subarea Parameters Are Defined In An Input File

Import "tcdata.xls" File

Calculate Single Tc From Subarea Parameters Provided In Input File

Calculate Tc's For Multiple Subareas And Create Tc Results File

Calculation Results

Subarea 

Number

A1

Intensity

2.74

Undeveloped 

Runoff Coefficient 

(Cu)

0.8

Developed Runoff 

Coefficient (Cd)

0.89

Tc Equation

Tc=(10)^-0.507*(Cd*I)^-0.519*(L)^0.483*(S)^-0.135

Tc Value (min.)

7

Peak Flow Rate 

(cfs)

12.78

Burned Peak Flow 

Rate (cfs)

n/a

24-Hour Runoff 

Volume (acre-ft)

1.97

Calculate Runoff Volume
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Tc Calculator

Calculate Tc

Cancel

Subarea Parameters Manual Input

Subarea 

Number

A1

Fire Factor

0

Area (Acres)

5.24

Proportion 

Impervious

.91

Soil Type

06

Rainfall 

Isohyet (in.)

6.10

Flow Path 

Length (ft.)

470

Flow Path 

Slope

.012

Subarea Parameters Selected

Subarea 

Number

1a

Fire Factor

0

Area (Acres)

5.24

Proportion 

Impervious

0.91

Soil Type

6

Rainfall 

Isohyet (in.)

6.1

Flow Path 

Length (ft.)

470

Flow Path 

Slope

0.012

Input File

Check Here If Subarea Parameters Are Defined In An Input File

Import "tcdata.xls" File

Calculate Single Tc From Subarea Parameters Provided In Input File

Calculate Tc's For Multiple Subareas And Create Tc Results File

Calculation Results

Subarea 

Number

A1

Intensity

3.34

Undeveloped 

Runoff Coefficient 

(Cu)

0.85

Developed Runoff 

Coefficient (Cd)

0.9

Tc Equation

Tc=(10)^-0.507*(Cd*I)^-0.519*(L)^0.483*(S)^-0.135

Tc Value (min.)

6

Peak Flow Rate 

(cfs)

15.75

Burned Peak Flow 

Rate (cfs)

n/a

24-Hour Runoff 

Volume (acre-ft)

2.21

Calculate Runoff Volume



Tc Calculator

Calculate Tc

Cancel

Subarea Parameters Manual Input

Subarea 

Number

A1

Fire Factor

0

Area (Acres)

5.24

Proportion 

Impervious

.91

Soil Type

06

Rainfall 

Isohyet (in.)

4.3554

Flow Path 

Length (ft.)

470

Flow Path 

Slope

.012

Subarea Parameters Selected

Subarea 

Number

1a

Fire Factor

0

Area (Acres)

5.24

Proportion 

Impervious

0.91

Soil Type

6

Rainfall 

Isohyet (in.)

4.3554

Flow Path 

Length (ft.)

470

Flow Path 

Slope

0.012

Input File

Check Here If Subarea Parameters Are Defined In An Input File

Import "tcdata.xls" File

Calculate Single Tc From Subarea Parameters Provided In Input File

Calculate Tc's For Multiple Subareas And Create Tc Results File

Calculation Results

Subarea 

Number

A1

Intensity

2.08

Undeveloped 

Runoff Coefficient 

(Cu)

0.74

Developed Runoff 

Coefficient (Cd)

0.89

Tc Equation

Tc=(10)^-0.507*(Cd*I)^-0.519*(L)^0.483*(S)^-0.135

Tc Value (min.)

8

Peak Flow Rate 

(cfs)

9.7

Burned Peak Flow 

Rate (cfs)

n/a

24-Hour Runoff 

Volume (acre-ft)

1.59

Calculate Runoff Volume
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College Station

Cistern Sizing

Sub-Area 3

59,343 Gallons needed Vm = 7,933 cf

Area (AC) = 3.3

Cistern 

Diameter (ft)
Length (ft)

10 101.0

9 124.6

8 157.8

7 206.1

6 280.5

Sub-Areas 1 & 2

34,904 Gallons needed Vm = 4,666 cf

Area (AC) = 1.94

Cistern 

Diameter (ft)
Length (ft)

10 59.4

9 73.3

8 92.8

7 121.2

6 165.0

������

V=π*R²*L          

������

V=π*R²*L          











SUSMP AREA 

924 N. Spring Street

A1 and A2

SUSMP Volume Mitigation Calculation

Subarea Percent Impervious

Undeveloped 

Coefficient 

(Cu)

Impervious 

Area            (AI)

Undeveloped 

Area           

(AU)

Pervious Area          

(Ap)

Total Area 

(ACRE)

Vm               

(cf)

Site 98% 0.1 1.90 0.00 0.04 1.94 4666

Rainfall Volume Mitigation Equation:

Vm = (2722.5 ft
3
/acre)*[(AI)(0.9)+(Ap+Au)(Cu)]



SUSMP AREA 

924 N. Spring Street

A3

SUSMP Volume Mitigation Calculation

Subarea Percent Impervious

Undeveloped 

Coefficient 

(Cu)

Impervious 

Area            (AI)

Undeveloped 

Area           

(AU)

Pervious Area          

(Ap)

Total Area 

(ACRE)

Vm               

(cf)

Site 98% 0.1 3.23 0.00 0.07 3.30 7933

Rainfall Volume Mitigation Equation:

Vm = (2722.5 ft
3
/acre)*[(AI)(0.9)+(Ap+Au)(Cu)]



Hydrology Initial Study  
College Station   
HFI Project No. SS.130258.0001 
March 20, 2014 
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Preface
This installation guide is for your crews. Distribute it to help them unload, handle and install Contech DuroMaxx 
pipe safely. DuroMaxx is a flexible pipe that can be installed per the requirements of ASTM D2321, “Standard 
Recommended Practice for Underground Installation of Flexible Thermoplastic Sewer Pipe.”

Don’t assume that experienced workers know all the answers. Review these instructions with your supervisors and 
crews. It can mean a safer and better job for you and your customer.

We suggest that, if performance testing of the joints is required, testing the first few manhole runs should be done 
in the early stages to ensure that jointing procedures are correct. It will give you an early check that installation 
procedures are correct.

If you have any questions about these instructions, call your Contech Dealer or your Contech Sales Engineer, or 
carefully review the installation guide and ASTM D2321.

Contents	 Page

Safety instructions for unloading & handling.......................3

Handling weights.................................................................4

Flotation prevention.............................................................5

Assembly and installation references....................................6

Standard backfill detail........................................................9

Heavy construction loads...................................................10

Cutting instructions............................................................11 
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This safety alert symbol indicates important 
safety messages. When you see this symbol, 

it will alert you to hazards or unsafe practices that 
CAN result in severe personal injury (including death) 
or property damage. Be sure you understand the 
message that follows.

Safety Instructions
Failure to follow these instructions can result in serious injury or death and/or damage to pipe.

1.	 Only trained and authorized equipment operators 
are to be permitted to unload the trailer.

2.	 Wear approved safety hat, shoes, gloves and eye 
protection.

3.	 Park the truck and trailer on level ground before 
you start unloading.

4.	 Keep all unauthorized persons clear of the area 
when the driver releases the binders from the trailer 
and during unloading.

5.	 Do not release strapping around the wood frame 
until the pallets or bundles have been placed on 
level ground and will not be moved again as a unit.

6.	 Know the capabilities and rated load capacities of 
your lifting equipment. Never exceed them.

7.	 Do not stand or ride on the load of pipe while it is 
being unloaded.

8.	 If unloading at multiple points, 
secure pallets between drop 
off points. Always unload the 
top pallets first. (See diagram 
at right).

9.	 Never attach chains or cable to the pipe. They could 
damage the pipe.

10.	Do not push pallets off the trailer or permit pipe to 
drop to the ground.

11.	Do not stack DuroMaxx pipe more than two pallets 
high. Stacks of three or more pallets can damage 
bottom pipes and can become unstable.

12.	Only use authorized unloading poles to lift pipe. 
Unauthorized unloading pole can lead to unsafe 
practices and damaged pipe.

(�rst)

(last)

END OF TRAILER

13.	Falling or rolling pipe can cause 
severe personal injury or death. 
Notwithstanding the instructions 
contained in this booklet, it is the 
responsibility of the consignee or 
consignee’s agent to devise safe 
unloading and handling procedures. 

14.	Do not lift from the steel strapping.

15.	Do not stand beneath or near the pipe while it is 
being unloaded. 

16.	Always follow all project, local, state and OSHA 
rules and safety requirements including but not 
limited to confined space, trenching, shoring 
and excavation procedures.
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Handling Weights
Approximate weight (pounds/lineal foot). These are 
estimated average weights and are not for specification 
use.

Unloading and Handling
Read and follow all safety instructions before unloading 
pipe.

1.	 Do not overtighten strapping as it may cause 
dimpling. If dimpling occurs, unstrap pipe to allow 
for rebound to occur at the dimpling of the pipe.

2.	 Use a forklift with full-length forks or fork 
extensions (typically 8 feet), front-end loader or 
backhoe with fork adapters at full length to engage 
entire pallet width. Make sure back of forklift is 
free of protrusions or spikes that could damage the 
pipe.

DuroMaxx Dimensions & Handling Weights
Pipe Dia. 
(in)

Outside 
Dia. (in)

Inside 
Dia. (in)

Bell Outside 
Dia. (in)

Approx. Weight 
(lbs/ft)

24 24.9 23.6 26.2 11.3

30 30.9 29.5 34.0 18.8

36 37.1 35.4 39.9 23.6

42 43.2 41.3 45.8 27.0

48 49.5 47.2 52.3 30.8

54 55.5 53.2 58.2 36.1

60 61.4 59.1 64.1 42.9

66 67.8 65.0 NA 56.9

72 74.1 70.9 77.6 65.6

84 85.9 82.7 NA 76.3

96 97.8 94.5 NA 87.0

120 121.9 118.1 NA 109.0

3.	 Use Nylon lifting slings of sufficient strength and 
length and specifically intended to safely handle 
the entire pallet or individual pipe, whichever is 
being lifted.

4.	 For 24” and 30” diameter pipe, one sling point 
located at mid-length is generally sufficient.

5.	 Use two (2) sling points for lifting sizes greater than 
30” diameter. Sling spacing equal to one-third of 
the pipe length is generally sufficient.

6.	 An approved unloading pole can be used inside the 
pipe to unload and handle individual pipe sections. 

Using forks or unapproved poles inside the pipe will 
result in damage.

7.	 Do not use steel cables, chains and/or hooks to 
unload or handle pipe.

8.	 Do not stand or ride on the pipe load during 
unloading or handling.

9.	 Do not scoop the pipe or strike with forks.

10.	Do not drag or drop the pipe.

11.	Proper on-site bell and spigot pipe storage practices 
and blocking should be used to avoid deformation 
of the pipe bells

Smoothed End
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Trench Dimensions
Trenching practices shall be in accordance with OSHA.

1.	 The trench needs to be wide enough for a person 
to work safely.

2.	 Where trench walls are unstable, the contractor 
may elect to use tight sheeting, bracing or a trench 
box for stabilization during pipe laying. If the 
conditions are severe, sheeting may be left in place.

3.	 Refer to ASTM D2321, Paragraph 6.4.2, for proper 
placement and movement of trench boxes. 
Improper use of trench boxes can affect pipe 
performance.

Groundwater	
1.	 Excessive groundwater may necessitate dewatering. 

Dewatering techniques must meet all OSHA and 
local requirements and codes.

2.	 In areas of saturated trench conditions or in 
dewatered trenches, refer to “Foundation and 
Bedding,” and ASTM D2321 for proper selection of 
bedding and backfill materials.

3.	 Flotation of the pipe and erosion or wash-out of 
previously placed soil support must be prevented to 
ensure that the structure maintains its load carrying 
capacity.

4.	 Contact the Engineer of Record, hereinafter 
referred to as “Engineer,” for proper cover to 
prevent flotation.

Foundation and Bedding
1.	 An unstable trench bottom must be stabilized 

at the engineer’s direction. In such cases, install 
special foundation and bedding materials in 6-inch 
layers and compact.

2.	 Excavation below the final loosely placed bedding 
material shall be compacted using standard 
bedding practices or compacted at a minimum of 
90% Standard Proctor Density.

 Minimum Cover Needed to  
Prevent Flotation

DuroMaxx 
Pipe Dia. (in)

Cover Required

24 1'-1"

30 1'-4"

36 1'-7"

42 1'-10"

48 2'-2"

54 2'-5"

60 2'-8"

72 3'-2"

84 3'-9"

96 4'-3"

120 5’-5”
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3.	 The final bedding material provides uniform 
support to hold the pipe on line and grade. A 
relatively loose 4”to 6” thick bedding layer usually 
is adequate. Before installing the pipe, bring 
bedding material to grade along the entire length 
of the pipe. Bedding materials can be Class I, II or  
III per ASTM D2321.

4.	 When excavating in Class IV materials of silts, silty 
clays and clays, provide a uniform, undisturbed 
foundation.

5.	 If used for bedding, Class IA materials must be used 
as haunching material to the spring line in a dry 
trench. To minimize the potential for migration, 
Class IA materials should be used to the top of the 
pipe in wet trenches or in trenches that will fall 
below the water table.

Assembly of Pipe (Joining)
1.	 Pipe is typically joined by inserting the spigot into 

the bell. When jobsite conditions require putting 
the bell on to the spigot, care should be taken not 
to scoop up backfill material into the joint during 
jointing.

2.	 Remove the protective film from the gasket prior to 
applying the lubricant or joining the pipe.

3.	 The double sealing gasket is fitted into the spigot 
valleys as shown in the drawing below. A white 
line on the front of the gasket will be visible if not 
properly seated.

4.	 Make sure the bell and spigot joint is thoroughly 
clean and free of soil of any type.

5.	 Be sure to apply a generous amount of gasket lube 
to the gasket and to swab the inside of the bell. 
The most common application method is with a 
rubber glove although johnny mops can be used 
for smaller diameter pipe.

6.	 Dig out a “bell hole” beneath the entire bell and 
extend approximately 8” beyond the leading edge 
of the bell end’s edge with a shovel or boot heel in 
order to keep the spigot free of bedding material 
and to prevent materials from being pulled in to 
the bell by the spigot. Materials pulled in to the bell 
can impair gasket sealing and cause leaks.

Bell & Spigot

Typical detail of a bell and 
spigot joint for DuroMaxx. 
A white line on the front of 
the gasket will be visible if 
not properly seated.

7.	 After creating a bell hole and prior to joint 
connection, laying a piece of reusable matting or 
plastic liner in front of the joint will eliminate stone 
and/or backfill from being scooped or dragged 
into the joint. Remove the matting after the joint is 
home.

8.	 Align the spigot end of the pipe into the bell’s 
leading edge during joining process. Straight 
alignment of the joint ends will minimize the 
possibility of rolling the gasket.

9.	 Do not push on the bell end of the pipe! Do not 
use a cable or chain wrapped around the pipe to 
join the pipe. Use of a nylon strap to pull the pipe 
is strongly advised.

Skid Plate
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10.	The spigot end of the pipe features a “homing 
mark” that will align with the end of bell when the 
spigot has been fully inserted into the bell.

Good joining along 
homing mark

11.	Once the pipe has been fully placed in the trench 
and prior to backfilling, it is recommended that 
the Engineer or a qualified representative of 
the Engineer approve the trench, bedding and 
placement of the pipe.

12.	After the joint is homed, hand shovel and shovel 
slice the bedding (i.e. fill and compact) to fill the 
bell hole for uniform support.

13.	Cold Weather Note: Rubber gaskets become harder 
as the ambient temperature decreases. Gaskets 
tend to compress less, and when combined with 
bells, jointing becomes less forgiving. Proper 
bell-spigot alignment, adequate bell and spigot 
lubrication and recommended joining procedures 
all become more essential as temperatures 
decreases.

14.	After proper assembly, take precautions to prevent 
the pipe from movement prior to haunching and 
backfilling. 

ElectroFusion (EF) Joint Considerations
1.	 It is critical that the pipe be kept dry.

2.	 For proper EF coupling, misalignment should not 
exceed 0.25 in.

3.	 It is critical that the gap between pipe ends should 
not exceed 1 in. for proper coupling.

4.	 Please conform to OSHA confined space 
requirements.

Haunching
1.	 Proper haunching provides a major portion of the 

pipe’s load-carrying capability. Poor workmanship 
will lead to excessive pipe deflection and grade and 
alignment problems. Haunching materials can be 
Class I, II, or III per ASTM D2321.

2.	 Work enough material under the haunch of the 
pipe by hand to provide proper compaction and 
side support. Material shall meet the minimum 
compaction requirements of ASTM D2321.

3.	 When trench walls are unstable, sloughing must 
be prevented so that haunching material can be 
placed and compacted adequately. The proper use 
of a trench box or over-excavation can assist in 
these cases.

4.	 Don’t let the pipe move when placing material 
under the haunch of the pipe.

5.	 Take care not to damage the pipe with shovels, or 
other construction/tamping equipment.

6.	 Haunch material extends from the bedding/
foundation material to the springline elevation.

Backfill and Compaction
1.	 Initial backfill materials extend from the springline 

to above the pipe (see page 9 -Standard Backfill 
Detail) to provide the remainder of the pipe 
support and protect the pipe from stones or 
cobbles in the final backfill. Backfill materials that 
generally follow the requirements of ASTM D2321, 
such as Class I, II, or III (or approved equal) may be 
used.

2.	 Native materials meeting the acceptable materials 
on page 8 can be used as backfill, but should be 
approved by the Engineer.

3.	 Materials must be free from large stones, frozen 
lumps or other debris.

4.	 Typical trench/backfill details can be found on page 
9; and acceptable backfill materials and compaction 
requirements on page 8 in this document.

Home Mark 
White Spray Paint

B
el

l E
n

d

For EF Joints, misalignment NOT to exceed 0.25”
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5.	 Select fill should be placed and compacted to the minimum thickness referenced in the applicable installation 
detail before transitioning to native or non-select fill material over the pipe or to pavement.

6.	 Fill above the select fill should be fully compacted.

7.	 As backfill is placed around the pipe, care should be taken to avoid damage to the pipe.

8.	 Backfill height differential from one side of pipe to the other shall not exceed 12”. Only “hand compaction” 
equipment is allowed over and around the pipe until minimum construction heights are achieved.

Acceptable Backfill Materials and Compaction Requirements
Description Soil Classifications Minimum 

Standard 
Proctor 

Density %

ASTM
D2321

ASTM
D2487

AASHTO M43 AASHTO
M145

Graded or crushed, 
crushed stone, gravel

Class I - 5

56

A-1-a 85%

Well-graded sand, 
gravels and gravel/
sand mixtures;poorly 
graded sand, gravels 
and gravel/sand 
mixtures; little or no 
fines

Class II GW

GP

SW

SP

57

6

A-1-b

A-3

85%

Silty or clayey 
gravels,gravel/sand/
silt or gravel and 
clay mixtures; silty or 
clayey sands, sand/
clay or sand/silt 
mixtures

Class III GM

GC

SM

SC

Gravel and sand 
(<10% fines)

A-2-4

A-2-5

90%

Use of cementitious or flowable backfills is compatible with DuroMaxx. Proper precautions should be taken to preclude flotation of the 
pipe. Contact your Contech representative for further guidance.
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Standard Backfill Detail - Specification & Standard Drawing
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Flowable Fill
These materials are suitable for use with DuroMaxx at 
the direction of the Engineer. The contractor must take 
precautions to preclude the dislocation or flotation of 
the pipe during placement of the flowable fill. Should 
these materials be utilized by the contractor, Contech 
will assist with recommendations for restraint to ensure 
line and grade can be maintained.

Embankment Conditions
1.	 DuroMaxx is a superior product that is normally 

installed in a trench condition. Embankment 
installations are an acceptable installation 
application.

2.	 In general, the backfill type and placement of the 
backfill immediately around the pipe can be the 
same as that shown on page 8.

3.	 The width of the select fill zone around the pipe 
and the type of material placed outside the zone 
– adjacent to the select fill zone – are critical and 
dependent upon the pipe diameter and ultimate 
amount of fill and loads to be placed over the pipe.

4.	 In the event of an embankment installation, a 
backfill design should be prepared for the specific 
site conditions by the Engineer.

5.	 Larger diameters may not be allowed or may 
require additional care in backfilling. Only small 
walk-behind compaction equipment should be 
used directly around the pipe.

Cover Limits
Once the backfilling process is completed, the 
contractor should take care to maintain the minimum 
allowable cover height over the pipe and should notify 
all other contractors and subcontractors to avoid 
removal of fill cover or rutting.

Height of Cover Limits H20-25/HS20-25
Pipe Dia. (in) Min. Cover (ft) Max. Cover (ft)

24-42 1 50

48-60 1 30

66-72 1.5 30

84-96 2 30

120 3 25

1.	 Allowable minimum cover is measured from 
the top of the pipe to the bottom of a flexible 
pavement or the top of the pipe to the top of a 
rigid pavement. Minimum cover in unpaved areas 
will be greater than for paved areas shown in Table 
2 and must be maintained. Contact your local 
Contech Sales Engineer for more information.

2.	 All heights of cover are based on trench conditions. 
If embankment conditions exist, additional care 
in the placement of fill outside the pipe backfill 
zone is required. Your Contech representative 
can provide further guidance for a project in 
embankment conditions.

Construction Loads

Heavy Construction Loads
Minimum Height of Cover Requirements for Construction Loads

Diameter/Span

(in)

Axle Load (Kips)

>32≤50 50≤75 75≤100 110≤150

24-42 2.0 ft 2.5 ft 3.0 ft 3.0 ft

48-72 3.0 ft 3.0 ft 3.5 ft 4.0 ft

78-108 3.0 ft 3.5 ft 4.0 ft 4.5 ft

114-120 3.5 ft 4.0 ft 4.5 ft 5.0 ft

Finished Grade

Temporary Cover for 
Construction Loads

Height of Cover

1.	 For temporary heavy construction vehicle loads, an 
extra amount of minimum compacted cover may 
be required over the top of the pipe.

2.	 The height-of-cover shall meet the minimum 
requirements shown in the Table 1. The contractor 
must provide the additional cover required to avoid 
damaging the pipe.

3.	 Minimum cover, shown in Table 1, is measured 
from the top of the pipe to the top of the 
maintained roadway surface.

4.	 The contractor should notify all other contractors 
and subcontractors to avoid any off-highway or 
unusual live loads (construction loads) over the 
pipe. The loads would include, but are not limited 
to off-highway trucks, earth movers or scrapers, 
certain paving and other construction equipment.

Table 1

Table 2
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Joint Testing
Be sure to apply lube to the spigot gasket and the 
inside of the bell of every joint made to ensure a proper 
connection. Do not pull debris into the bell along with 
the lubricated spigot. A bell hole may be needed in 
order to achieve this. All pipe must be free of damage 
of any kind.

Temperature Effects
1.	 DuroMaxx is a superior product and the pipe’s 

stiffness is not affected by solar absorption or 
elevated ambient temperatures.

2.	 If large swings in temperature occur from the 
location the pipe is stored and the bottom of the 
trench, then the pipe may require conditioning to 
avoid contraction of the pipe’s length.

3.	 Operating temperatures are not recommended 
beyond 120° F (49° C).

Manhole or Structure Connections
DuroMaxx can be connected to manholes or other 
types of structures using typical methods used by other 
flexible pipe products. Please consult the Engineer 
and your local Contech Sales Engineer to discuss what 
method is most appropriate for the application.

For fixed manhole or structure connections, stack-
up of pipe tolerance, line and grade variations and 
thermal effects should be considered when ordering 
total pipe lengths.

Cutting Instructions
1.	 The recommended cutting tool for DuroMaxx pipe 

is a chop saw and abrasive saw blade. Refer to the 
Operating Instructions from the saw manufacturer 
for additional information.

2.	 Blade thickness should be no less than 1/8” thick 
and is recommended to be made of 2-ply material 
that is used to cut ductile iron pipe.

Always use safety glasses when cutting 
DuroMaxx pipe and use protective gloves 
in case sharp edges are exposed.

Repairs
1.	 Should damage to the pipe occur at any point 

during installation, the Engineer should be 
contacted immediately.

2.	 For larger damaged sections, cut out damaged 
areas and cut a length of replacement pipe to fit.

3.	 Similar to other flexible pipe products, DuroMaxx 
can be coupled using various industry standard 
methods and materials (e.g. concrete collars, 
FERNCO, MARMAC).

4.	 For smaller abrasions or exposed steel, an approved 
rubberized undercoating spray can be used to cover 
the steel.

Taps
1.	 DuroMaxx pipe can be supplied with standard 

prefabricated taps fittings or components per job 
plans once pre-fabrication drawings are reviewed 
by Contech Engineering and approved by the 
Engineer.

2.	 DuroMaxx can be field tapped using Inserta-Tees® 
for drainage projects. Please contact your Contech 
Representative for more information.

3.	 Use the leading edge of the blade to cut into the 
ribs of the pipe.

4.	 Bury the blade as much as possible into the pipe as 
you proceed.

5.	 The alternative cutting tool for DuroMaxx is a 
handheld reciprocating saw. This process will 
take approximately two minutes to cut the steel 
ribs. There are 9 ribs for 24” around the pipe 
circumference.

6.	 For large diameters, square cuts can be achieved 
from the inside.
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My Primary Contech Contact:______________________________________________________________________________

Phone:— ————————————————————————————————————————————————
My Customer Solutions Coordinator (CSC) is:— ———————————————————————————————
Phone:— ————————————————————————————————————————————————
Project Site Address:— ——————————————————————————————————————————
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NOTES:— ————————————————————————————————————————————————
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————————————————————————————————————————————————————

————————————————————————————————————————————————————

————————————————————————————————————————————————————

•	 Drawings and specifications are available at www.ContechES.com.

•	 Site-specific design support is available from our engineers.

Contech Engineered Solutions provides site solutions for the civil engineering industry. Contech’s portfolio 
includes bridges, drainage, sanitary sewer, stormwater, earth stabilization and wastewater treatment products. For 
information on other Contech division offerings, visit www.ContechES.com or call 800-338-1122.

NOTHING IN THIS CATALOG SHOULD BE CONSTRUED  AS AN EXPRESSED WARRANTY OR AN IMPLIED WARRANTY  OF MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR ANY 
PARTICULAR  PURPOSE. SEE THE Contech STANDARD CONDITIONS OF SALE (VIEWABLE AT www.ContechES.com/COS) FOR MORE  INFORMATION.

For more information on installing DuroMaxx, refer to ASTM D2321.

© 2012 Contech Engineered Solutions LLC
800-338-1122 | www.ContechES.com
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Rainwater Harvesting Maintenance:  
Steel Reinforced Polyethylene Cistern 

 
Overview 
UrbanGreen Steel Reinforced Polyethylene Cisterns should be inspected at regular intervals and maintained when 
necessary to ensure optimum performance.  The rate at which the system collects pollutants will depend more heavily on 
site activities than the size or configuration of the system. Cisterns for rainwater harvesting should have pretreatment to 
remove most pollutants before they reach the cistern and infrequent maintenance of the cistern is typical.  
 

Setup and Safety 
If applicable, set up safety and warning equipment around the access to the cistern to notify pedestrian and vehicle traffic 
of potential hazards.  All OSHA and confined space requirements should be followed as appropriate.  If a pump is present in 
the system the power supply should be disconnected before maintenance activity commences.  

 
Inspection 
Inspection is the key to effective maintenance. Quarterly inspections are recommended during the first year of operation to 
establish seasonal trends for a specific location. After one year, annual inspections will ensure that systems are cleaned out 
at the appropriate time. It is very useful to keep a record of each inspection.  A sample inspection log is included for your 
use.   
 
Calming Inlet 
Visually ensure the calming inlet is free from obstructions and debris.  
 
Cistern Sump Area 
Measure or estimate the sediment depth in the cistern with a sludge sampler if visual inspection is not possible. Depths 
above 4” indicate maintenance is needed.  
 
Pump Sump 
If a sump is provided to house a submersible pump, measure the depth of sediment in this area. Depths above 4” indicate 
maintenance is needed.   
 
Floating Extractor Outlet 
If present, inspect the floating outlet and ensure it is free from debris and unblocked. 
 
Pumps 
Refer to the pump manual for inspection instructions.  
 
 

Cleaning 
Ideally, cleaning will be done during the dry season when there is little or no water in the cistern. The cistern should be 
empty and all inlets should be blocked before entry in the cistern 
 
Calming Inlet 
Remove all debris from the calming inlet. 
 
Cistern Sump Area 
Vacuum all sediment from the sump area of the empty cistern.  Accumulated sediment can typically be evacuated through 
the manhole access riser. A standard power washer and vacuum truck can be used.  
 
Pump Sump 
Remove pumps and vacuum all sediment from the sump area. A standard power washer and vactor truck are typical.  
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Floating Extractor Outlet 
Wash the extractor screen to remove all debris. 
 
Pumps 
Refer to the pump manual for maintenance instructions.  
 

Repairs 
UrbanGreen SRPE is manufactured from Hydrostatic Design Basis rated HDPE. Should a need arise for a repair; the system 
should be drained  in order  for  a qualified HDPE welder  to  repair  the  affected  area.  Extrusion welding or  electrofusion 
patches of matching HDPE material are acceptable methods. 
 

Factory Contact 
For additional service needs, please contact CONTECH 800 338 1122.  
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I N S P E C T I O N  &  MA I N T E N AN C E   L OG  
 
 

__” Diameter System  Location:  Anywhere, USA 

Date 
Depth of 
Sediment 

Accumulated 
Trash 

Maintenance 
Performed 

Maintenance 
Personnel 

Comments 

12/01/99  2”  None  Removed Sediment  B. Johnson  Installed 

03/01/00  1”  Some 
Removed Sediment 
and Trash 

B. Johnson 
Swept parking 
lot 

06/01/00  0”  None  None     

09/01/00  0”  Heavy  Removed Trash  S. Riley   

12/01/00  1”  None  Removed Sediment  S. Riley   

4/01/01  0”  None  None  S. Riley   

04/15/01  2”  Some 
Removed Sediment 
and Trash 

ACE Environmental 
Services 
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Hydrodynamic Separation
Removing Pollutants with Hydrodynamic 
Separation
Hydrodynamic separators are some of the first technologies to be 

developed for treating stormwater. Our hydrodynamic separation 

(HDS) products have been providing reliable stormwater treatment 

solutions for more than 20 years. With performance proven in the 

lab and in the field at sites across the country, these systems are 

widely accepted for effective solids removal. They are an optimal 

choice for pretreatment systems, especially efficient on gross 

solids, trash and debris, while also removing total suspended 

solids (TSS).

Fundamentals of HDS

•	 Create a low velocity vortex action to:

–– Increase efficiency by increasing length of flow path and 

eliminating short circuiting

–– Concentrate solids in stable, low velocity flow field

•	 Incorporate flow controls to:

–– Minimize turbulence and velocity

–– Prevent flow surges and resuspension

–– Retain floating pollutants. Provide easy access to captured 

pollutants to make maintenance easy

Learn more about hydrodynamic separation at 

www.ContechES/stormwater© 2012 Contech Engineered Solutions LLC

Selecting the right stormwater solution 
just got easier...

It’s simple to choose the right low impact 

development (LID) solution to achieve your runoff 

reduction goals with the Contech UrbanGreen 

Staircase. First, select the runoff reduction practices 

that are most appropriate for your site, paying particular attention 

to pretreatment needs. If the entire design storm cannot be 

retained, select a treatment best management practice (BMP) 

for the balance. Finally, select a detention system to address any 

outstanding downstream erosion.

™

DYOHDS™ Tool 
Design Your Own Hydrodynamic Separator

Features

•	 Choose from three HDS technologies - CDS®, Vortechs® & VortSentry® HS

•	 Site specific questions ensure the selected unit will comply with site constraints

•	 Unit size based on selected mean particle size and targeted removal percentage

•	 Localized rainfall data allows for region specific designs

•	 PDF report includes detailed performance calculations, specification and 

standard drawing for the unit that was sized

 Design Your Own (DYO) Hydrodynamic Separator 

 online at www.ContechES.com/dyohds
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Applications
HDS products work well as standalone or end-of-pipe treatment 

systems and can easily be implemented in a retrofit scenario. They 

are particularly effective at removal of solids, trash and debris – 

and can help you meet TMDL requirements for these pollutants. 

HDS systems are also optimal pretreatment systems – and an 

important building block in a low impact development (LID) 

design. By removing solids, trash and debris prior to detention, 

infiltration or re-use systems, you can significantly increase their 

service life.

Water Quality

HDS products provide high-performance stormwater pollutant 

removal. These systems are effective in removing solids to meet 

water quality goals and can be designed to achieve site treatment 

goals for TSS or oil.

Pretreatment for Low Impact Development 

(LID) Designs

Hydrodynamic separation systems installed as 

pretreatment reduce downstream loading to  

reduce maintenance

Inlet and Outlet Pollution Control

Our HDS products are especially effective for solids and trash 

and debris. They can be installed at either the inlet or outlet of a 

drainage system to prevent pollutants from being discharged into 

lakes, streams or the ocean.

A Vortechs protects detention system from 
sediment build-up and reduces maintenance

CDS unit installed to remove trash before 

entering Lake Meritt in Oakland, CA

VortSentry HS is an effective option where 
space is limited
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GRATE INLET
(CAST IRON HOOD FOR
CURB INLET OPENING)

CREST OF BYPASS WEIR
(ONE EACH SIDE)

INLET
(MULTIPLE PIPES POSSIBLE)

OIL BAFFLE

SUMP STORAGESEPARATION SLAB

TREATMENT SCREEN

OUTLET

INLET FLUME

SEPARATION CYLINDER

CLEAN OUT
(REQUIRED)

DEFLECTION PAN, 3 SIDED
(GRATE INLET DESIGN)

The CDS is a swirl concentrator hybrid technology that 

provides continuous deflective separation – a combination of 

swirl concentration and patented indirect screening – into a 

uniquely capable product. It effectively screens, separates and 

traps debris, sediment and oil from stormwater runoff and is 

an ideal system to meet trash Total Maximum Daily Load 

(TMDL) requirements.

Features & Benefits
One-of-a-Kind Screening Technology

•	 Captures and retains 100% of floatables and neutrally 

buoyant debris 2.4mm or larger

•	 Effectively removes solids down to 100µm

•	 Self-cleaning screen – the only non-blocking screening 

technology available

•	 Water velocities within the swirl chamber continually 

shear debris off the screen to keep it clean

•	 Various screening apertures available

Proven Performance

•	 Performance verified by NJ CAT and WA Ecology

Excellent Pollutant Retention

•	 Isolated Storage Sump eliminates scour potential

•	 Oil Baffle improves hydrocarbon removal

Multiple Options to Meet Site-Specific Needs

•	 Inline, offline, grate inlet and drop inlet configuration

•	 Accepts multiple pipe inlets and 90-180º angles – 

eliminate the need for junction manholes 

•	 Internal and external peak bypass options available

CDS®

Continuous deflective separation — water velocities within the swirl chamber 
continually shear debris off the screen to keep it clean

CDS removes fine sediments and trash debris
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Large diameter swirl chamber for enhancement of 
sediment removal in a low profile unit

Vortechs®

FLOATABLES BAFFLE WALLFLOATABLES CHAMBER

LOW FLOW CONTROL

OUTLET CHAMBER

SWIRL CHAMBER
HIGH FLOW CONTROL

INLET PIPE

OUTLET PIPE

Our systems are widely 
accepted for effective 
solids removal v v v

The Vortechs system’s swirl concentrator and flow controls 

work together to create a low energy environment, ideal for 

capturing and storing fine particles and other pollutants of 

concern. With comprehensive lab and field testing, the system 

delivers proven results and site-specific solutions.

Features & Benefits
Shallow Profile

•	 Easy and cost-effective installation, especially on sites 

with high groundwater or bedrock

•	 Typical invert only 3 feet below pipe

Effective Fine Solids Removal

•	 Large swirl chamber – Enhances very fine particle 

removal (down to 50 microns)

•	 Flow controls reduce inflow velocity and increase 

residence time 

•	 Largest treatment zone surface area of any swirl 

concentrator system available

Easy Maintenance

•	 Unobstructed access to stored pollutants

•	 Sealed swirl chamber decreases clean-out volume

Proven Performance

•	 Performance verified by NJ CAT and WA Ecology
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VortSentry® HS
The VortSentry HS hydrodynamic separator has a small 

footprint making it an effective pretreatment or treatment 

option for projects where space is at a premium. 

Helical Flow Pattern

•	 Enhances trapping and containment of pollutants

•	 Provides effective removal of settleable solids and floating 

contaminants

Unique Internal Bypass

•	 Accepts a wide range of pipe sizes to treat and convey a 

wide range of flows

•	 Higher flows can be diverted without the use of external 

bypass structures 

•	 Secondary inlet enhances floatable debris capture

Flexible, Compact Design

•	 Small manhole footprint

•	 Inlet and grated inlet configuration available

OUTLET 
PIPE INLET PIPE 

PRIMARY INLET 

TREATMENT 
CHAMBER 

OUTLET FLOW 
CONTROL 

FRAME 

 
GRATE 

FLOW PARTITION 

SECONDARY 
INLET 

GRATE INLET 

HEAD  
EQUALIZING  
BAFFLE 

SEDIMENT STORAGE 
SUMP 

VSHS Unique internal bypass design treats high flows 
and bypasses peak flow, eliminating washout

VortSentry®

Similar to the VortSentry HS, the VortSentry is 

a compact manhole hydrodynamic separator; 

however it does not have the same treatment flow 

routing components/controls as the VortSentry HS 

does. This limits the flow rate and pipe sizes the 

system can accept. The VortSentry has received 

approval and is accepted by many municipalities, 

and is currently available in only those areas. 

Please see www.ContechES.com/vortsentry for 

more information.  
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Maintenance

All stormwater treatment systems – whether natural or 

manufactured –should be maintained regularly. Despite the 

widespread implementation of BMPs, water quality goals will not 

be met if the treatment structures are not properly cleaned and 

maintained.

Systems vary in their maintenance needs, and the selection of a 

cost-effective and easy-to-access treatment system can mean a 

huge difference in maintenance expenses for years to come.

We design our products to minimize maintenance and make 

it as easy and inexpensive as possible to keep our systems  

working properly.

Inspection

Inspection is the key to effective maintenance. Pollutant deposition 

and transport may vary from year to year and site to site. Semi-

annual inspections will help ensure that the system is cleaned out 

at the appropriate time. Inspections should be performed more 

frequently where site conditions may cause rapid accumulation  

of pollutants.

Vortechs, VortSentry and VortSentry HS

These systems should be cleaned out when sediment has 

accumulated to a specific depth (refer to the respective 

maintenance guidelines for details). Maintaining these systems 

is easiest when there is no flow entering the system. A vacuum 

truck is generally the most effective and convenient method of 

excavating pollutants from the systems.

CDS

The recommended cleanout of solids within the CDS unit’s sump 

should occur at 75% of the sump capacity. Access to the CDS unit 

is typically achieved through two manhole access covers – one 

allows inspection and cleanout of the separation chamber and 

sump, and another allows inspection and cleanout of sediment 

captured and retained behind the screen. A vacuum truck is 

recommended for cleanout of the CDS unit and can be easily 

accomplished in less than 30 minutes for most installations.

A vacuum truck excavates pollutants from 
the systems

A CDS unit can be easily cleaned out in less 

than 30 minutes

Find maintenance information for all our products at 
www.ContechES.com/maintenance v v v
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Learn more
See our HDS systems in action. Flash animations available  

at www.ContechES.com/videos

Connect with Us
We’re always available to make your job easier. Contact your local project consultant for 

design assistance. Search online at www.ContechES.com. While you’re there, be sure to 

check out our upcoming seminar schedule or request an in-house technical presentation.

Start a Project
If you are ready to begin a project, visit us at www.ContechES.com/designtoolbox

Next Steps

Contech Engineered Solutions LLC provides site solutions for the civil engineering industry. Contech’s portfolio includes bridges, 
drainage, retaining walls, sanitary sewer, stormwater, erosion control and soil stabilization products.

For more information, visit our web site: www.ContechES.com or call 800.338.1122

The product(s) described may be protected by one or more of the following US patents:  5,322,629; 5,624,576; 5,707,527; 
5,759,415; 5,788,848; 5,985,157; 6,027,639; 6,350,374; 6,406,218; 6,641,720; 6,511,595; 6,649,048; 6,991,114; 
6,998,038; 7,186,058; 7,296,692; 7,297,266 related foreign patents or other patents pending.

The Stormwater Management StormFilter, MFS and CDS are trademarks, registered trademarks, or licensed trademarks of 
Contech Engineered Solutions LLC.
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HYDROLOGY APPENDIX D 

Proportion Impervious Data 
 

Code Land Use Description % Impervious

1111 High-Density Single Family Residential 42 

1112 Low-Density Single Family Residential 21 

1121 Mixed Multi-Family Residential 74 

1122 Duplexes, Triplexes and 2-or 3-Unit Condominiums and Townhouses 55 

1123 Low-Rise Apartments, Condominiums, and Townhouses 86 

1124 Medium-Rise Apartments and  Condominiums 86 

1125 High-Rise Apartments and Condominiums 90 

1131 Trailer Parks and Mobile Home Courts, High-Density 91 

1132 Mobile Home Courts and Subdivisions, Low-Density 42 

1140 Mixed Residential 59 

1151 Rural Residential, High-Density 15 

1152 Rural Residential, Low-Density 10 

1211 Low- and Medium-Rise Major Office Use 91 

1212 High-Rise Major Office Use 91 

1213 Skyscrapers 91 

1221 Regional Shopping Center 95 

1222 Retail Centers (Non-Strip With Contiguous Interconnected Off-Street 96 

1223 Modern Strip Development 96 

1224 Older Strip Development 97 

1231 Commercial Storage 90 

1232 Commercial Recreation 90 

1233 Hotels and Motels 96 

1234 Attended Pay Public Parking Facilities 91 

1241 Government Offices 91 

1242 Police and Sheriff Stations 91 

1243 Fire Stations 91 

1244 Major Medical Health Care Facilities 74 

1245 Religious Facilities 82 

1246 Other Public Facilities 91 

1247 Non-Attended Public Parking Facilities 91 

1251 Correctional Facilities 91 

1252 Special Care Facilities 74 

1253 Other Special Use Facilities 86 

1261 Pre-Schools/Day Care Centers 68 

1262 Elementary Schools 82 

1263 Junior or Intermediate High Schools 82 

1264 Senior High Schools 82 

1265 Colleges and Universities 47 

1266 Trade Schools and Professional Training Facilities 91 

1271 Base (Built-up Area) 65 

1271.01 Base High-Density Single Family Residential 42 

1271.02 Base Duplexes, Triplexes and 2-or 3-Unit Condominiums and T 55 
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Code Land Use Description % Impervious 

1271.03 Base Government Offices 91 

1271.04 Base Fire Stations 91 

1271.05 Base Non-Attended Public Parking Facilities 91 

1271.06 Base Air Field 45 

1271.07 Base Petroleum Refining and Processing 91 

1271.08 Base Mineral Extraction - Oil and Gas 10 

1271.09 Base Harbor Facilities 91 

1271.10 Base Navigation Aids 47 

1271.11 Base Developed Local Parks and Recreation 10 

1271.12 Base Vacant Undifferentiated 1 

1272 Vacant Area 2 

1273 Air Field 45 

1274 Former Base (Built-up Area) 65 

1275 Former Base Vacant Area 2 

1276 Former Base Air Field 91 

1311 Manufacturing, Assembly, and Industrial Services 91 

1312 Motion Picture and Television Studio Lots 82 

1313 Packing Houses and Grain Elevators 96 

1314 Research and Development 91 

1321 Manufacturing 91 

1322 Petroleum Refining and Processing 91 

1323 Open Storage 66 

1324 Major Metal Processing 91 

1325 Chemical Processing 91 

1331 Mineral Extraction - Other Than Oil and Gas 10 

1332 Mineral Extraction - Oil and Gas 10 

1340 Wholesaling and Warehousing 91 

1411 Airports 91 

1411.01 Airstrip 10 

1412 Railroads 15 

1412.01 Railroads-Attended Pay Public Parking Facilities 91 

1412.02 Railroads-Non-Attended Public Parking Facilities 91 

1412.03 Railroads-Manufacturing, Assembly, and Industrial Services 91 

1412.04 Railroads-Petroleum Refining and Processing 91 

1412.05 Railroads-Open Storage 66 

1412.06 Railroads-Truck Terminals 91 

1413 Freeways and Major Roads 91 

1414 Park-and-Ride Lots 91 

1415 Bus Terminals and Yards 91 

1416 Truck Terminals 91 

1417 Harbor Facilities 91 

1418 Navigation Aids 47 

1420 Communication Facilities 82 

1420.01 Communication Facilities-Antenna 2 
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Code Land Use Description % Impervious 

1431 Electrical Power Facilities 47 

1431.01 Electrical Power Facilities-Powerlines (Urban) 2 

1431.02 Electrical Power Facilities-Powerlines (Rural) 1 

1432 Solid Waste Disposal Facilities 15 

1433 Liquid Waste Disposal Facilities 96 

1434 Water Storage Facilities 91 

1435 Natural Gas and Petroleum Facilities 91 

1435.01 Natural Gas and Petroleum Facilities-Manufacturing, Assembly, and In 91 

1435.02 Natural Gas and Petroleum Facilities-Petroleum Refining and Processing 91 

1435.03 Natural Gas and Petroleum Facilities-Mineral Extraction – Oil and Gas 10 

1435.04 Natural Gas and Petroleum Facilities-Vacant Undifferentiated 1 

1436 Water Transfer Facilities 96 

1437 Improved Flood Waterways and Structures 100 

1440 Maintenance Yards 91 

1450 Mixed Transportation 90 

1460 Mixed Transportation and Utility 91 

1460.01 
Mixed Utility and Transportation-Improved Flood Waterways and 
Structures 100 

1460.02 Mixed Utility and Transportation-Railroads 15 

1460.03 Mixed Utility and Transportation-Freeways and Major Roads 91 

1500 Mixed Commercial and Industrial 91 

1600 Mixed Urban 89 

1700 Under Construction (Use appropriate value) 91 

1810 Golf Courses 3 

1821 Developed Local Parks and Recreation 10 

1822 Undeveloped Local Parks and Recreation 2 

1831 Developed Regional Parks and Recreation 2 

1832 Undeveloped Regional Parks and Recreation 1 

1840 Cemeteries 10 

1850 Wildlife Preserves and Sanctuaries 2 

1850.01 Wildlife-Commercial Recreation 90 

1850.02 Wildlife-Other Special Use Facilities 86 

1850.03 Wildlife-Developed Local Parks and Recreation 10 

1860 Specimen Gardens and Arboreta 15 

1870 Beach Parks 10 

1880 Other Open Space and Recreation 10 

2110 Irrigated Cropland and Improved Pasture Land 2 

2120 Non-Irrigated Cropland and Improved Pasture Land 2 

2200 Orchards and Vineyards 2 

2300 Nurseries 15 

2400 Dairy, Intensive Livestock, and Associated Facilities 42 

2500 Poultry Operations 62 

2600 Other Agriculture 42 

2700 Horse Ranches 42 
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Code Land Use Description % Impervious 

3100 Vacant Undifferentiated 1 

3200 Abandoned Orchards and Vineyards 2 

3300 Vacant With Limited Improvements (Use appropriate value) 42 

3400 Beaches (Vacant) 1 

4100 Water, Undifferentiated 100 

4200 Harbor Water Facilities 100 

4300 Marina Water Facilities 100 

4400 Water Within a Military Installation 100 
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Table 4.1: Infiltration Feasibility Screening

* Geotechnical Reports shall be approved by LADBS Grading Division. See Geotechnical Report Requirements herein.

** The presence of soil and/or groundwater contamination and/or the presence of existing or removed underground storage tanks shall be documented

by CEQA or NEPA environmental reports, approved geotechnical reports, permits on file with the City, or a review of the State of California’s

Geotracker website.

Category 1 Screening

(Feasible)

Category 2 Screening

(Potentially Feasible)

Category 3 Screening

(Infeasible)

D
e
sc

ri
p

ti
o

n

1. Underlying Groundwater

Depth of bottom of infiltration facility to

seasonal high groundwater is > 10 ft

2. Site Soils

Infiltration rate (Ksat) is > 0.5 in/hr

Geotechnical hazards are not a potential

near the site

3. Site Surroundings

Buildings or structures are at least 25 ft

away from the potential infiltration BMP

Site is not located within the designated

hillside grading area.

No continuous presence of dry weather

flows

1. Underlying Groundwater

Depth from bottom of infiltration facility to

seasonal high groundwater is 10 ft

Unconfined aquifer is present with beneficial

uses that may be impaired by infiltration. Full

treatment required if this is the case

Groundwater is known to be polluted.

Infiltration must be determined to be beneficial

2. Site Soils

Infiltration rate is 0.5 in/hr but potential

connectivity to higher Ksat soils is feasible

Geotechnical hazards such as liquefaction are a

potential near the site

3. Site Surroundings

Buildings or structures are within 10 to 25 ft of

the potential infiltration BMP

High risk areas such as service/gas stations,

truck stops, and heavy industrial sites. Full

treatment is required if this is the case, or high

risk areas must be separate from stormwater

runoff mingling

1. Underlying Groundwater

Depth from bottom of infiltration facility to

seasonal high groundwater is 5 ft

Sites with soil and/or groundwater

contamination**

2. Site Soils

Infiltration rate is 0.3 in/hr and

connectivity to higher Ksat soils is infeasible

Building sites designated “Landslide” or

“Hillside Grading” areas as specified by the

Department of City Planning’s Zone

Information and Map Access System

(ZIMAS)

Geotechnical hazards such as liquefaction,

collapsible soils, or expansive soils exist

3. Site Surroundings

Site is located on a fill site

Site is located on or within 50 feet

upgradient of a steep slope (20% or greater)

and has not been approved by a

professional geotechnical engineer or

geologist

In
st

ru
ct

io
n

s

If all of the above boxes are checked, they shall be

confirmed by a site specific geotechnical

investigation report and/or hydrologic analysis

conducted and certified by a State of California

registered professional geotechnical engineer or

geologist, verifying that infiltration BMPs are

feasible at the site*. Otherwise, proceed to

Category 2 screening.

If all of the above boxes are checked, or if corresponding

boxes in Category 1 are checked in combination with the

above boxes, a site specific geotechnical investigation

report and/or hydrologic analysis conducted and

certified by a State of California registered professional

geotechnical engineer or geologist shall be carried out to

approve infiltration measures*. Otherwise, proceed to

Category 3 screening.

If any of the above boxes are checked, a site specific

geotechnical investigation report and/or hydrologic

analysis conducted and certified by a State of

California registered professional geotechnical

engineer or geologist shall be submitted to prove

infiltration practices are not feasible. *
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Table 4.2: Capture and Use Feasibility Screening

* Geotechnical Reports shall be approved by LADBS Grading Division. See Geotechnical Report Requirements contained in the Infiltration Feasibility

section.

Category 1 Screening

(Feasible)

Category 2 Screening

(Potentially Feasible)

Category 3 Screening

(Infeasible)
D
e
sc
ri
p
ti
o
n

1. Landscaped Area

Landscaped area categorization of 1

exists in accordance with Table 4.3

Captured volume equal to or less

than the Estimated Total Water

Usage (ETWU) from October 1 April

30.
2. Site Soils

Geotechnical hazards are not a

potential near the site

3. Vector Control

Approved vector control measures

will be implemented

1. Landscaped Area

Landscaped area categorization of 2

exists in accordance with Table 4.3

Captured volume greater than the

Estimated Total Water Usage (ETWU)

from October 1 April 30.
2. Site Soils

Geotechnical hazards such as

liquefaction are a potential near the site

Soil hydraulic conductivities are

sufficient for the designed water

application rate; if not, soil

amendments will be implemented

1. Landscaped Area

Landscaped area categorization of 3

exists in accordance with Table 4.3

2. Site Soils

Geotechnical hazards such as

landsliding, collapsible soils, or

expansive soils exist

3. Site Surroundings

Site is located on or within 50 feet of

a steep slope (20% or greater) as

determined by the Department of

Building and Safety; irrigation within

3 days of a rain event could cause

geotechnical instability

In
st
ru
ct
io
n
s

If all of the above boxes are checked, they

shall be confirmed by a site specific

geotechnical investigation report and/or

hydrologic analysis conducted and certified by

a State of California registered professional

civil engineer, geotechnical engineer,

geologist, or landscape architect, verifying

that capture and use BMPs are feasible at the

site.* Otherwise, proceed to Category 2

screening.

If all of the above boxes are checked, or if

corresponding boxes in Category 1 are checked

in combination with the above boxes, a site

specific geotechnical investigation report and/or

hydrologic analysis conducted and certified by a

State of California registered professional civil

engineer, geotechnical engineer, geologist, or

landscape architect, shall be carried out to

approve capture and use measures.* Otherwise,

proceed to Category 3 screening.

If any of the above boxes are checked, a site

specific geotechnical investigation report

and/or hydrologic analysis conducted and

certified by a State of California registered

professional geotechnical engineer, geologist,

or landscape architect shall be submitted to

prove capture & use practices are not

feasible. *
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SEWER INFRASTRUCTURE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

This project is a proposed mixed‐use transit‐oriented development consisting of 5.24 acres at 

924 N. Spring Street in the Central City North community of the City of Los Angeles. The Project 

Site is located immediately east of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation 

Authority Chinatown Gold Line light rail station at N. Spring Street and College Street, and the 

northern end of the site faces the Los Angeles Historic State Park. Project Site is currently 

vacant and is periodically used for parking by nearby industrial and commercial businesses. The 

project will construct 685 residential units, retail spaces, and common areas. Reference 

attached project Vicinity Map. 

EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE: 

SEWER 

The existing property and building facilities are serviced through an off‐site sewer network. The 

sewer network is comprised of 8‐inch and 15‐inch lines that are constructed out of vitrified clay 

pipes (VCP).  The 8‐inch off‐site sewer in Rondout Street flows south east to Manhole 

#49513106, a City of Los Angeles owned and maintained structure. This manhole discharges to 

a City of Los Angeles 12‐inch connected VCP main, which is located in North Main Street, east of 

the project property.  

The second sewer main is a 15‐inch off‐site VCP located west of the project property in North 

Spring Street. It flows southwest to Manhole #49416163, a City of Los Angeles owned and 

maintained structure. The manhole discharges to a 15‐inch connected VCP main parallel to 

Alameda Street. 

Reference the attachment “Existing Sewer Mains Exhibit”; for visual presentation of the existing 

off‐site sewer network and City of Los Angeles mains. 

SEWER CAPACITY AVAILABILITY REQUEST (SCAR): 

The Sewer Capacity Availability Request (SCAR) is a clearance process required by the City of 

Los Angeles for Sewer Connection Permits. The process is used to evaluate the existing sewer 

system to determine if there is adequate capacity to safely convey sewage from proposed 

development projects, construction projects, groundwater dewatering projects and any 

increases in sewage from existing facilities. The sewer capacity availability request (SCAR) for 

the 15‐inch sewer main west of the project site in North Spring Street and 8‐inch main east of 
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the project in Rondout Street was submitted to the Bureau of Sanitation for verification of the 

existing capacity at the referenced mains.  

CITY SEWAGE GENERATION FACTORS:  

Submitted with the SCAR were the City’s Sewage Generation Factors (SGF) we calculated the 

estimated sewage discharge amounts based on the proposed housing type (i.e. 1 bedroom 

apartment, Studio, etc., please see the attached Sewage Generation Factors for housing factor 

description). For this project we will be evaluating two Schemes, with regard to the SCAR, the 

main difference between the two Schemes was the total number of residential units and the 

total Retail/ Restaurant square footages. The information for Scheme One provided higher 

Gallon Per Day (GPD) values when compared to Scheme Two, this is due to the fact that 

Scheme One provides a higher residential unit count as a result of a proposed high rise tower 

and more commercial/retail area. A higher density correlates with a higher SGF and sewage 

output, please see the sections below for details. These higher density values represent the 

information that was submitted on the SCAR in order to remain conservative. 

SCHEME ONE:  

This Scheme is the higher‐density option that uses a high rise option with up to 685 residential 

units and 46,400 square feet of market, retail, and restaurant use. For reference to the 

calculations below please see the attached “Calculation Breakdown Exhibit” of the calculations. 

A. Residential Unit Count:  

With Scheme One we have a total unit count of 685 units. This total is a result of 94 ‐

Studio Apartments, 370 ‐ One Bedroom Apartments, 136 ‐ Two Bedroom Apartments 

and 85 – Live Work Units. Each type of apartment was added to establish a sub‐total 

and then multiplied by the respective Sewage Generation Factor (please see the 

attached Sewage Generation Factors Exhibit for reference). For a Studio Apartment we 

used 75 GPD per Dwelling Unit (DU), for a 1‐BR we used 110 GPD/DU, and for a 2‐BR we 

used 150 GPD/DU. There were a few Live‐Work residential units that had no designated 

number of rooms and had an area greater than 1,000 square feet, these were added to 

the 2‐BR sub‐total.     

B. Retail Considerations: 

For Retail Considerations we added the market, retail and restaurant total square 

footage of 46,400 sf and multiplied it by (25/1000) Gr SF, and (30 GPD/Seat) per the 

City’s Sewage Generation Factors for Retail/Market and Restaurant (Full Service Indoor 

Seating) uses, respectively. Our total estimated Sewer Generation Factor was 13,550 

GPD.  
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C. Total  

The total estimated flow was then added together and rounded up to the nearest 

thousand. The final sum was: 80,340 GPD + 13,550 GPD = 93,890 GPD which was 

rounded to 94,000 GPD.  

SCHEME TWO: 

Scheme two is lower in density that has 533 residential units and 34,100 square feet of market, 

retail, and restaurant use. For reference to the calculations below please see the attached 

“Calculation Breakdown Exhibit” of the calculations. 

A. Residential Unit Count:  

With Scheme Two we have a total unit count of 533 units. This total is a result of 57 ‐

Studio Apartments, 267 ‐ One Bedroom Apartments, 115 ‐ Two Bedroom Apartments 

and 94 – Live Work Units. Each type of apartment was added to establish a sub‐total 

and then multiplied by the respective Sewage Generation Factor (please see the 

attached Sewage Generation Factors Exhibit for reference). For a Studio Apartment we 

used 75 GPD per Dwelling Unit (DU), for a 1‐BR we used 110 GPD/DU, and for a 2‐BR we 

used 150 GPD/DU. There were a few Live‐Work residential units that had no designated 

number of rooms and had an area greater than 1,000 square feet, these were added to 

the 2‐BR sub‐total.     

B. Retail Considerations: 

For Retail Considerations we added the market, retail, and restaurant total square 

footages of 34,100 sf and multiplied it by (25/1000) Gr SF, and (30 GPD/Seat) per the 

City’s Sewage Generation Factors for Retail/Market and Restaurant (Full Service Indoor 

Seating) uses, respectively. Our total estimated Sewer Generation Factor was 15,012.50 

GPD.  

C. Total  

The total estimated flow was then added together and rounded up to the nearest 

thousand. The final sum was: 64,435 GPD + 15,012.50 GPD = 79,447.50 GPD which 

rounds up to 80,000 GPD. 

 

CONCLUSION: 

In conclusion, the proposed development for Scheme One will produce a total Sewage 

Generation flow of 94,000 GPD and Scheme Two will produce 80,000 GPD. Per City of Los 

Angeles standards, sewer capacity availability request for the 15‐inch sewer main west of 

the project site in North Spring Street and 8‐inch main east of the project in Rondout Street 

was submitted to the Bureau of Sanitation for verification of the capacity existing at the 
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above referenced mains. It is assumed that there will be available capacity in the existing 

sewer lines; this will be confirmed with the City’s response to the Sewer Capacity 

Availability Request that is currently under review.  
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College Station

SCAR Calculations 

Scheme One

Residential

Unit Type No.

Sewage 

Generation 

Factor

Total

Studio 94 75/DU 7,050

1‐BR 370 110/DU 40,700

2‐BR 136 150/DU 20,400

LW‐1BR 14 110/DU 1,540

LW‐2BR 71 150/DU 10,650

Total 685 80,340

Retail/ Market/ Restaurant

Unit Type
Square 

Footage
Seats

Sewage 

Generation 

Factor

Total

Retail 18,000 N/A 25/1,000 Gr SF 450.00

Market 20,000 N/A 25/1,000 Gr SF 500.00

Restaurant‐Full 

Service Indoor Seating
8,400 420 30 GPD/Seat 12,600.00

Total 46,400 420 13,550.00

Scheme One Total: 685 Units and 46,400 Retail/ 

Restaurant/ Market Square Footage produces 93,890 

GPD of sewage.
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Scheme Two

Residential

Unit Type No.

Sewage 

Generation 

Factor

Total

Studio 57 75/DU 4,275

1‐BR 267 110/DU 29,370

2‐BR 115 150/DU 17,250

LW‐1BR 14 110/DU 1,540

LW‐2BR 80 150/DU 12,000

Total 533 64,435

Retail/ Market/ Restaurant

Unit Type
Square 

Footage
Seats

Sewage 

Generation 

Factor

Total

Retail 4,500 N/A 25/1,000 Gr SF 112.50

Market 20,000 N/A 25/1,000 Gr SF 500.00

Restaurant‐Full 

Service Indoor Seating
9,600 480 30 GPD/Seat 14,400.00

Total 34,100 480 15,012.50

Scheme Two Total: 533 Units and 34,100 Retail/ 

Market/ Restaurant Square Footage produces 

79,447.50 GPD of sewage.
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