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Elysian Park Lofts Project 

Case Number: ENV-2016-4064-EIR 

 
Project Location:  1251 North Spring Street and 1030 - 1380 North Broadway, Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Community Plan Area:  Central City North 

Council District:  1—Cedillo 

Project Description:  The Elysian Park Lofts project proposes development of a mixed-use residential and 
commercial retail project (Project) consisting of approximately 920 residential units, including 17 live-work units, 
approximately 17,941 square feet (sf) of neighborhood-serving retail uses, and approximately 5,465 sf of leasing 
offices on an irregular bow-shaped parcel that is currently used for Metro vehicle and equipment storage and 
parking. All existing structures on the Project site would be demolished, including a one-story, wood modular 
building at the southwestern corner of the Project site, a rectangular one-story metal building at the western 
boundary of the Project site, a wood trailer shed at the southeastern boundary of the Project site, a metal storage 
container, and a one-story building that is attached to an adjacent off-site building, as well as surface parking, 
site improvements, and fences at the southern portion of the Project site. Upon completion, the Project would 
result in 1,159,800 square feet of new floor area with a 3.3 floor area ratio (FAR). 

The Project site consists of a north parcel (“North Parcel”) and a south parcel (“South Parcel”). The North Parcel 
would be developed with approximately 469 dwelling units, including 10 live-work units, in 3 buildings over a 
3-level subterranean parking garage. Building A on the North Parcel would be 7 stories and approximately 85 
feet high; Building B would be 14 stories and approximately 170 feet high; and Building C would be 8 stories and 
approximately 100 feet high. The North Parcel would include 8,070 sf of neighborhood-serving 
restaurant/outdoor dining uses and a leasing office of 2,000 sf. The North Parcel would also be developed with 
recreational and open space uses, and a pool for residents.  

The South Parcel would be developed with approximately 451 dwelling units, including 7 live-work units, in 
3 buildings constructed over a 3-level subterranean parking garage. Building A on the South Parcel would be 
7 stories and 85 feet high; Building B would be 7 stories and approximately 84 feet high; and Building C would 
be 13 stories and approximately 155 feet high. The South Parcel would include approximately 9,871 sf of 
neighborhood-serving restaurant/outdoor dining uses and a leasing office of approximately 3,465 sf. The South 
Parcel also would have a residential community center that would be 2 stories and 34 feet high, with a pool, club 
and lounge for residents. 
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CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

ROOM 395, CITY HALL 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA  90012 

 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

INITIAL STUDY  
AND APPENDIX G CHECKLIST 

 
 
LEAD CITY AGENCY 
City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 

 
 COUNCIL DISTRICT 
1, Cedillo 

 
 DATE 
November 6, 2017 

 
RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES 
State Water Resources Control Board  
Metropolitan Transportation Authority  
PROJECT TITLE / CASE NO. 
Elysian Park Lofts / ENV-2016-4064-EIR 

 
 RELATED CASES 
CPC-2016-4063-GPA-ZC-HD-ZAD-SPR; CPC-2016-
4139-DA; VTT-74548 

PROJECT LOCATION 
1251 North Spring Street and 1030 - 1380 North Broadway, Los Angeles, CA 90012 
 
APPLICANT NAME AND ADDRESS 
S&R Partners, LLC 

 
 PHONE NUMBER 
(323) 223-1401  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The Elysian Park Lofts Project proposes development of a mixed-use residential and commercial retail project (Project) consisting of 
approximately 920 residential units, including 17 live-work units, approximately 17,941 square feet (sf) of neighborhood-serving retail uses, 
and approximately 5,465 sf of leasing offices on an irregular bow-shaped parcel that is currently used for Metro vehicle and equipment 
storage and parking. All existing structures on the Project site would be demolished, including a one-story, wood modular building at the 
southwestern corner of the Project site, a rectangular one-story metal building at the western boundary of the Project site, a wood trailer 
shed at the southeastern boundary of the Project site, a metal storage container, and a one-story building that is attached to an adjacent off-
site building, as well as surface parking, site improvements, and fences at the southern portion of the Project site. Upon completion, the 
Project would result in 1,159,800 square feet of new floor area with a 3.3 floor area ratio (FAR). 
 
The Project site consists of a north parcel (“North Parcel”) and a south parcel (“South Parcel”). The North Parcel would be developed with 
approximately 469 dwelling units, including 10 live-work units, in 3 buildings over a 3-level subterranean parking garage. Building A on the 
North Parcel would be 7 stories and approximately 85 feet high; Building B would be 14 stories and approximately 170 feet high; and 
Building C would be 8 stories and approximately 100 feet high. The North Parcel would include 8,070 sf of neighborhood-serving 
restaurant/outdoor dining uses and a leasing office of 2,000 sf. The North Parcel would also be developed with recreational and open space 
uses, and a pool for residents.  
 
The South Parcel would be developed with approximately 451 dwelling units, including 7 live-work units, in 3 buildings constructed over a 3-
level subterranean parking garage. Building A on the South Parcel would be 7 stories and 85 feet high; Building B would be 7 stories and 
approximately 84 feet high; and Building C would be 13 stories and approximately 155 feet high. The South Parcel would include 
approximately 9,871 sf of neighborhood-serving restaurant/outdoor dining uses and a leasing office of approximately 3,465 sf. The South 
Parcel also would have a residential community center that would be 2 stories and 34 feet high, with a pool, club and lounge for residents. 
(For additional detail, see Attachment A). 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: 
The Project site is located at 1030–1380 North Broadway and 1251 North Spring Street. The Metro Gold Line railroad tracks run parallel and 
adjacent to the southeastern boundary of the Project site, which is adjacent to the Los Angeles State Historic Park to the southeast. North 
Broadway borders the northwestern and western boundary of the Project site, and commercial and multi-family residential uses are located 
west of the Project site. The Project site is within the Chinatown neighborhood of Los Angeles and in the vicinity of downtown Los Angeles, 
Lincoln Heights, and Echo Park. 
(For additional detail, see Attachment A). 

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area requested consultation pursuant 
to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1?  If so, has consultation begun? 
No. Outreach to tribes will occur upon the issuance of the Notice of Preparation for the Project. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
  

  Aesthetics 
 

  Hazards & Hazardous Materials 
 

  Recreation  
  Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 
  Hydrology / Water Quality 

 
  Transportation / Traffic  

  Air Quality 
 

  Land Use / Planning 
 

  Tribal Cultural Resources  
  Biological Resources 

 
  Mineral Resources 

 
  Utilities / Service Systems  

  Cultural Resources 
 

  Noise 
 

  Mandatory Findings of Significance  
  Geology / Soils 

 
  Population / Housing  

 
  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 
  Public Services 

 
 

   

 
 
 

DETERMINATION (to be completed by Lead Agency) 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
   I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant 

effect in this case because revisions on the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  A 
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.  

 
  I find the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

REPORT is required. 
 

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

 
  I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially 

significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to 
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further 
is required. 

 
 
 Erin Strelich  

PRINTED NAME 
 
 
   

SIGNATURE 

 
 City Planning Associate  

TITLE 
 
 
 (213) 978-1351  

TELEPHONE NUMBER 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 
1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are adequately supported by 

the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question.  A "No Impact" answer 
is adequately supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to 
projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone).  A "No Impact" answer should 
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will 
not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

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

3) Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers 
must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less that significant with mitigation, or less than 
significant.  "Potentially Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may 
be significant.  If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the determination is 
made, an EIR is required. 

4) "Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation of 
a mitigation measure has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" to "Less Than Significant 
Impact."  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the 
effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from "Earlier Analysis," as described in (5) below, 
may be cross referenced). 

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

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

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

c) Mitigation Measures.  For effects that are "Less Than Significant With Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the 
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

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

7) Supporting Information Sources: A sources list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals 
contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies 
should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects 
in whichever format is selected. 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

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

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.  
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with  
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

I. AESTHETICS.  Would the project:     

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

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

    

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

    

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

    

     

II. 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? 

    

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

    

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))? 

    

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

    

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? 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with  
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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? 

    

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

    

c. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the 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)? 

    

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

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

    

     

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? 

    

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 Game or US Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

    

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

    

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

    

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

    



 

 

Elysian Park Lofts IS-6 City of Los Angeles 
Initial Study – Environmental Checklist  November 2017 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with  
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

    

     

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES:  Would the project:     

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource as defined in § 15064.5? 

    

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to § 15064.5? 

    

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

    

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

    

     

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  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, caused in whole or in part by the 
project’s exacerbation of the existing environmental 
conditions?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42. 

    

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking caused in whole or 
in part by the project’s exacerbation of the existing 
environmental conditions? 

    

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction, caused in whole or in part by the 
project’s exacerbation of the existing environmental 
conditions? 

    

iv. Landslides, caused in whole or in part by the 
project’s exacerbation of the existing environmental 
conditions? 

    

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?     

c. Be located on a geologic unit 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, 
caused in whole or in part by the project’s exacerbation 
of the existing environmental conditions? 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with  
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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 caused in whole or in 
part by the project’s exacerbation of the existing 
environmental conditions? 

    

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? 

    

     

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? 

    

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

    

     

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? 

    

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

    

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

    

d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment caused in whole or in part from the 
project’s exacerbation of existing environmental 
conditions? 

    

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

    

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

    

g. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with  
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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, caused in 
whole or in part from the project’s exacerbation of 
existing environmental conditions? 

    

     

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the 
project: 

    

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

    

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)? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

f. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

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? 

    

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? 

    

j. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
     

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:     

a. Physically divide an established community?     
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with  
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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? 

    

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

    

     

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? 

    

     

XII. NOISE.  Would the project result in:     

a. Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies? 

    

b. Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

    

c. A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without 
the project? 

    

d. A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

    

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

    

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

    

     

XIII. 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)? 

    

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with  
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

    

     

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

    

a. Fire protection?     

b. Police protection?     

c. Schools?     

d. Parks?     

e. Other public facilities?     
     

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? 

    

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

    

     

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  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? 

    

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

    

c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that 
results in substantial safety risks? 
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d. Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

e. Result in inadequate emergency access?     

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

    

     

XVII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project 
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code 
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size 
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that 
is: 

    

a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k)? 

    

b. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying 
the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource 
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider 
the significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe? 

    

     

XVIII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the 
project: 

    

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

    

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

    

c. Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

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

    

f. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity 
to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal 
needs? 

    

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

    

     

XIX.  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? 

    

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)? 

    

c. Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 
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ATTACHMENT A: 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

S&R Partners, LLC (the Applicant) proposes to develop a mixed-use residential and commercial retail 
project (Project) consisting of approximately 920 residential units, including 17 live-work units, 
approximately 17,941 square feet (sf) of neighborhood-serving retail uses, and approximately 5,465 sf of 
leasing offices on an 8.08-acre site located at 1030–1380 North Broadway and 1251 North Spring Street. 
Exhibit 1, Regional Location and Local Vicinity, shows the Project location, Project boundaries, and 
surrounding areas on an aerial photograph of the vicinity.  

2. PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project site is located within the Central City North Community Plan Area, immediately east of the 
Chinatown Redevelopment Project Area. The Project site consists of Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) 
5414-016-002 and is located southeast of North Broadway, north of the City’s Downtown area. The Los 
Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) Gold Line railroad tracks run parallel and 
adjacent to the southeastern boundary of the Project site, with the Los Angeles State Historic Park farther 
to the southeast of the Project site. North Broadway borders the northwestern boundary of the Project site, 
and commercial and multi-family residential uses are located west of the Project site. The Project site has 
an irregular bow shape that follows the curve of Broadway and the Metro Gold Line railroad. The 
northeastern corner is defined by the Broadway bridge over the Gold Line tracks for approximately 3,200 
feet, with 200- to 250-foot-wide southwestern and northeastern sections and the narrow central section. 

Primary vehicular access to the Project site is provided by North Broadway, which forms the northwestern 
and western boundaries of the Project site. Several gated driveways on the Project site connect with North 
Broadway. Vehicle access is also available to the southern section of the Project site through a short 
roadway that extends west from Spring Street and runs under the Metro Gold Line tracks and onto the 
Project site. Regional access is available through the Hollywood Freeway (U.S. 101) to the south, which 
has westbound on-ramps at North Broadway and westbound off-ramps at Spring Street, and through historic 
Arroyo Seco Parkway (State Route [SR-110]) to the west, which has northbound off-ramps and on-ramps 
at Hill Street and northbound on-ramps at Bishops Road. The Golden State Freeway (Interstate [I]-5) is 
located approximately 0.4-mile to the north of the North Parcel. 

Bus service and light rail service are provided by Metro, and bus service is also provided by the City of Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT). There are two bus stops located on the northwestern 
boundary of the Project site, one near the North Broadway/Bishops Road intersection and the other near 
the North Broadway/Solano Avenue intersection. The Metro operates Lines 28, 45, and 83, all of which 
run on North Broadway and stop at the Project site. Two other stops are located across the street from these 
bus stops. Metro’s Gold Line Chinatown station at the Spring Street/College Street intersection is located 
approximately 380 feet south of the South Parcel. The Metro’s Union Station in Downtown Los Angeles is 
located approximately 0.65-mile from the South Parcel.  



Los Angeles 
State Historic 

Park

Dodger Stadium

L
os

 A
n

ge
le

s 
R

iv
er

Elysian Park

N Sprin
g St

Cathedral
High School

Stad
ium Wa y

Humboldt S
t

College St

Bishops Rd

N 
Sp

rin
g 

St

Avenue 19

Alpine St

Solano Ave

N
G

ra
nd

Av
e

Ne
w

 H
ig

h 
St

W College St

Cesar E Chavez Ave

N Spring St

N Broadway

N M
ain

 S
t

A
la

m
ed

a
St

Sp
rin

g 
St

Avenue 26
N

 Avenue 21

§̈5

UV110

£¤101

Academy Rd

N Broadway

NMain St

Vignes St

San Fernando Rd

R iverside Dr

N Hill
St

Pasadena Ave

D
:\P

ro
je

ct
s\

3L
PC

\0
10

10
0\

M
XD

\e
x_

LV
_R

L_
20

17
08

02
.m

xd

²

ese o

Project Site

Seal Beach

P A C I F I C  

     O C E A N

§̈405

§̈105

§̈10

§̈710§̈110

§̈605

ST27

ST19

ST170

ST107

ST134

ST110

ST213

ST710

ST1

ST91

£¤101

Los Angeles

Downey

Carson

Lakewood

Pasadena

Glendale

Hawthorne

Long BeachPalos Verdes

Santa Monica
West Hollywood

Regional Location and Local Vicinity
Elysian Park Lofts Project

Exhibit 1

(Rev: 8-02-2017 MMD) R:\Projects\LPC Lincoln\3LPC010100\Graphics\ex_LV_RL.pdf

1,000 0 1,000500
Feet

Project Boundary

Aerial Source: ESRI, NAIP 2016



City of Los Angeles November 2017 
 

 
Elysian Park Lofts Environmental Checklist 
ENV-2016-4064-EIR Page A-2 

3. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

A. CURRENT LAND USES  

The Project site has an irregular, bow shape.  Although the majority of the Project site has a relatively flat 
slope, the narrow central portion of the Project site has slopes over 15 percent. The Project site is currently 
used for vehicle and equipment storage and parking and is developed with various one-story structures in 
the southwestern portion of the Project site; a construction staging/bus parking area in the northeastern 
portion; and a vacant area in the central section. The southwestern portion of the Project site is largely paved 
and built over. At the southwestern corner of the Project site, there is an L-shaped, one-story, wood modular 
building and a long, rectangular, one-story metal building along the Project site’s western boundary. There 
is a wood trailer shed along the southeastern boundary; a metal storage container at the northwestern 
boundary near the metal building; and a one-story building that is attached to an adjacent off-site building 
behind the on-site metal building. These five structures have a total floor area of approximately 19,346 sf 
and are more than 50 years old. Additionally, a segment of the historic Los Angeles Zanja Madre, the 
Mother Ditch, is located within the parcel along the eastern boundary of the Project site. 

The southwestern section also includes a guard house at the entry gate, concrete pads for trash enclosure, 
electric panels, drain grates, and an asphalt-paved outdoor storage yard. There are 69 parking spaces in this 
area and a concrete wall and chain-link fence topped with barbed wire surrounds this section of the Project 
site. Outdoor lights line the interior chain-link fence. This section is at a lower elevation than North 
Broadway, and the western portion of this area is a sloped dirt area, with two billboard signs, an eight-foot-
high chain-link fence along North Broadway, and a gate at the southwestern corner. 

The narrow strip of vacant land at the central section of the Project site consists mainly of bare ground with 
scattered weeds, although concrete pads, billboards, and a tree are present. This area features a flat strip of 
land at the southern portion, with a four- to six-foot-high chain-link fence along Broadway and the tracks. 
The flat area narrows to a steep slope down from Broadway toward the railroad tracks. Here, a retaining 
wall and a four- to six-foot-high chain-link fence runs along the Project site boundaries with the railroad 
tracks (at the southeastern boundary) and a concrete and metal fence running along North Broadway (at the 
northwestern boundary).  

Trees and billboards are located in the northeastern portion of the Project site, as well as a paved area 
previously used as a storage container yard and for bus storage (with a gate across Solano Avenue); this 
section is also surrounded by a six-foot-high chain-link fence topped with barbed wire along North 
Broadway and an eight-foot-high chain-link fence along the tracks. The northeastern tip of the Project site 
slopes down to the Metro tracks, as North Broadway transitions into a bridge over the tracks. 

Throughout the southwestern section of the Project site, there are scattered drain grates which connect to 
underground storm drain lines that convey stormwater to the Los Angeles River, approximately 0.1 to 0.5-
mile east of the Project site. Overhead power lines run from the on-site billboards to the streetlights on 
either side of North Broadway and at the southeastern entry gate at Spring Street. 

B. SURROUNDING LAND USES 

Commercial uses immediately west of the southwestern corner of the Project site include two 1-story 
commercial buildings (Golden Dragon Restaurant and Bella Ana Salon); and one 1-story commercial 
building; two 2-story commercial buildings; and a two-level parking structure (comprising the Mandarin 
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Plaza shopping center). South of the Project site are 2- and 5-story buildings of the Capitol Milling 
Company that will house a microbrewery, restaurants, and offices.  

West of the Project site across North Broadway are various commercial retail and restaurant uses, St. Peter’s 
Italian Catholic Church, Casa Italiana Cultural Center, Cathedral High School, Quan Yum Temple, offices, 
surface parking lots, multi-family residences, the Radio Hill Gardens, and vacant lots. Elysian Park is north 
of the northeastern section of the Project site (across North Broadway).  

A maintenance road within the Metro Gold Line right-of-way runs southeast of and along the Project site 
boundaries and separates the Project site from the tracks. A chain-link fence separates the maintenance road 
from the tracks. The railroad tracks are at-grade and at a lower elevation than the northeastern and central 
sections, but then slowly rise on an elevated platform supported by concrete columns toward the Gold Line 
Chinatown Station at the intersection of Spring Street and College Street. The tracks are approximately 22 
feet higher than the ground elevation, where the entry roadway into the Project site crosses under the tracks. 
The Los Angeles State Historic Park, various industrial uses, and the Los Angeles River are located across 
the Gold Line tracks to the southeast of the Project site. The 34-acre Los Angeles State Historic Park (aka 
Cornfield Park) reopened to the public in April 2017 after approximately 3 years of renovation. In addition 
to active and passive open spaces, the park contains a visitor’s center, events area, parking, plaza, picnic 
area, and a raised pedestrian bridge.   

C. EXISTING LAND USE AND ZONING DESIGNATIONS 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan sets forth goals, objectives, and programs to provide a guideline for 
land use policies and to meet the existing and future needs and desires of the community, while integrating 
a range of State-mandated elements including Land Use, Transportation, Noise, Safety, Housing, and Open 
Space/Conservation. The Land Use Element of the General Plan consists of the General Plan Framework 
Element, which addresses citywide policies, and the 35 community plans that guide land use at a more local 
level. Together, the community plans make up the Land Use Element of the General Plan. The Project site 
is located within the Central City North Community Plan and has a land use designation of “Light 
Industrial” (City of Los Angeles 2001).  

The Community Plans are implemented through the development standards in the City’s Zoning Code. The 
Project site is zoned MR2-1 (Restricted Light Industrial). The Light Industrial and MR2-1 designations 
allow for the development of various industrial and manufacturing uses. The -1 suffix refers to Height 
District 1, which establishes a maximum floor area ratio of 1.5:1 per Section 12.21.1 of the Zoning Code 
(City of Los Angeles 2017). 

The Central City North Community Plan Area (Central City North CPA) includes Chinatown and portions 
of Little Tokyo and El Pueblo (beginning east of Olvera Street), and is the birthplace of Los Angeles. The 
Central City North CPA was developed to promote a vision of a community that preserves and enhances 
the positive characteristics of housing and existing uses in the area; improves the function, design, and 
economic vitality of commercial corridors; maximizes the development opportunities of future transit 
systems while minimizing adverse impacts; and plans the remaining development opportunity sites for job-
producing uses that may improve the economic and physical condition of the Central City North CPA (Los 
Angeles 2000).  
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The Central City North CPA consists of approximately 2,005 acres and is located adjacent to downtown 
Los Angeles and bounded by Stadium Way, Lilac Terrace, and North Broadway to the north; the City of 
Vernon to the south; the Los Angeles River to the east; and Alameda Street, Cesar Chavez Avenue, Sunset 
Boulevard, and Marview Avenue to the west. The Central City North CPA consists of seven subareas: 
Figueroa Terrace, Alpine Hill, Chinatown, North Industrial, Government Support, Artists-in Residence 
District, and South Industrial. The Project site is located within the North Industrial subarea (Los Angeles 
2000). The Project site is adjacent to other areas within the Central City North CPA, such as the 
Cornfield/Arroyo Seco Specific Plan southwest of the Project site and the Chinatown Redevelopment 
Project area west of the site. 

4. PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

The Project involves the demolition of existing structures on the Project site, including surface parking 
areas and paved outdoor areas, as well as the removal of fences and walls on the site and at the site 
boundaries. Demolition of a portion of an existing structure on the Project site would be required; the 
majority of the building is off-site but a portion is located on-site. The on-site portion of the structure, 
including the associated surface parking, would be demolished for the proposed Project.  

The Project site would then be graded to remove the slopes to accommodate three levels of subterranean 
parking. The proposed mixed-use project includes approximately 920 dwelling units in 6 buildings and 
approximately 17,941 sf of neighborhood-serving restaurant/outdoor dining uses and 5,465 sf of leasing 
offices on the ground floor of 2 of these buildings. A community center/pool pavilion is proposed as the 7th 
building. The total floor area of the proposed residential and commercial uses would be approximately 
1,159,800 sf. Exhibit 2, Site Plan provides an overview of the overall site plan for the Project, including 
proposed building locations and landscaping.  

The Project would consist of a north parcel (“North Parcel”) and a south parcel (“South Parcel”). The North 
Parcel would be developed with approximately 469 dwelling units, including 10 live-work units, in 3 
buildings over a 3-level subterranean parking garage. Building A on the North Parcel would be 7 stories 
and approximately 85 feet high; Building B would be 14 stories and approximately 170 feet high; and 
Building C would be 8 stories and approximately 100 feet high. The North Parcel would provide 
approximately 8,070 sf of neighborhood-serving restaurant/outdoor dining and 2,000 sf of leasing offices 
in Building B, recreational and open space uses, and a pool for residents. Exhibit 3, North Parcel-Site 
Section, shows a cross-section view of the North Parcel from the Los Angeles State Historic Park looking 
northward, and Exhibit 4, North Parcel-Site Elevation, shows the exterior proposed design features and 
landscaping from this same view.  

The South Parcel would be developed with approximately 451 dwelling units, including 7 live-work units, 
in 3 buildings constructed over a 3-level subterranean parking garage. Building A on the South Parcel would 
be 7 stories and 85 feet high; Building B would be 7 stories and approximately 84 feet high; and Building 
C would be 13 stories and approximately 155 feet high. The South Parcel would provide a residential 
community center that would be 2 stories and 34 feet high, with a pool club and lounge for residents. The 
South Parcel would also provide approximately 9,871 sf of neighborhood-serving restaurant/outdoor dining 
uses in Building B, and 3,465 sf of leasing offices in Building A. Exhibit 5, South Parcel-Site Section shows 
a cross-section view of the South Parcel from the Los Angeles State Historic Park looking westward, and 
Exhibit 6, South Parcel-Site Elevation, shows the exterior proposed design features and landscaping from 
this same view.  
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The Project also involves a three-foot-wide right-of-way dedication along the Project site boundaries on 
North Broadway to provide an expanded sidewalk/parkway area and the relocation of existing billboards 
to alternative locations on-site. Table 1 provides a summary of the proposed Project developed floor area 
and Table 2 provides a summary of the ground-level open space. 

Table 1 
Project Land Uses 

Land Use Description 
Approximate Size 

(Square Feet) 

Proposed on North Parcel 

Residential 469 du 416,505 

Non-Residential 

Restaurant/café 5,830 

Outdoor dining 2,240 

Leasing office 2,000 

Other support spaces 
Lobbies, hallways, roof decks, clubroom/lounge, fitness room, 
media room, conference room, amenity areas, pool 

219,455 

North Parcel Subtotal 646,030 

Proposed on South Parcel 

Residential 451 du 380,458 

Non-Residential 

Restaurants 6,531 

Outdoor dining 3,340 

Leasing office 3,465 

Other support spaces 
Community center, lobbies, hallways, roof decks, amenity areas, 
lounge, concierge, pools 

56,957 

South Parcel Subtotal 513,770 

TOTAL FLOOR AREA 1,159,800 

Parking 

Parking Spaces North Parcel 903 spaces 

Parking Spaces South Parcel 880 spaces 

TOTAL PARKING 1,783 spaces 

sf: square feet; du: dwelling units 
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Table 2 
Project Ground-Level Open Space 

Description 
Approximate Size 

(Square Feet) 
Approximate Size 

(Acres) 

North Parcel Ground Level Open Space 

Public-Linear Park 25,580 0.59 

Public-Outdoor Plazas 27,594 0.63 

Private Plazas 19,577 0.45 

Total North Parcel 72,751 1.67 

South Parcel Ground Level Open Space 

Public-Linear Park 18,960 0.44 

Public-Outdoor Plazas 24,247 0.56 

Private Plazas 25,370 0.58 

Total South Parcel 68,577 1.57 

Total Ground-Level Open Space 141,328 3.24 

 
A. PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL USES 

The proposed dwelling units would be located in 6 buildings, 3 of which would be on the North Parcel 
providing approximately 469 units, and 3 of which would be on the South Parcel providing approximately 
451 dwelling units. On the North Parcel, approximately 90 dwelling units would be provided in the 7-story 
Building A. Building B would provide 248 units on 14 floors. Building C would provide 131 units on 8 
floors. On the South Parcel, approximately 53 dwelling units would be provided in the 7-story Building A. 
Building B would provide approximately 122 units on 7 floors. Building C would provide 276 units on 13 
floors.  

B. PROPOSED COMMERCIAL USES 

The proposed commercial uses would include a total of approximately 23,406 sf on the ground floors of 
the North Parcel’s Building B and the South Parcel’s Buildings A and B. Approximately 10,070 sf of non-
residential sf would be located on the North Parcel. This would include approximately 5,830 sf of restaurant 
and cafés, 2,240 sf in outdoor dining areas, and 2,000 sf for a leasing office in the North Parcel’s Building B. 

Also, approximately 13,336 sf of non-residential floor area would be located on the South Parcel. This 
would include approximately 6,531 sf of restaurant uses and 3,340 sf in outdoor dining areas in Building B 
and 3,465 sf for a leasing office in Building A on the South Parcel. 

C. PROPOSED LIVE-WORK UNITS 

The Project proposes a total of approximately 17 live-work units, with 10 units on the North Parcel and 
7 units on the South Parcel. These units would include 7 units with 3 levels, 2 bedrooms, and 1,850 sf of 
floor area in Building A on the South Parcel. The remaining 10 units would have 2 levels, 1 bedroom, and 
1,370 sf of floor area, with 7 live-work units in Building A and 3 units in Building C on the North Parcel.  
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D. PROPOSED LAND USE AND ZONING DESIGNATIONS 

The Project requires a General Plan Amendment (GPA) to change the land use designation from Light 
Industrial to Regional Commercial.  According to the General Plan Framework Element, Regional Centers 
are intended to serve as the focal points of commerce, identity, and activity for populations of 250,000 to 
500,000 persons. As defined by the Framework Element, Regional Centers are expected to contain a 
diversity of uses including professional offices, retail centers, and mixed-use housing and commercial 
developments (Los Angeles 2001). The Project is proposing a mix of residential- and neighborhood-serving 
retail uses, which would serve as a point of commerce and activity in the Chinatown community and is 
consistent with the General Plan’s Regional Center designation. Adjacent and nearby properties (e.g., 
parcels south and southwest of the Project site, as well as a few parcels to the west across North Broadway) 
are also designated Regional Commercial. 

The Project requires a zone change to change the zoning for the Project site from MR2 to C2. In addition, 
a height district change from Height District 1 to Height District 2D is also needed. The zone change to C2 
would make the zoning of the Project site consistent with the proposed Regional Commercial land-use 
designation and would allow for the development of the proposed mixed-use Project. With approval of the 
change to Height District 2, the allowable floor area ratio (FAR) in the C2 zone would be six times the 
buildable area of the lot. The D limitation is proposed to ensure a development that is compatible with the 
surrounding property and neighborhood. The C2-2D zoning would also be similar to the current zoning of 
parcels south and southwest of the Project site and across North Broadway. 

E. DESIGN AND ARCHITECTURE 

The proposed structures have been designed to increase pedestrian activity on the east side of North 
Broadway. A combination of restaurants, cafés, live-work units, two-story loft units, public open space, 
and residential lobby entrances front the public sidewalk along North Broadway. Each entryway has been 
designed to provide highly visible unobstructed views from public rights-of-way. All residential exit stairs 
would be open steel-frame structures to provide transparency and to integrate into the building architecture. 
All ground floor uses are designed to maximize the visual connection to the street by providing clear and 
unobstructed windows that are free of reflective glass coatings, exterior mounted gates, or security grills. 
Entrances to each building facing North Broadway are designed to be at grade level or raised approximately 
1.5 feet above the finished grade. The on-site structures have also been designed and located to create light 
and view corridors within and through the Project site.  

The building architecture reflects the industrial character of past land uses by utilizing cast-in-place 
concrete walls, structural steel, metal siding, concrete block, sand blasted brick, and glass. Variations in the 
textures, colors, and sizes of these materials are intended to allow for a unified design that links but 
differentiates the buildings. Building massing and scale is designed to provide vertical and horizontal plane 
changes along the facades of the buildings. Roof top terraces have been integrated into each building to 
provide outdoor amenity zones and to promote activity above the street level. 

Large open space areas are proposed in between the buildings to the Los Angeles State Historic Park along 
Broadway and to adjacent land uses to the north. View corridors have been provided from the pool pavilion 
on the South Parcel; from Cottage Home Street, Solano Avenue, and Casanova Street; along the proposed 
linear park at the central portion of the Project site; and for northern and southern views from North 
Broadway. These view corridors have also been designed to provide outdoor open space amenities for the 
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public and residents. Decorative gates and landscape plantings are proposed along North Broadway at the 
openings between buildings and to provide a continuous visual presence at the street level. 

F. OPEN SPACE, LANDSCAPING AND PUBLIC ART 

Open space areas have been located and distributed throughout the Project site. Each building would have 
outdoor open space areas designed for passive and active uses. These areas are located throughout the 
development and are designed to take advantage of the views of Downtown Los Angeles, as well as Los 
Angeles State Historic Park. Swimming pools, decks, amphitheater seating, outdoor movie theaters, lounge 
areas with fire pits, barbecue stations with dining areas, dog parks, playgrounds, viewing platforms, and 
multi-level amenities with viewing roof decks for social gatherings and events would be provided on-site. 
In addition, private and public plaza spaces would be provided throughout the Project site. Balconies have 
been provided throughout the buildings to augment rather than substitute for actively used common open 
spaces and recreational areas. Certain buildings would also provide unique “art walls” where local artists 
can be commissioned to promote their work and encourage community participation. 

The linear park located in the central portion of the Project site would provide a new public amenity that 
has been crafted to showcase the views of Downtown Los Angeles, the Los Angeles State Historic Park, 
Union Station, and the historic Zanja Madre Aqueduct (an uncovered section of the historic Los Angeles 
River that is adjacent to the Project site). Smaller terraced retaining walls would be used in the linear park 
linking the North and South Parcels. Walkways would connect the North and South Parcels and would be 
located where they would not have a grade elevation change of 30 feet or more. Along the ¼-mile path 
would be a series of perches that extend beyond the sidewalk to create new vistas and resting areas. Where 
the topography allows, new pocket plazas and a dog park have been situated at major intersections and level 
areas of the park.  

A total of approximately 141,328 sf of common open space areas would be provided by the Project at the 
ground level, which would be approximately 17,478 sf more than the required 123,850 sf. Approximately 
32 percent of the open space would be within the 44,540 sf linear park, 37 percent would be publicly 
accessible outdoor plazas, and 32 percent would be private plazas for use by Project residents. 

The landscaping plan includes new street trees along the east side of North Broadway to provide shade to 
pedestrians and to connect to a ¼-mile walking path that incorporates a series of perches that provide new 
vistas and resting areas that extend beyond the existing sidewalk. In total, the landscape plan will add 
approximately 264 trees to the Project site. The Project will incorporate a mix of native plant materials 
along with Mediterranean and Australian plants, which are suitable for the Southern California climate and 
are considered low water use. Shade trees would be provided in areas for active use and passive pedestrian 
areas. Evergreen screening trees and vine plantings would buffer views of the parking and podium levels 
above grade. 

G. ACCESS AND CIRCULATION, PARKING, AND BICYCLE AMENITIES 

Access to the Project would be provided by several driveways off North Broadway that would lead to 
loading areas at the ground level and the subterranean parking garages. A driveway off Spring Street at the 
southern end of the Project site would also lead into the South Parcel’s subterranean parking garage. 

A total of approximately 1,783 parking spaces would be provided on-site. A total of approximately 903 
parking spaces would be provided in 3 subterranean levels and 2 podium levels in the North Parcel’s 
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Building B. Approximately 18 would be accessible spaces and 28 would be electric vehicle (EV) charging 
stations. Bicycle parking spaces would also be provided, with 488 long-term spaces and 56 short-term 
spaces. 

A total of 880 parking spaces would be provided in 3 subterranean levels on the South Parcel. Of this total, 
18 would be accessible spaces and 27 would be EV charging stations. Bicycle parking spaces would also 
be provided, with 470 long-term spaces and 55 short-term spaces. Bicycle parking spaces would also be 
provided, with 470 long-term spaces and 55 short-term spaces. 

The exposed southeastern face of the multi‐level parking structures would incorporate architectural facade 
treatments along with climbing vines to provide a visually interesting “green wall,” as seen from the Metro 
Gold Line tracks, the Los Angeles State Historic Park, and areas farther southeast. 

H. ROADWAY AND PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS 

North Broadway is classified as Avenue II (Secondary Highway). The half street right-of-way width for 
this roadway classification is 43 feet, which includes a roadway pavement of 28 feet, as measured from the 
road centerline to the curb face and a 15-foot-wide parkway and sidewalk. In the existing condition, the 
half street right-of-way width of North Broadway is only 40 feet along the Project site frontage. This 
includes a roadway pavement width of 36 feet and a sidewalk ranging from 4 to 10 feet at the bus stop 
areas. As part of the Project, 3 feet of right-of-way width would be dedicated to the City of Los Angeles 
and would be incorporated into the public right-of-way to bring the total half street right-of-way width to 
43 feet and the total sidewalk width of 7 feet. If required by the City, the sidewalk could be further widened 
to more than 7 feet by reducing the street’s roadway pavement width accordingly.  

The proposed curb cuts for new driveways into the Project site have been located along North Broadway 
in a manner that does not reduce on-street parking.  Unused curb cuts and driveways would be replaced 
with sidewalks to maintain continuity for pedestrians. There would be no changes to existing signalized 
pedestrian crosswalks across North Broadway (at its intersections with Cottage Home Street, Bishop Road, 
Solano Avenue, Casanova Street, and Elysian Park Drive). However, the Project proposes a crosswalk with 
a signal at the northeastern tip of the Project site to connect with the adjacent Elysian Park. 

While the Project site and the segment of North Broadway fronting the site are located outside the Cornfield 
Arroyo Seco Specific Plan, Broadway Street is designated for Street Tree Variety No. 1, which includes a 
list of permitted street trees. The Project will incorporate appropriate street trees to be planted in tree wells 
along the sidewalk. 

I. LIGHTING AND SIGNAGE 

Architectural lighting is proposed to complement key architectural features of each building through the 
use of low profile; low wattage light-emitting diode (LED) building-mounted fixtures and fixtures 
integrated into the building facades. Low intensity LED luminaires, pedestrian poles, decorative lanterns, 
lighted bollards, and recessed step lights would also be used.  

Low glare fixtures and decorative fixtures would be located at the ground level of each building to create a 
sense of arrival and scale, and would include the use of building-mounted decorative fixtures, low level 
landscape lanterns, and floor lamps. Specialty LED accent lighting would be located on key wall art 
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displays, murals, and perforated screens on the exterior of each building (where applicable) to enhance the 
night time experience and to create a strong connection to the adjacent park and neighborhood. 

The security lighting for the exterior courtyards and pedestrian walkways would include a combination of 
low-intensity LED luminaries, pedestrian poles, decorative lanterns, bollards, and recessed step lights. All 
exterior lighting would be designed to meet minimum light levels for emergency egress and to comply with 
the requirements of the California Building Code (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) and the 
California Green Building Standards (CalGreen) Code. 

Signage would be located at a height and of size that is visible to pedestrians and that facilitates access to 
the building entrances. The signage program has not been fully developed and shall be presented upon 
completion. Existing billboards would be relocated, but would remain on-site. 

J. SUSTAINABILITY FEATURES 

The Project is a mixed-use, transit-oriented development within a Transit Priority Area (TPA) that would 
reduce the need for vehicle use for residents due to the Project site’s proximity to local destinations and 
alternative transportation opportunities. Residents of the Project could visit the on-site commercial uses or 
nearby commercial uses within walking distance, and those in the live-work units could avoid commuting 
entirely. In addition, the Project site is located near the Metro Gold Line Chinatown Station, which would 
allow residents and employees to go to and from the Project by light rail. The Project would be built in 
accordance with the CalGreen and LA Green Code and would incorporate water and energy conservation 
measures, as well as solid waste recycling and diversion programs.   

Lastly, Section 21100(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR include a detailed statement 
setting forth mitigation measures proposed to minimize a project’s significant effects on the environment, 
including, but not limited to, measures to reduce the wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of 
energy. Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines states that, in order to ensure that energy implications 
are considered in project decisions, the potential energy implications of a project shall be considered in an 
EIR, to the extent relevant and applicable to the project. Consistent with these requirements, the EIR to be 
prepared for the Project will include, but not be limited to, an analysis of Project consistency with applicable 
energy conservation requirements (e.g., Title 24 of the CBC, CALGreen, SCAG RTP requirements for 
promoting regional land use patterns that promote sustainability, City transportation demand management 
requirements, etc.), including identification of attributes of the Project and the energy conservation features 
proposed to ensure consistency with these requirements. 

K. UTILITIES 

The Project requires the abandonment and/or removal of existing utility connections and lines and the 
provision of new utility meters (for water, gas, and electrical services) and associated aboveground utility 
appurtenances that would be located primarily along North Broadway. These facilities would be 
appropriately screened via landscaping and/or building massing strategies. New on‐site electrical 
infrastructure would be provided via underground duct banks with at‐grade pad-mounted transformer 
equipment. All other utility service lines (i.e., water, sewer, gas, and phone/data lines) would be placed 
underground. 
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L. OFF-SITE FEATURES 

The Project would require minor off-site improvements, including the following: 

 A new crosswalk with a signal at the northeastern tip of the Project site to connect with the 
adjacent Elysian Park. 

 Demolition of a portion of an existing structure and associated surface parking located on the 
Project site would cause impacts to the remainder of the structure, located off-site. 

M. CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 

Construction of the Project would be phased, with development of the South Parcel occurring as Phase 1 
and development of the North Parcel occurring as Phase 2. Grading activities would involve over 187,000 
cubic yards of cut and soil export to accommodate the proposed subterranean parking levels.  

N. DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS- PROJECT APPROVALS 

Lead Agency  

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the public agency with the principal 
responsibility for carrying out or approving a project is referred to as the “Lead Agency” (State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15367). For the Elysian Park Lofts Project, the City of Los Angeles (City) is the Lead 
Agency and has determined that the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is the appropriate 
environmental document for the proposed Project. As such, the City is responsible for preparing the EIR 
and would review and consider the EIR in its discretion and approve, revise, or deny the Project with 
findings, as appropriate. The EIR would serve as the primary environmental document for implementation 
of the Project, including all required discretionary approvals for implementation.  

Discretionary approvals and permits required for implementation of the Project would include, but would 
not necessarily be limited to, the following: 

 A General Plan Amendment to change the land use designation of the Project site from Light 
Industrial to Regional Commercial, pursuant to Charter Section 555 and City of Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 11.5.6 and 12.32. 

 Zone Change to change the zoning for the Project site from MR2 to C2, pursuant to Charter 
Section 558 and LAMC Section 12.32.  

 Height district change from Height District 1 to Height District 2D, pursuant to Charter Section 
558 and LAMC Section 12.32.  

 A zoning administrator’s determination (ZAD) to permit a building height greater than specified 
in LAMC Section 12.21.1.A.10. 

 Approval of Site Plan Review for the development of more than 50 dwelling units, pursuant to 
Charter Section 558 and LAMC Section 16.05. 

 Vesting Tentative Tract Map (approval of VTTM 74548) that involves the dedication of a 3-foot-
wide strip along North Broadway to the City (resulting in a net acreage of 7.87 acres) and 
subdivision of the Project site into 13 lots consisting of 2 master lots and 11 airspace lots for 
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residential and commercial condominium purposes, pursuant to LAMC Section 17.15. The 
proposed lots include the following: 

o Lot 1: North Master (Ground) Lot 

o Lot 2: North Parking 

o Lot 3: North Commercial Space (5 commercial condominiums) 

o Lot 4: North Residential Space – Building B 

o Lot 5: North Residential Space – Building A 

o Lot 6: North Residential Space – Building C 

o Lot 7: South Master (Ground) Lot 

o Lot 8: South Parking 

o Lot 9: South Commercial Space (5 commercial condominiums) 

o Lot 10: South Residential Space – Community Center 

o Lot 11: South Residential Space – Building B 

o Lot 12: South Residential Space – Building A 

o Lot 13: South Residential Space – Building C 

 Approval of a Development Agreement pursuant to Sections 65864–65869.5 of the California 
Government Code. 

 Certification of the Environmental Impact Report. 

 Demolition permits. 

 Haul Route approval. 

 Grading, excavation, foundation, and associated building permits. 

 Original Art Mural approval for murals on several walls on the proposed buildings. 

 Other entitlements and approvals deemed necessary by the City to implement the Project. 

Responsible Agencies  

Public agencies other than the Lead Agency that have discretionary approval power or regulatory oversight 
over the proposed Project are considered “Responsible Agencies” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15381). 
The EIR would provide environmental information to responsible, trustee, and other public agencies that 
may be required to grant approvals or coordinate with the City as a part of Project implementation. These 
agencies may include, but are not limited to:  

 State Water Resources Control Board. For coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit. 

 Metropolitan Transportation Authority: For construction within 100 feet of the Metro Rail Line 
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ATTACHMENT B: 
EXPLANATION OF CHECKLIST DETERMINATIONS 

 

 
1. AESTHETICS 

Would the project:  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. SB 743 (PRC §21099(d)) sets forth criteria for evaluating certain transit-
oriented infill projects under CEQA, as follows: “Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use 
residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be considered 
significant impacts on the environment.” The related City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning 
Zoning Information File ZI No. 2451 provides further instruction concerning the definition of transit 
priority projects and affirms that aesthetics need not be evaluated in environmental documentation prepared 
in accordance with CEQA for these projects. Since the Project qualifies as [a residential] [a mixed use 
residential] [an employment center] project on an infill site within a transit priority area, its potential 
aesthetic effects need not be studied in the Draft EIR.  

For additional context related to this threshold, the Project site is located in a highly urbanized area northeast 
of Chinatown and Downtown Los Angeles. It is adjacent to the Los Angeles State Historic Park and the 
Metro Gold Line tracks on its southeastern border, with commercial and multi-family residential uses and 
Radio Hill Gardens located on the northern and western sides of the Project site. Existing uses of the Project 
site are limited to single-story industrial buildings and outdoor storage, staging areas for vehicles and 
equipment, and billboards.  

The Project would remove existing structures and introduce mid- to high-level buildings, ranging from 2 to 
14 stories. The Project development would be separated onto two parcels (i.e., North and South Parcels) 
with a linear park to connect the parcels, allowing for a wide view corridor between the Los Angeles State 
Historic Park to the southeast, and the Radio Hill Gardens and developed land uses to the northwest. As 
shown on Exhibit 7, View Corridor Diagram, the arrangement of the Project’s buildings would allow for 
view corridors of the Los Angeles State Historic Park from the following locations: through the proposed 
pool pavilion, from Cottage Home Street; from the residences and pedestrians on North Broadway; from 
Solano Avenue; and from Casanova Avenue. The Project site is not located on a ridgeline, nor is it part of 
a designated scenic vista identified in local planning documents by the City of Los Angeles. As discussed 
above, in compliance with SB 743 and the City’s Zoning Information File ZI No. 2451, no analysis of this 
issue will be provided in the Draft EIR.  

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a city-designated scenic highway? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is not located adjacent to an officially designated State 
Scenic Highway, although it is near the State-designated Arroyo Seco Historic Parkway located 0.12-mile 
northwest of the Project site (Caltrans 2011). The Project site is not readily visible from the nearest vantage 
point on the Arroyo Seco Historic Parkway due to distance, topography, and intervening structures. 

The nearest City-designated Scenic Highway to the Project site is on Stadium Way, which stretches from 
the I-5 Freeway to the State Route 110 (SR-110) Freeway. This portion of Stadium Way, which winds 
through Elysian Park, is located approximately 0.12-mile northwest of the Project site and views toward 



Source: Newman Garrison + Partners, 2017
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the Project site are obscured due to existing buildings and distance. Additionally, the portion of the Project 
site that could be visible from Stadium Way (via views down Bishops Road) is the central portion of the 
Project site that would be landscaped with pedestrian paths and would have no buildings to obstruct views. 
As discussed above, in compliance with SB 743 and the City’s Zoning Information File ZI No. 2451, no 
analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would replace existing asphalt paved/storage areas and low-
rise industrial buildings with new mid- to high-level buildings, from 2 to 14 stories. The Project would 
introduce approximately 648,030 sf of floor area to the North Parcel and 513,770 sf to the South Parcel, 
consisting of various residential and commercial uses, parking and supporting recreational amenities. The 
Project would not degrade the existing visual character of the Project site; rather, it would be changed from 
a largely undeveloped industrial/storage site to an active, enhanced pedestrian environment with a mix of 
land uses that comprise a transit-oriented community. As discussed above, in compliance with SB 743 and 
the City’s Zoning Information File ZI No. 2451, no analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would introduce new light sources in the form of various 
outdoor lighting (building mounted fixtures, low intensity light-emitting diode [LED] luminaires, 
pedestrian poles, decorative lanterns, floor lamps, lighted bollards, recessed step lights, and accent lighting) 
at the ground floor plaza, outdoor dining areas, walkways, and lighted signs to promote visibility and 
security. All exterior lighting would be designed to meet minimum light levels for emergency egress and 
to comply with the requirements of the California Building Code (Title 24 of the California Code of 
Regulations) and the California Green Building Standards (CalGreen) Code. In addition, the Project would 
be required to comply with Chapter IX, Article 3, Section 93.0117 of the City of Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC), which applies to any exterior luminaire, multi-head luminaire, lamp holder, or sign light 
source. As discussed above, in compliance with SB 743 and the City’s Zoning Information File ZI No. 
2451, no analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

2. AGRICULTURE / FOREST 

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 Department 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 does not support any agricultural uses or activities. It is currently developed 
with several buildings, parking lots, outdoor storage areas, staging areas, and disturbed/developed areas. 
Based on a review of the current (2016) Los Angeles County Important Farmland Map produced by the 
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California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP), there is 
no land designated as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Farmland 
of Local Importance on or near the Project site (FMMP 2017). Due to the predominance of urban 
development in the southern and central portions of Los Angeles County where the site is located, this area 
was not included in the FMMP mapping effort. As such, there are no designated farmlands in or near the 
Project site. Thus, no impact on Farmlands would occur with the Project.  No further analysis of this issue 
will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act Contract? 

No Impact. Refer to Threshold 2(a) above. The Project site is zoned MR2-1 (Restricted Light Industrial), 
and there is no Williamson Act contract on the site or on areas near the site.  Thus, no impact on existing 
zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act Contract would occur with the Project. No further analysis 
of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 
Code § 12220 (g)), timberland (as defined in Public Resources Code § 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined in Government Code § 51104(g))? 

No Impact. There are no forests on or near the Project site (USFS 2017). The Project site is not zoned as 
forest land as defined by Section 1220(g) of the California Public Resources Code; as timberland as defined 
by Section 4526 of the California Public Resources Code; or as timberland zoned for timberland production 
as defined by Section 51104(g) of the California Public Resources Code. The existing zoning for the Project 
site is MR2-1, Restricted Light Industrial. The proposed Project would not cause the rezoning of forest 
land, timberland, or timberland zoned for timberland production. No impact on forest land or timberland 
would occur with the Project. No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

No Impact. Refer to Threshold 2(c) above. There is no forest land on or near the Project site that may be 
affected by the Project. No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

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. Refer to Threshold 2(c) above. The Project would not convert farmland or forestland to other 
uses.  No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

3. 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 Air Quality Management Plan or Congestion 
Management Plan? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would generate short-term, construction-related and long-term 
operational air pollutant emissions that have the potential to affect local and regional air quality. Further 
evaluation in the Draft EIR would determine whether this Project would conflict with the South Coast Air 
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Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD’s) 2016 Air Quality Management Plan and the Congestion 
Management Program administered by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(Metro). These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would generate pollutant emissions during short-term 
construction and long-term operation and occupancy. An air quality analysis will be conducted to determine 
whether the mobile and stationary air pollutant emissions associated with the Project would violate any air 
quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. These potential 
impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the air basin 
is nonattainment (ozone, PM10, PM2.5) under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Refer to Threshold 3(b) above. The Project, along with several other 
developments planned or proposed near the Project site, could cause a considerable cumulative net increase 
of a criteria pollutant for which the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB) is in non-attainment. These potential 
impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Potentially Significant Impact. There are parks located near the Project site as well as residences and a 
school west of the Project site that would be considered sensitive receptors. The air quality analysis will 
determine whether the potential mobile and stationary air emissions associated with the Project could result 
in exposure of sensitive receptors to significant concentrations of air pollutants. The nearest sensitive 
receptors (residential properties and a high school located across North Broadway from the Project site, and 
receptors at the Los Angeles State Historic Park, Elysian Park, and Radio Hill Gardens) could be exposed 
to substantial pollutant concentrations.  

Additionally, the Project site is within 1,000 feet of the SR-110 (Arroyo Parkway Boulevard) and therefore 
requires the preparation of a site-specific health risk assessment (HRA). The HRA would identify air quality 
levels at Project site based upon variables such as location, distance to the freeway, and prevailing wind 
patterns. The HRA would disclose potential health risks to future residents or occupants that may result 
from the Project, and offer best practices to improve health outcomes. These potential impacts will be 
analyzed further in the Draft EIR.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed commercial and residential land uses are not expected to 
create unusual or objectionable odors. No odor-generating land uses (e.g. industrial, solid waste, wastewater 
treatment) are proposed. Some odors may be associated with the operation of diesel engines during 
construction activities. However, these odors are typical of urbanized environments and would be subject 
to construction and air quality regulations, including proper maintenance of machinery, in order to minimize 
engine emissions. These emissions are also of short duration, and odors would quickly disperse into the 
atmosphere. Proposed residential uses would not generate objectionable odors. Future on-site commercial 
uses that may emit odors (from proposed restaurants) are required to secure appropriate permits from the 
SCAQMD to reduce off-site odors. Compliance with SCAQMD rules and permit requirements would 
ensure that no objectionable odors would be created by the Project; therefore, the Project would not create 
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objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. No further analysis of this issue will be 
provided in the Draft EIR. 

4. 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 an urbanized area of the City of Los Angeles, and is currently 
developed with several buildings, parking lots, outdoor storage areas, staging areas, and 
disturbed/developed areas. Existing annual grasses, shrubs, and trees would be removed during Project 
construction. However, due to the urbanized and disturbed nature of the Project site, the site does not 
support habitat for candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or by 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Thus, no 
impact on sensitive species would occur with the Project. No further analysis of this issue will be provided 
in the Draft EIR. 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations by the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

No Impact. As discussed above in Threshold 4(a), the Project site is located in a highly urbanized area of 
Los Angeles. Review of aerial photographs by qualified biologists shows that there are no natural drainage 
streams or open channels on the Project site. The Project is northwest of the Los Angeles River, which the 
USFWS has identified as wetland habitat. However, there are no riparian or other sensitive natural 
vegetation communities located on the Project site. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not 
result in a substantial adverse impact to riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities, and no 
impact would occur. No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

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 above in Threshold 4(a), the Project site is in a highly urbanized area of Los 
Angeles. There are no jurisdictional waterways located on the Project site. No impacts to wetlands would 
result from Project implementation.  No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Wildlife corridors and habitat linkages are features that promote habitat 
connectivity and are generally characterized as undisturbed canyon and riverine stream habitat areas. The 
Project site does not serve as a key wildlife movement corridor due to its disturbed and developed nature 
and the presence of roads, railroad tracks, and urban development around the Project site.  

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibits activities that result in the direct take (defined as killing 
or possession) of a migratory bird. Additionally, Sections 3503 and 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game 
Code make it unlawful to take, possess, or destroy the nests and eggs of birds of prey. Section 3513 of the 
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California Fish and Game Code duplicates the federal protection of migratory birds and prohibits the taking 
and possession of any migratory non-game bird, as designated in the MBTA. The Project would be required 
to comply with the MBTA by preventing the disturbance of nesting birds during Project construction 
activities. This would generally involve clearing the Project site of all vegetation outside the nesting season, 
or if construction would commence within the nesting season, conducting a pre-construction nesting bird 
survey to determine the presence of nesting birds or active nests at the Project site. Any active nests and 
nesting birds must be protected from disturbance by construction activities through buffers between nest 
sites and construction activities. The buffer areas may be removed only after the birds have fledged.  

The Project site is developed with several buildings, and the Project site is enclosed by several fences, with 
the Metro Gold Line tracks located adjacent and parallel to the southeastern Project boundary. North 
Broadway, a major arterial in the City, is located to the northwest. The developed and disturbed character 
of the Project site and associated fencing impedes wildlife movement through the Project site. Wildlife at 
Elysian Park and Radio Hill Gardens do not have opportunities to use the Project site for wildlife movement 
due to the presence of North Broadway between the Project site and these parks. Also, there are no on-site 
drainages or ponds that may serve as habitat for migratory fish species. Due to the presence of physical 
barriers at the Project site, the Project would not affect the movement of any native resident or land-based 
wildlife species, nor would it affect established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. The Project 
would not 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. Therefore, the Project would not interfere substantially 
with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. No further 
analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

No Impact. As part of the Project, existing vegetation, including trees, would be removed; however, the 
existing trees are not protected by the City. As indicated in Appendix A, Tree Report, there are 20 trees on 
the site with a diameter at breast height of 8 inches or greater. These included 18 Canary Island date palm 
(Phoenix canariensis) trees, 1 Mexican fan palm (Washingtonia robusta), and 1 desert fan palm 
(Washingtonia filifera) tree. The Canary Island date palm trees are located at the northeastern section of the 
site, clustered together at the northern end except for one tree, and the Mexican fan palm and Desert fan 
palm trees are located at the southwestern section, generally north of Cottage Home Street. These trees are 
not protected under the City of Los Angeles Native Tree Protection Ordinance; this ordinance protects oak 
trees (Quercus sp.) that are indigenous to California, but excludes the scrub oak (Quercus dumosa), as well 
as the Southern California black walnut (Juglans californica var. californica); western sycamore (Platanus 
racemosa); and California bay laurel (Umbellularia californica) trees with a diameter at breast height of 
four inches or greater (The Tree Resource 2016).  

The 20 existing non-protected significant trees on the Project site would be removed as part of the 
construction of the Project. As proposed, the Project would add approximately 264 trees to the Project site. 
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. No further analysis of this issue will be provided 
in the Draft EIR. 

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. The Project site is located in a highly urbanized area of Los Angeles, and there is no adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan for the site or the surrounding area. 
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No conflict with a Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan would occur with 
the Project. No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines § 15064.5? 

Potentially Significant Impact. There are buildings on the Project site that may be over 50 years old and 
therefore may the potential to be historically significant. All on-site buildings would be demolished as a 
part of the Project. The historic alignment of the Zanja Madre, which was an aqueduct that connected early 
residents to water from the Los Angeles River for drinking, washing, cooking, and irrigation, is in the 
vicinity of the Project site. Additionally, the Project site is within the boundaries of the Historic Cultural 
Monument No. 82. The Project site is adjacent to the Los Angeles State Historic Park and within the 
Chinatown neighborhood, which contains important cultural resources. A historic resource evaluation will 
be conducted as part of the Draft EIR to evaluate the significance of existing buildings and to assess the 
direct and indirect impacts to historic resources, if present, resulting from implementation of the Project. 
These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064.5? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is a developed area and has been previously graded and 
disturbed. Thus, no surface archaeological resources are expected to be present. However, excavation into 
underlying native soils (i.e., non-artificial geologic materials) through trenching, excavation, and grading 
for subterranean parking levels has the potential to encounter unknown archaeological and/or 
paleontological resources. A cultural resources study will be conducted as part of the Draft EIR to determine 
whether the Project site has potential to contain archaeological and paleontological resources. These 
potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is a developed area and has been subject to previous 
excavation activities for existing structures and site improvements. However, excavation into underlying 
native soils (i.e., non-artificial geologic materials) through trenching, excavation, and grading for three 
subterranean parking levels has the potential to encounter unknown paleontological resources. A cultural 
resources study will be conducted as part of the Draft EIR to determine whether the Project site has potential 
to contain paleontological resources. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. As stated in response to Thresholds 5(a)–5(c), the Project site is developed 
with several structures and paved areas and has been previously disturbed. The Project site is not known to 
have been utilized for religious or sacred purposes or as a burial area. If human remains are uncovered 
during excavation activities, the contractor would need to comply with Section 7050.5 of the California 
Health and Safety Code and Section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code on the proper 
identification, treatment, and disposition of the remains. This includes notification of the County Coroner 
within 24 hours of the discovery; protection of the discovery site from further disturbance; County Coroner 
notification of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) if the remains are believed to be Native 
American; NAHC notification of the persons to be the most likely descendant (MLD) of the deceased 
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Native American; and MLD inspection and recommendation on the disposition of the human remains, 
which may include scientific removal and non-destructive analysis of the human remains and any items 
associated with Native American burials or reburial of the remains with appropriate dignity on the property 
in a location that will not be subject to further subsurface disturbance. Therefore, the Project would not 
have a significant potential to disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries. No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

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, caused in whole or in part by the project’s exacerbation of 
the existing environmental conditions? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42. 

Less than Significant Impact. There is no active or potentially active earthquake fault on the Project 
site or that extends into the Project site. The Project site is also not located within a designated Alquist-
Priolo Fault Zone. The closest Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone is along the Hollywood Fault, approximately 
3.48 miles north of the Project site, as shown on Exhibit 8, Alquist-Priolo Fault Zones. The 
Geotechnical Engineering Investigation prepared by Geotechnologies, Inc. for the Project site, included 
as Appendix B of this Initial Study, states that there may be two unnamed faults cutting across the 
Project site; however, their locations are doubtful, other geological maps do not show these faults, and 
the soil borings taken on-site do not indicate evidence of faulting (Geotechnologies 2015). Therefore, 
the potential for fault rupture on the Project site is considered low. Nevertheless, these potential impacts 
will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR.  

 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking caused in whole or in part by the project’s exacerbation of the 
existing environmental conditions? 

Less than Significant Impact. The primary seismic hazard on the Project site, as with all of Southern 
California, is ground shaking due to the presence of major active faults. Increases in the on-site 
population due to the proposed development of residential and non-residential uses could result in the 
increased exposure of persons and property to ground shaking hazards at the Project site. However, the 
design, construction, quality of materials, use and occupancy, location, and maintenance of all buildings 
and structures erected or to be erected within the City must comply with Chapter IX, Building 
Regulations, of the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code. Compliance with the City’s Building Code 
would ensure the structural stability of the proposed Project. This would require design and construction 
of proposed structures and infrastructure to account for ground shaking hazards; through adherence to 
the seismic design criteria in the California Building Code; and with incorporation of the 
recommendations in the geotechnical report prepared for the Project. Thus, impacts related to ground 
shaking would be considered less than significant. Nevertheless, these potential impacts will be 
analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 
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 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction, caused in whole or in part by the 
project’s exacerbation of the existing environmental conditions? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Liquefaction refers to a process by which water-saturated granular 
soils transform from a solid to a liquid state during strong ground shaking. Liquefaction usually occurs 
during or shortly after a large earthquake. The movement of saturated soils during seismic events from 
ground shaking can result in soil instability and possible structural damage. Groundwater levels at the 
Project site were historically 20 feet below grade (Geotechnologies 2015). These potential impacts will 
be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

iv) Landslides, caused in whole or in part by the project’s exacerbation of the existing 
environmental conditions?  

Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is not located adjacent to a mapped landslide. On-site 
elevations at the South Parcel range from 330 feet above mean sea level (msl) on North Broadway to 
291 feet above msl at the Metro Gold Line tracks. On-site elevations at the North Parcel range from 
348 feet above msl on North Broadway to 301 feet above msl at the Metro Gold Line tracks. While 
there are slopes at the Project site, there was no indication of slope instability during the subsurface 
exploration of the Project site, as discussed in the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation. Also, the 
existing slopes in areas where buildings and subterranean parking levels are proposed would be 
removed as part of the Project. Therefore, no impact related to the potential for landslides would occur 
and the Project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides (Geotechnologies 2015).  No further analysis of 
this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?  

Less Than Significant Impact. Grading and excavation activities associated with the proposed Project 
would result in the disruption of on-site soils and the exposure of uncovered soils to potential erosion due 
wind, rain, and surface water runoff during the construction phases. The Project would be required to 
implement erosion-control measures, in compliance with the applicable National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit, issued by the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB), which requires preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and 
identification of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for temporary erosion control. This would reduce 
erosion during construction activities at the Project site. In addition, the Project would result in the creation 
of impervious surfaces over those currently existing on the Project site, which would reduce the potential 
for long-term erosion. Compliance with the requirements of the Construction General Permit would reduce 
impacts to less than significant levels. No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

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, caused in whole or in part by the project’s exacerbation of the existing 
environmental conditions?  

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would be exposed to local geologic hazards, and proposed 
grading and excavation activities associated with the Project would change the local geology. The soil and 
geologic characteristics of the Project site will be discussed further in the Draft EIR and be based on the 
findings of the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation for the Project, which includes recommendations 
for preventing hazards associated with landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction and collapse. 
These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR.  
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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 caused in whole or in part by the project’s exacerbation 
of the existing environmental conditions?  

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project’s Geotechnical Engineering Investigation indicates that the 
on-site geological materials, which include alluvium and bedrock, are in the very low expansion index 
range. Thus, reinforcing beyond the minimum required by City Department of Building and Safety is not 
required (Geotechnologies 2015). Therefore, potential impacts related to hazards associated with expansive 
soils would be less than significant. No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of on-site wastewater treatment systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 

No Impact. The proposed Project would be connected to the municipal sewer system and does not propose 
the use of septic tanks or other on-site wastewater treatment systems. Therefore, there would be no impact 
related to soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of on-site wastewater treatment systems. No 
further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

7. 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 generate greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions that have the potential to directly or indirectly have a significant impact on the 
environment. GHG emissions from the Project will be addressed and quantified in the Draft EIR to 
determine their significance. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project would result in construction and operational 
activities that would generate GHGs. In addition, the Project would increase the resident population, 
households, and employees at the Project site. Project consistency with applicable plans, policies, and 
regulations related to the reduction of GHG emissions will be analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project:  

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

Less than Significant Impact. Grading and construction activities would involve the transport, storage, 
use, and disposal of hazardous materials such as paint, solvents, oil, grease, and fuel for construction 
equipment. Hazardous materials used during construction would be handled, stored, transported, and 
disposed of according to applicable federal, State, and local health and safety requirements. 

The proposed Project consists of residential and commercial uses, and these uses typically do not generate 
hazardous emissions, nor do they involve the routine use, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials in 
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quantities that may pose hazards to the public. Hazardous materials used on-site would consist of common 
commercial cleansers, solvents, paints, pesticides, fertilizers, and other maintenance and janitorial 
materials, and compliance with existing regulations on the use, storage, disposal and transport of these 
materials would minimize any hazards to the public, and impacts would be less than significant. 
Nevertheless, these potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR.  

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

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is currently used for vehicle and equipment storage and 
as a construction staging/bus parking area. Existing hazardous materials at the Project site will be identified 
based on the findings of the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), including the presence of 
asbestos and lead-based paint in existing structures and site improvements. The Project site has also been 
identified to have one plugged oil well on-site and one plugged oil well adjacent to the Project site 
(Geotechnologies 2015). In addition, the southern portion of the site is located within the City’s designated 
Methane Zone and Methane Buffer Zone (Los Angeles 2004). Methane testing will be conducted to 
determine hazards that may be posed by methane to future residents, visitors, and employees at the Project 
site. The findings of the Phase I ESA regarding hazardous materials, oil wells, and methane levels will be 
discussed in the Draft EIR.  

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. Cathedral High School is located approximately 180 feet west of the 
Project site across North Broadway. During the Project’s construction phases, the contractor is expected to 
comply with existing regulations, and there would be a limited risk of accidental release of hazardous 
emissions and hazardous materials (e.g., gasoline, oil, or other fluids) associated with the use and 
maintenance of construction equipment. Compliance with the applicable federal, state, and local regulations 
related to hazardous materials would reduce the risks to the nearby school from potential hazardous 
emissions or acutely hazardous materials to a less than significant level. 

The long-term operation and occupancy of the proposed commercial and residential uses would involve the 
transport, use, storage, and disposal of various hazardous materials, such as paint, solvents, pesticides, 
fertilizers, and other maintenance and cleaning products. However, these hazardous materials would be in 
limited quantities and would be used, stored, disposed of, and transported in accordance with applicable 
federal, state, and local regulations. The Project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous 
or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing school. 
Nevertheless, these potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code § 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?  

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site is currently used as a vehicle and equipment storage area 
and as a construction staging/bus parking area. Hazardous materials use from past or current land uses will 
be addressed in the Phase I ESA, and the findings of the Phase I ESA will be discussed in the Draft EIR. 
The Phase I ESA will include a review of government records and determination on the inclusion of the 
Project site in various government databases as a contaminated site, hazardous waste generator, or a site 
subject to clean-up activities. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 
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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. There is no public airport located within 2 miles of the Project site. The nearest airport to the 
Project site is the El Monte Airport, located approximately 10.8 miles northeast of the Project site. The 
Project site is outside the Airport Influence Area for this airport (ALUC 2004). The Project site is also 
outside the areas where Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) notification is required; the Project does 
not propose structures over 200 feet in height where rooftop lighting or markings are required (per the Code 
of Federal Regulations, Title 14, Part 77). No impacts related to airport hazards are anticipated with the 
Project.  No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

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.  The Project Site is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  No impact would occur, 
and no mitigation measures are required.  No further evaluation of this topic in an EIR is required. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities may result in temporary lane obstruction along North 
Broadway during landscaping and sidewalk construction and during any cross-walk construction. 
Preparation of a Worksite Traffic Control Plan (LADOT) would be required, in compliance with the 
California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD). Typical worksite traffic control 
requirements during construction may include, but not be limited to, appropriate traffic-control devices to 
ensure public safety; City approval for any lane or sidewalk closures; adequate signage and striping for lane 
closures; flaggers with stop/slow paddles to manage traffic; installation of signage for tow/away and no 
stopping zones; coordination with residences and businesses regarding driveway access; and maintenance 
of pedestrian access that is compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Long-term operation 
and occupancy of the proposed Project would also increase the volume of traffic on local and regional 
roadway networks, which serve as emergency response and evacuation routes. However, the Project would 
be required to design, construct, and maintain structures, roadways, and facilities to provide adequate access 
in compliance with applicable local, regional, state, and/or federal requirements related to emergency access 
and evacuation plans. North Broadway is not a County-designated disaster route, and the Project site is not 
included as part of an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan (DPW 2014). 
Therefore, impacts on emergency response and evacuation would be less than significant. No further 
analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

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 not located within a designated Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
(VHFHSZ) area, but Elysian Park and Radio Hill Gardens are each in a VHFHSZ, and these parks are 
located across North Broadway from the Project site (CalFire 2011). The Project site would be graded and 
developed with structures, which would require removal of on-site annual grasses that may serve as wildfire 
“fuel” sources. Also, North Broadway separates the Project site from wildfire hazards at Elysian Park and 
Radio Hill Gardens. Impacts related to wildland fires would be less than significant with Project compliance 
with applicable City fire codes and ordinances. No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the 
Draft EIR.  
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. Demolition, grading, and excavation activities associated with 
construction of the proposed Project would result in the potential for pollutants to enter the stormwater. The 
requirements of the NPDES Construction General Permit for preparation of an SWPPP and identification 
of BMPs for temporary construction-phase BMPs that would be implemented by the Project to reduce 
stormwater pollutants will be addressed in the Draft EIR. In addition, long-term changes in storm-water 
quality would occur with the replacement of the vehicle and equipment storage and construction staging/bus 
parking areas with the proposed residential and commercial uses and parking areas. The Project would 
include permanent BMPs to reduce long-term storm-water pollution, in accordance with the Los Angeles 
County Municipal NPDES Permit and City requirements in accordance with the Low Impact Development 
Ordinance and for a Standard Urban Stormwater Management Plan (SUSMP). These potential impacts will 
be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

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 preexisting nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned land uses for which permits have been granted)? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project site has two groundwater monitoring wells (associated with 
groundwater remediation activities at the former Union Pacific Railroad facility (Cornfield Yard) (Cardno 
2015), but these wells would not be used to provide water to the Project and no groundwater well is 
proposed on-site. Also, the Project site is not used as a groundwater recharge area. The Project site would 
convert areas of currently unpaved pervious surfaces into paved/non-pervious surfaces, which would affect 
the amount of stormwater infiltration on the Project site. However, the Project would be required to comply 
with the City’s Low Impact Development Ordinance, which requires on-site infiltration of stormwater 
flows. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

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. The Project would require the demolition of all on-site structures and the 
grading/excavation of soils to accommodate the subterranean parking and buildings, which would 
substantially alter the current Project site drainage patterns. During construction, the Project would be 
required to implement erosion-control measures in compliance with the applicable NPDES Construction 
General Permit.  

In the long term, the Project would result in the creation of impervious surfaces over those currently existing 
on the Project site, which would reduce the potential for long-term erosion or siltation at off-site areas. 
There are several storm drain inlets at the Project site, and the Project area is served by underground storm 
drainage facilities that discharge into the concrete-lined Los Angeles River (located 0.1 to 0.5 mile east of 
the site) (Rand McNally 2003). The Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage patterns on 
the site or area in a manner that would result in the substantial erosion or siltation on-site and would not 
affect off-site streams or the adjacent Los Angeles River. Nevertheless, these potential impacts will be 
analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 
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d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would change drainage patterns on the Project site and would 
have the potential to increase runoff volumes and rates due to the increase in impervious surfaces at the 
Project site. Approximately 66.8 percent of the Project site would be covered with buildings, with another 
15.4 percent paved and the remaining 17.8 percent landscaped. Stormwater runoff from the Project site 
would be directed into underground storm drain lines that connect to the Los Angeles River. Increases in 
the rate and/or amount of surface runoff have the potential to affect downstream properties. These potential 
impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

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? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would change drainage patterns on the Project site and would 
be required to reduce pollutants entering the stormwater through construction-phase BMPs in accordance 
with the NPDES Construction General Permit and through permanent BMPs, in accordance with the Los 
Angeles County Municipal NPDES Permit and City requirements for SUSMP compliance. The capacity of 
existing storm drainage systems to accommodate runoff from the Project site, and the potential generation 
of stormwater pollutants by the Project could result in impacts to the stormwater drainage system. These 
potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR.  

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Refer to Thresholds 9(a) and 9(e) above. The Project would be connected 
to the existing storm drainage facilities that convey stormwater to the Los Angeles River. Stormwater 
pollutants from the Project site and the potential for degradation of stormwater quality in the Los Angeles 
River will be analyzed based on the findings of the hydrology and water quality studies that will be 
completed for the Project. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

g) Place housing within a 100‐year flood hazard area as mapped on federal Flood Hazard Boundary 
or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

No Impact. The Project site is located outside the 100-year and 500-year floodplains, as designated by the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), although the adjacent Los Angeles River is within the 
100-year floodplain (FEMA 2008). The Project would not place housing within the 100-year floodplain, 
and no impact would occur. No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

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

No Impact. Refer to Threshold 9(g) above. The Project would not place any structures within the 100-year 
floodplain, and no impact would occur. No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

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? 

No Impact. There are no levees or dams located near the Project site that may result in flooding at the 
Project site in the event of levee or dam failure. According to the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency’s (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) No. 06037C1628F, dated September 26, 2008, the 
Project Site is located within Zone X, which depicts areas determined to be outside the 0.2 percent (500-
year) annual chance floodplain. The Project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
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loss, injury, or death involving flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. No further analysis of 
this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR.  

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

No Impact. There are no large bodies of water located near the Project site that may lead to flooding at the 
site in the event of a seiche. The Project site is located approximately 14.5 miles inland from the Pacific 
Ocean and would not be affected by a tsunami (sea wave) and is not located within a designated tsunami 
hazard area (City of Los Angeles 1996). While the site is sloped, there was no indication of slope instability 
during the subsurface exploration of the Project site, as discussed in the Geotechnical Engineering 
Investigation (Geotechnologies 2015). Also, the existing slopes in areas where buildings and subterranean 
parking levels are proposed would be excavated as part of the Project, and other areas would be landscaped.  
Therefore, no impacts related to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow would occur. No further 
analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact. The Project site is located in a highly urbanized area characterized by a mix of land uses. The 
Project site runs adjacent to an existing commercial corridor along North Broadway and separates existing 
commercial and residential uses from the Gold Line tracks. The Project would serve to foster the growth of 
the existing community by converting property designated as Light Industrial to Regional Commercial. The 
Project is proposing a mix of residential and neighborhood-serving retail uses, which would serve as a point 
of commerce and activity in the community and be consistent with the General Plan’s Regional Center 
designation. Adjacent and nearby properties are also designated Regional Commercial. In addition to 
increasing housing and retail opportunities, the Project includes a landscape, lighting and pedestrian 
circulation plan that would activate the extended frontage of the Project Site along Broadway and adjacent 
to the Chinatown Gold Line station. Furthermore, the Project is providing publicly accessible open space. 
Therefore, the Project would not physically divide Chinatown or other established communities. No further 
analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

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 requires a General Plan amendment, zone change, and height 
district change. The Draft EIR will discuss the proposed General Plan amendment, zone change, and height 
district change, and address Project consistency with the goals, objectives, and policies of the City’s General 
Plan, Central City North Community Plan, Zoning Code, and other applicable land use policies and 
programs. Further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR to demonstrate the proposed 
Project’s consistency with the City’s land use plans and programs.  

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?  

No Impact. The Project site is located in a highly urbanized area of Los Angeles, and there is no adopted 
Habitat Conservation Plan for the Project site or the surrounding area. No conflict with a Habitat 
Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan would occur with the Project. No further 
analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 
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11. 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? 

Less than Significant Impact. The California Department of Conservation’s Information Warehouse: 
Mineral Land Classification map and associated Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) report 
show that the Project site is partially located within MRZ-2, which is an area where adequate information 
indicates that significant mineral deposits are present or where it is judged that a high likelihood for their 
presence exists (CDMG 1979). This designation is related to the Project site’s location near the Los Angeles 
River, which is designated as MRZ-2 near the Project site. However, the Los Angeles River, east of the 
Project site, is concrete-lined, and there are no mineral extraction activities on or near the River or the 
Project site. Also, there are no large undeveloped areas along the River that may be subject to future mineral 
extraction activities.  

According to the City’s Safety Element of the General Plan, the Project site is adjacent to the Los Angeles 
City Oil Field. According to the State of California Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and 
Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), the Project site contains one plugged/abandoned oil well in the North 
Parcel (i.e. Ventura Oil Company, API #03716588), which is not within the Los Angeles City Oil Field. 
The well was never a producing well, was considered to be a “dry hole,” and was abandoned in 1958 
(DOGGR 2017). A second well located adjacent to the South Parcel (i.e. McKenzie, API #03716580) is 
also listed as plugged/abandoned and has no available records of any history of production or injection 
(DOGGR 2017). The Project site was not a contributing component of the Los Angeles Oil Field, either 
historically or currently, and does not contribute to the availability of known mineral resources. The wells 
identified by DOGGR that are near the South Parcel of the Project site are either identified as plugged or 
buried, and are located beneath developed and occupied land uses to the west of North Broadway. 
Therefore, the Project would not lead to the loss of regionally significant mineral resources. No further 
analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. Refer to Threshold 11(a) above. The Project site is located near the Los 
Angeles Oil Field, which is generally located west of the Project site. However, the wells within the Los 
Angeles Oil Field in the vicinity of the Project site are not in active production. Thus, the Project would not 
result in the loss of locally important mineral resources, as associated with aggregate materials on and near 
the Los Angeles River, or oil and gas resources associated with the Los Angeles Oil Field. No further 
analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

12. NOISE 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?  

Potentially Significant Impact. Noise from the proposed Project would occur during short-term 
construction associated with on-site heavy equipment and excavation of soils required for the subterranean 
parking. Noise would also be generated by the long-term occupancy and operation of the Project. A noise 
analysis will be prepared to address potential noise impacts from the Project, and compliance with the City’s 
noise standards in the Los Angeles General Plan and the noise regulations in Chapter XI of the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 
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b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project would generate noise during construction due to 
construction vehicular traffic, demolition, excavation, grading, and building construction. Short-term noise 
levels would likely be higher than existing ambient noise levels in the Project area but would cease upon 
completion of construction. Construction noise impacts may exceed standards set forth in the City’s Noise 
Ordinance, and construction activities (e.g., demolition and excavation activities) may also result in 
vibration impacts. Long-term operation of residential and commercial land uses that are proposed on the 
Project site may increase the ambient noise levels above existing conditions due to stationary equipment 
and on-site activities. Long-term noise impacts would also occur associated with increased traffic on nearby 
roadways. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?  

Potentially Significant Impact. As discussed previously under Threshold 12(a), long-term operation and 
occupancy of residential and commercial land uses proposed at the Project site could increase the ambient 
noise levels above existing conditions due to the introduction of stationary noise sources and activities on 
the Project site and the associated increase in traffic volumes on local roadways. The Project would increase 
the potential for long-term and permanent increases in noise levels on and near the Project site. These 
potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft 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. Refer to Threshold 12(b) above. Increases in noise levels at the Project 
site during demolition, excavation, grading, and building construction activities at the Project site will be 
addressed in the Draft 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. The El Monte Airport is the nearest airport to the Project site, located approximately 10.8 miles 
northeast of the Project site. The Project site is not located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles 
of an airport. Therefore, the Project would not be exposed to excessive noise levels from airport operations. 
No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

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. There are no airstrips located on or near the Project site. Therefore, the Project would not be 
exposed to excessive noise levels from private airstrip operations. No further analysis of this issue will be 
provided in the Draft EIR. 
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13. 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 proposed Project would introduce approximately 920 dwelling units 
and 17,941 sf of neighborhood-serving retail uses that would lead to an increase in resident population and 
in visitors/patrons and employees at the proposed commercial uses and common areas (e.g., leasing office, 
recreational facilities, public plaza, and parking areas). The increase in residents and employees on the 
Project site is anticipated to spur development along North Broadway and in the Chinatown area. These 
potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The Project site is not currently developed with housing units. Development of the proposed 
Project would not result in the displacement of any existing housing and would not necessitate a need for 
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impacts associated with the displacement of existing 
housing units would occur with the Project.  No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft 
EIR. 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

No Impact. Refer to Threshold 14(b) above. There are no residents on the Project site who would be 
displaced by the Project. Because there would be no displacement of people, the construction of 
replacement housing would not be required.  No further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft 
EIR. 

14. PUBLIC SERVICES 

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

Fire protection? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Fire protection services are provided to the Project site by the City of Los 
Angeles Fire Department. The Project site is served by Fire Station 1, located at 2230 Pasadena Avenue, 
approximately 0.6-mile west of the Project site. With development of the Project introducing various multi-
story commercial and residential uses, there would be an associated increase in demand for fire protection 
services. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

Police protection? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Police protection services are provided to the Project site by the Los 
Angeles Police Department. The Project site is within the service area of the Central Community Police 
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Station located at 251 E. 6th Street, approximately 0.75-mile southwest of the Project site. With the 
introduction of various commercial and residential uses on-site and the increase in the number of people 
(e.g., residents, employees, visitors, patrons) who would be at the Project site, there would be an increased 
potential for crime and accidents, resulting in an increase in demand for police protection and law 
enforcement services. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

Schools? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The occupancy of the approximately 920 dwelling units would lead to up 
to 920 households with school-aged children at the Project site. These children would require school 
services from the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD). An estimate of the number of children 
that would require school services will be provided in the Draft EIR, based on student generation factors 
from the LAUSD. Impacts of Project residents on school services and facilities will be based on consultation 
with the LAUSD. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

Parks? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Residents of the approximately 920 dwelling units that would be built on 
the Project site would create a demand for parks and recreational facilities and services. On-site recreational 
facilities would be provided in the form of swimming pools, a community center, indoor lounges, roof 
decks, and recreational facilities. Residents are also likely to visit the Los Angeles State Historic Park to 
the southeast of the Project site, Elysian Park to the north, and the Radio Hill Gardens to the northwest. 
Increased demand on neighborhood and regional parks and recreational facilities may occur. These 
potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR.  

Other public facilities? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The introduction of residential and commercial uses on the Project site 
and its associated residents, visitors, patrons and employees would generate a demand for library services 
and other governmental services, including roads. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the 
Draft EIR. 

15. 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 above under Threshold 14(a) Parks, the proposed Project 
would introduce new residents to the Project site, who would generate a demand for parks and recreational 
facilities. Impacts to neighborhood and regional parks will be addressed in the Draft 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. As discussed under Threshold 14(a) Parks, the proposed Project would 
include swimming pools, a community center, indoor lounges, recreational facilities, and rooftop decks. 
These facilities would be located within the development footprint assumed for the Project. Therefore, any 
physical effects associated with construction of these facilities would be evaluated throughout the Draft 
EIR. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 



City of Los Angeles November 2017 
 

 
Elysian Park Lofts Explanation of Checklist Determinations 
ENV-2016-4064-EIR Page B-20 

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

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 proposed Project would increase the volumes of traffic on local roads 
and regional freeways and would increase the number of daily and peak hour vehicle trips to, from, and 
within the Project site in comparison to current levels. These increases would occur during short-term 
construction and long-term operation. The Project also includes improvements on North Broadway, 
including the dedication of a three-foot-wide strip along the Project site for a widened sidewalk/parkway 
area and a crosswalk at the northern end of the Project site. A Traffic Study will be prepared for the Project 
to determine the potential traffic impacts (including compliance with level of service standards established 
for designated roads and highways in the vicinity of the Project site), as compared to current traffic 
conditions. The Project has the potential to conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. These potential 
impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft 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. Refer to Threshold 16(a) above. I-110, U.S. 101, and I-5 are in the Los 
Angeles County Congestion Management Program’s Highway and Roadway System. Impacts on these 
freeways will be addressed in the Traffic Study for the Project. These potential impacts will be analyzed 
further in the Draft 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. The Project would not create a direct demand for air transportation, nor would it have an impact 
on air traffic patterns at regional airports. No airports are located in the immediate Project area, with the 
nearest airport being the El Monte Airport, located approximately 10.8 miles northeast of the Project site. 
Indirect air traffic demands would be accommodated by Los Angeles International Airport and other 
airports in the region. No substantial safety risks related to airports would be created with the Project.  No 
further analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed previously, the proposed Project would involve widening of 
North Broadway and the creation of new driveways on North Broadway. The proposed roadway and 
driveway improvements would be constructed in accordance with City standards for minimum widths and 
curves, sight distance, clearances, and other factors and would be subject to review and approval by the 
City’s Departments of Building and Safety and Public Works. The Project does not propose any roadway 
or bridge construction or realignment, or otherwise alter existing roadway structures that could involve 
incompatible uses. Therefore, impacts related to traffic hazards would be less than significant. No further 
analysis of this issue will be provided in the Draft EIR. 
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e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would require new site access points and driveways, and would 
require adequate parking garage access and at-grade access for emergency vehicles. As discussed 
previously under Threshold 16(d), roadway and driveway improvements would be subject to review and 
approval by the City’s Departments of Building and Safety and Public Works. Access by emergency 
vehicles and evacuation routes would also be reviewed by the City’s Fire Department. The proposed Project 
would be developed in compliance with the Fire Department’s emergency access requirements. The Project 
would not result in inadequate emergency access. Nevertheless, these potential impacts will be analyzed 
further in the Draft EIR. 

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. The Project would include commercial retail uses, a linear park, public 
plazas, walkways, and vista points on the Project site that would attract visitors and patrons to the area. 
These facilities are expected to serve future on-site residents, visitors, patrons and employees, as well as 
existing and future residents, visitors, patrons and employees of the Chinatown neighborhood. The Project 
also proposes the widening of the sidewalk along Broadway and the provision of a cross walk at the northern 
end of the Project site. As such, the Project would augment opportunities for public transit use and for 
bicycle/pedestrian access to the Project site and surrounding areas. Although impacts are anticipated to be 
beneficial and the Project to be consistent with adopted policies, plans and programs regarding public 
transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, the Project’s potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft 
EIR. 

17. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that 
is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register 
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

Potentially Significant Impact. The findings of the cultural resources study and historic resource 
evaluation that will be completed for the Project, as they may relate to local tribes and tribal resources will 
be summarized in the Draft EIR. The City will also consult with local tribes in accordance with Assembly 
Bill (AB) 52 to determine if anything on the Project site can be considered a tribal cultural resource that is 
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources or the City’s Register of Historical 
Resources. The results of the consultation process will be summarized into the Draft EIR to evaluate direct 
and indirect impacts on tribal cultural resources. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the 
Draft EIR. 

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, 
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, 
the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Potentially Significant Impact. See Threshold 17(a) above. The findings of the cultural resources study 
and the results of the SB 18 and AB 52 consultation process will determine impacts to significant tribal 
cultural resources. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 
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18. 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 provides 
sewage/wastewater collection and treatment services in the City, including the Project site. Wastewater 
generated by the Project would be conveyed and treated at the Hyperion Treatment Plant in El Segundo. 
The Project would increase wastewater generation from the Project site, and this wastewater would be 
similar in quality as those generated by multi-family residential and neighborhood retail and restaurant uses 
located near the site and in other areas of the City. The wastewater generated by the Project is not likely to 
require treatment that is not currently provided to existing wastewater flows in the Hyperion Treatment 
Plant or that exceeds the requirements of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
Nevertheless, these potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

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? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The proposed Project is anticipated to increase the demand for water and 
increase the generation of wastewater from the site. The capacity of the existing water lines serving the site 
and the water system of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power will be discussed in the Draft 
EIR, based on the existing and proposed utility infrastructure plans and the Water Supply Assessment 
prepared for the Project. This will include the available capacity of the existing area water infrastructure, 
appropriate sizing of the proposed water distribution system, and any needed upgrades to off-site water 
lines and facilities. The capacity of the existing sewer lines serving the site and the sewer system of the Los 
Angeles Bureau of Sanitation will be discussed in the Draft EIR, based on the existing and proposed utility 
infrastructure plans, and any needed upgrades to off-site sewer lines and facilities. These potential impacts 
will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

c) Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project would increase impervious areas on the Project site, which 
may result in increased runoff rates and volumes. The capacity of the existing storm drain lines serving the 
Project site and downstream storm drainage facilities will be discussed in the Draft EIR, based on the 
existing and proposed utility infrastructure plans, the hydrology study, and any needed upgrades to off-site 
storm drain lines and facilities. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

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. The Project proposes to develop approximately 920 residential units, 
including 17 live-work units, approximately 17,941 sf of neighborhood-serving retail uses, and 5,465 sf of 
leasing offices, which would increase the demand for water greater than what would be required to serve a 
500-unit residential development. Therefore, the Project is required to assess the availability of water 
supplies in accordance with Senate Bill 610. A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) will be prepared to 
determine if the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power has adequate water supplies to serve the 
Project. These potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 
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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? 

Potentially Significant Impact. See Threshold 18(b) above. Consultation with the Los Angeles Bureau of 
Sanitation on any needed upgrades to off-site sewer lines and facilities will be discussed in the Draft EIR.  

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

Potentially Significant Impact. Demolition and construction activities at the Project site would generate 
solid wastes that would require disposal at area landfills. Occupancy and operation of the Project would 
also generate solid wastes requiring landfill disposal. An analysis of the proposed Project’s impacts on the 
local landfill system will be provided in the Draft EIR, including an estimate of on-site waste generation 
and available capacities at landfills likely to be used by the Project construction and operation. These 
potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

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

Potentially Significant Impact. See Threshold 18(f) above. The proposed Project would increase solid-
waste generation at the Project site and would be required to comply with applicable local, state, and federal 
solid-waste disposal requirements, including but not limited to the California Integrated Waste Management 
Act of 1989 (AB 939); state requirements for diversion of construction and demolition debris; the City’s 
Solid Waste Integration Resources Plan (SWIRP), and other applicable diversion plans and goals. These 
potential impacts will be analyzed further in the Draft EIR. 

19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self‐sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range 
of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

Potentially Significant Impact. See Thresholds 4(a) through 4(f) above, which state that the Project would 
not have potentially significant impacts on biological resources. Thus, the Project would not have the 
potential to 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, or reduce the number 
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. However, Thresholds 5(a) through 5(d) state 
that the Project may have potentially significant impacts on cultural resources that will be further analyzed 
in the Draft EIR. Thresholds 17(a) and 17(b) above indicate a potential for significant impacts on tribal 
cultural resources. Also, potential impacts on Air Quality, Geology and Soils, GHG Emissions, and 
Hydrology and Water Quality would have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment. Because 
of the potential for significant adverse effects on these issues, a Draft EIR will be prepared for the Project. 

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). 
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Potentially Significant Impact. The Draft EIR will include an analysis of environmental impacts where 
the Project may contribute to significant environmental effects that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable when evaluated in connection with past, present, and future projects. 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Potentially Significant Impact. The Project has the potential for significant impacts related to aesthetics, 
air quality, cultural resources, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, 
noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation/circulation, and utilities that may 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. These potential effects will 
be analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

DISCUSSION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

As noted above, the Lead Agency has determined that the proposed project may result in a significant 
effect on the environment and an environmental impact report is required.  

Prepared by: Title: Telephone No.: Date: 

Erin Strelich City Planning Associate (213) 978-1351 10/31/2017 
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The Tree Resource October 2016

TREE REPORT 

1251 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

SUMMARY 
This Tree Report was prepared at the request of  the property owner, Lincoln Property Company. The 
owner is preparing to build a mixed-used development project called the Elysian Park Lofts. The 
proposed project consists of  a total of  six (6) buildings and 923 units. The subject property is 
approximately eight (8) acres and is located in the Chinatown neighborhood of  downtown Los Angeles.  
It is currently a narrow vacant lot along the railroad tracks and just north of  the State’s Cornfields. The 
total floor area of  the proposed residential development is 1,159,800 square feet.

PROTECTED TREES, URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION

This property is under the jurisdiction of  the City of  Los Angeles and guided by the Native Tree 
Protection Ordinance No. 177,404. Protected Trees are defined by this ordinance as Oaks (Quercus sp) 
indigenous to California but excluding the scrub oak (Quercus dumosa); Southern California black walnut 
(Juglans californica var. californica); Western sycamore (Platanus racemosa) and California bay laurel 
(Umbellularia californica) trees with a diameter at breast height (DBH) of  four inches (4”) or greater. 

There are NO trees on this property that would be considered protected within the City of  Los 
Angeles Native Tree Protection Ordinance.

NON-PROTECTED SIGNIFICANT TREES, DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING

The Department of  City Planning requires the identification of  the location, size, type and condition of  
all existing trees on the site with a DBH of  8 inches (8”) or greater. These trees will be identified as 
Non-Protected Significant Trees. 

At this time, I observed twenty (20) Non-Protected Significant Trees on the property.  All twenty (20) 
of  these trees will be impacted by construction and are recommended for removal and mitigation to the 
satisfaction of  the City of  Los Angeles Department of  City Planning.

Eighteen (18) of  the twenty (20) trees are Canary Island Palms. The other two remaining palms are 
Washingtonia robusta and W. filifera varities.  All of  these trees will be impacted by the footprint of  the 
project and require removal. 

1251 N. Spring Street  3
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ASSIGNMENT 
The Assignment included a field observation and inventory of  the trees on site. A Tree Location Plot 
Map is included in Appendix A. Photographs of  the subject trees are included in Appendix B.

TREE CHARACTERISTICS AND SITE CONDITIONS

Detailed information with respect to size, condition, species and recommendations are included in the 
Summary of  Field Inspections in Appendix C. The trees are numbered on the Tree Location Map in 
Appendix A.

IMPACT ANALYSIS AND SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

The proposed construction for this project will require extensive grading and soil work to the site. Due 
to the narrow nature of  the site, all the trees on site will be impacted by the proposed construction. 
These trees are recommended for removal and mitigation to the satisfaction of  the City of  Los Angeles.  

All (20) twenty trees are recommended for removal due to the proposed footprint of  the new project 
combined with the required grading and soil work.   
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GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

NEW TREE PLANTING

The ideal time to plant trees and shrubs is during the dormant season, in the fall after leaf  drop or 
early spring before budbreak. Weather conditions are cool and allow plants to establish roots in the 
new location before spring rains and summer heat stimulate new top growth. Before you begin 
planting your tree, be sure you have had all underground utilities located prior to digging.

If  the tree you are planting is balled or bare root, it is important to understand that its root system 
has been reduced by 90 to 95 percent of  its original size during transplanting. As a result of  the 
trauma caused by the digging process, trees commonly exhibit what is known as transplant shock. 
Containerized trees may also experience transplant shock, particularly if  they have circling roots 
that must be cut. Transplant shock is indicated by slow growth and reduced vigor following 
transplanting. Proper site preparation before and during planting coupled with good follow-up care 
reduces the amount of  time the plant experiences transplant shock and allows the tree to quickly 
establish in its new location. Carefully follow nine simple steps, and you can significantly reduce 
the stress placed on the plant at the time of  planting.
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NEW TREE PLANTING, continued 

1.  Dig a shallow, broad planting hole. Make the hole wide, as much as three times the diameter of  the root ball but 
only as deep as the root ball. It is important to make the hole wide because the roots on the newly establishing tree 
must push through surrounding soil in order to establish. On most planting sites in new developments, the existing 
soils have been compacted and are unsuitable for healthy root growth. Breaking up the soil in a large area around the 
tree provides the newly emerging roots room to expand into loose soil to hasten establishment.

2. Identify the trunk flare. The trunk flare is where the roots spread at the base of  the tree. This point should be 
partially visible after the tree has been planted (see diagram). If  the trunk flare is not partially visible, you may have to 
remove some soil from the top of  the root ball. Find it so you can determine how deep the hole needs for proper 
planting. 

3.  Remove tree container for containerized trees. Carefully cutting down the sides of  the container may make this 
easier. Inspect the root ball for circling roots and cut or remove them. Expose the trunk flare, if  necessary.

4.  Place the tree at the proper height. Before placing the tree in the hole, check to see that the hole has been dug 
to the proper depth and no more. The majority of  the roots on the newly planted tree will develop in the top 12 
inches of  soil. If  the tree is planted too deeply, new roots will have difficulty developing because of  a lack of  oxygen. 
It is better to plant the tree a little high, 1-2 inches above the base of  the trunk flare, than to plant it at or below the 
original growing level. This planting level will allow for some settling. 

5.  Straighten the tree in the hole. Before you begin backfilling, have someone view the tree from several directions 
to confirm that the tree is straight. Once you begin backfilling, it is difficult to reposition the tree. 

6.  Fill the hole gently but firmly. Fill the hole about one-third full and gently but firmly pack the soil around the 
base of  the root ball. Be careful not to damage the trunk or roots in the process. Fill the remainder of  the hole, taking 
care to firmly pack soil to eliminate air pockets that may cause roots to dry out. To avoid this problem, add the soil a 
few inches at a time and settle with water. Continue this process until the hole is filled and the tree is firmly planted. It 
is not recommended to apply fertilizer at time of  planting. 

7.  Stake the tree, if  necessary. If  the tree is grown properly at the nursery, staking for support will not be necessary 
in most home landscape situations. Studies have shown that trees establish more quickly and develop stronger trunk 
and root systems if  they are not staked at the time of  planting. However, protective staking may be required on sites 
where lawn mower damage, vandalism, or windy conditions are concerns. If  staking is necessary for support, there are 
three methods to choose among: staking, guying, and ball stabilizing. One of  the most common methods is staking. 
With this method, two stakes used in conjunction with a wide, flexible tie material on the lower half  of  the tree will 
hold the tree upright, provide flexibility, and minimize injury to the trunk (see diagram). Remove support staking and 
ties after the first year of  growth. 

8.  Mulch the base of  the tree. Mulch is simply organic matter applied to the area at the base of  the tree. It acts as a 
blanket to hold moisture, it moderates soil temperature extremes, and it reduces competition from grass and weeds. A 
2- to 3-inch layer is ideal. More than 3 inches may cause a problem with oxygen and moisture levels. When placing 
mulch, be sure that the actual trunk of  the tree is not covered. Doing so may cause decay of  the living bark at the base 
of  the tree. A mulch-free area, 1 to 2 inches wide at the base of  the tree, is sufficient to avoid moist bark conditions 
and prevent decay.
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TREE MAINTENANCE AND PRUNING  

Some trees do not generally require pruning. The occasional removal of  dead twigs or wood is 
typical. Occasionally a tree has a defect or structural condition that would benefit from pruning. 
Any pruning activity should be performed under the guidance of  a certified arborist or tree expert. 

Because each cut has the potential to change the growth of  the tree, no branch should be removed 
without a reason. Common reasons for pruning are to remove dead branches, to remove crowded 
or rubbing limbs, and to eliminate hazards. Trees may also be pruned to increase light and air 
penetration to the inside of  the tree’s crown or to the landscape below. In most cases, mature trees 
are pruned as a corrective or preventive measure.  

Routine thinning does not necessarily improve the health of  a tree. Trees produce a dense crown 
of  leaves to manufacture the sugar used as energy for growth and development. Removal of  
foliage through pruning can reduce growth and stored energy reserves. Heavy pruning can be a 
significant health stress for the tree. 

Yet if  people and trees are to coexist in an urban or suburban environment, then we sometimes 
have to modify the trees. City environments do not mimic natural forest conditions. Safety is a 
major concern. Also, we want trees to complement other landscape plantings and lawns. Proper 
pruning, with an understanding of  tree biology, can maintain good tree health and structure while 
enhancing the aesthetic and economic values of  our landscapes. 

Pruning Techniques – From the I.S.A. Guidelines 

Specific types of  pruning may be necessary to maintain a mature tree in a healthy, safe, and 
attractive condition.

Cleaning is the removal of  dead, dying, diseased, crowded, weakly attached, and low- vigor 
branches from the crown of  a tree. 

Thinning is the selective removal of  branches to increase light penetration and air movement 
through the crown. Thinning opens the foliage of  a tree, reduces weight on heavy limbs, and helps 
retain the tree’s natural shape. 

Raising removes the lower branches from a tree to provide clearance for buildings, vehicles, 
pedestrians, and vistas. 

Reduction reduces the size of  a tree, often for clearance for utility lines. Reducing the height or 
spread of  a tree is best accomplished by pruning back the leaders and branch terminals to lateral 
branches that are large enough to assume the terminal roles (at least one-third the diameter of  the 
cut stem). Compared to topping, reduction helps maintain the form and structural integrity of  the 
tree. 
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TREE MAINTENANCE AND PRUNING, continued 

How Much Should Be Pruned? 

Mature trees should require little routine pruning. A widely accepted rule of  thumb is never to 
remove more than one-quarter of  a tree’s leaf-bearing crown. In a mature tree, pruning even that 
much could have negative effects. Removing even a single, large- diameter limb can create a wound 
that the tree may not be able to close. The older and larger a tree becomes, the less energy it has in 
reserve to close wounds and defend against decay or insect attack. Pruning of  mature trees is 
usually limited to removal of  dead or potentially hazardous limbs.  

Wound Dressings 

Wound dressings were once thought to accelerate wound closure, protect against insects and 
diseases, and reduce decay. However, research has shown that dressings do not reduce decay or 
speed closure and rarely prevent insect or disease infestations. Most experts recommend that 
wound dressings not be used. 
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DISEASES AND INSECTS  

Continual observation and monitoring of  your tree can alert you to any abnormal changes. Some 
indicators are: excessive leaf  drop, leaf  discoloration, sap oozing from the trunk and bark with 
unusual cracks. Should you observe any changes, you should contact a Tree specialist or Certified 
Arborist to review the tree and provide specific recommendations. Trees are susceptible to 
hundreds of  pests, many of  which are typical and may not cause enough harm to warrant the use 
of  chemicals. However, diseases and insects may be indication of  further stress that should be 
identified by a professional. 

GRADE CHANGES  

The growing conditions and soil level of  trees are subject to detrimental stress should they be 
changed during the course of  construction. Raising the grade at the base of  a tree trunk can have 
long-term negative consequences. This grade level should be maintained throughout the protected 
zone. This will also help in maintaining the drainage in which the tree has become accustomed. 

INSPECTION

The property owner should establish an inspection calendar based on the recommendation 
provided by the tree specialist. This calendar of  inspections can be determined based on several 
factors: the maturity of  the tree, location of  tree in proximity to high-use areas vs. low-use area, 
history of  the tree, prior failures, external factors (such as construction activity) and the perceived 
value of  the tree to the homeowner.
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Assumptions and Limiting Conditions

No warranty is made, expressed or implied, that problems or deficiencies of  the trees or the property 
will not occur in the future, from any cause. The Consultant shall not be responsible for damages or 
injuries caused by any tree defects, and assumes no responsibility for the correction of  defects or tree 
related problems.  
The owner of  the trees may choose to accept or disregard the recommendations of  the Consultant, or 
seek additional advice to determine if  a tree meets the owner’s risk abatement standards.  
The Consulting Arborist has no past, present or future interest in the removal or retaining of  any tree. 
Opinions contained herein are the independent and objective judgments of  the consultant relating to 
circumstances and observations made on the subject site.  
The recommendations contained in this report are the opinions of  the Consulting Arborist at the time 
of  inspection. These opinions are based on the knowledge, experience, and education of  the 
Consultant. The field inspection was a visual, grade level tree assessment.  
The Consulting Arborist shall not be required to give testimony, perform site monitoring, provide 
further documentation, be deposed, or to attend any meeting without subsequent contractual 
arrangements for this additional employment, including payment of  additional fees for such services 
as described by the Consultant.  
The Consultant assumes no responsibility for verification of  ownership or locations of  property lines, 
or for results of  any actions or recommendations based on inaccurate information.  
This Arborist report may not be reproduced without the express permission of  the Consulting 
Arborist and the client to whom the report was issued. Any change or alteration to this report 
invalidates the entire report.  

Should you have any further questions regarding this property, please contact me at (310) 663-2290. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Lisa Smith

Registered Consulting Arborist #464 
ISA Certified Arborist #WE3782 
ISA Tree Risk Assessor Qualified 
American Society of  Consulting Arborists, Member
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APPENDIX B - PHOTOGRAPHS

1251 N. Spring Street Appendix B

PHOTO 1. shows the subject property and the Canary Island palms on the property. 



APPENDIX C - SUMMARY OF FIELD 
INSPECTION

Tree 
#

Location Species Status
DBH 
(”)

Height 
(’)

Retain or 
Remove

1

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 30 20 REMOVE

2

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 10+ REMOVE

3

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 25+ REMOVE

4

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 10 REMOVE

5

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 55 REMOVE

6

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 25 REMOVE

7

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 15 REMOVE

8

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 55 REMOVE

9

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 10 REMOVE
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10

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 45 REMOVE

11

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 10 REMOVE

12

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 35 REMOVE

13

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 35 REMOVE

14

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 50 REMOVE

15

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 25 REMOVE

16

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 25 REMOVE

17

B/w the 
Bridge and 

Casanova on 
N. Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 15 REMOVE

18
Solano and 
Broadway 

Canary Island Palm             
Phoenix canariensis

Non-Protected 24 15 REMOVE

APPENDIX C - SUMMARY OF FIELD 
INSPECTION

Tree 
#

Location Species Status
DBH 
(”)

Height 
(’)

Retain or 
Remove
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19
close to 

Cottage Home 
on Broadway 

Mexican Fan Palm              
Washingtonia robusta Non-Protected 24 55 REMOVE

20
close to 

Cottage Home 
on Broadway 

California Fan Palm            
Washingtonia filifera Non-Protected 24 55 REMOVE

APPENDIX C - SUMMARY OF FIELD 
INSPECTION

Tree 
#

Location Species Status
DBH 
(”)

Height 
(’)

Retain or 
Remove
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GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING INVESTIGATION 












































































































































































































































































































































































































	Initial Study - Elysian Park Lofts Project
	Table of Contents
	Environmental Checklist
	Attachment A: Project Description
	1. Introduction
	2. Project Location
	3. Environmental Setting
	4. Project Description

	Attachment B: Explanation of Checklist Determinations
	1. Aesthetics
	2. Agriculture / Forest
	3. Air Quality
	4. Biological Resources
	5. Cultural Resources
	6. Geology and Soils
	7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	9. Hydrology and Water Quality
	10. Land Use and Planning
	11. Mineral Resources
	12. Noise
	13. Population and Housing
	14. Public Services
	15. Recreation
	16. Transportation/Traffic
	17. Tribal Cultural Resources
	18. Utilities and Service Systems
	19. Mandatory Findings of Significance

	References
	Appendices
	A - Tree Report
	B - Geotechnical Engineering Investigation




