
DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 

APPEAL RECOMMENDATION REPORT  
 

 
 

City Planning Commission Case No.: DIR-2022-7885-SPR-HCA-
1A 

CEQA No.: ENV-2022-7886-CE 

Related Cases: N/A 

Council No.: 1 - Eunisses Hernandez 

Plan Area: Wilshire  

Certified NC: MacArthur Park 

Zone: R4-1 

  

Applicant:  Shahram Shamsian, EL 
Investment, LLC  

Applicant’s 
Representative: 

 
Behrouz Bozorgnia, Mobbil, 
Inc. 

  
Appellant:  Supporters Alliance for 

Environmental 
Responsibility (SAFER) 

Appellant’s 
Representative: 

 
Brian Flynn, Lozeau Drury 
LLP 

 

Date: January 25, 2024 

Time: After 8:30 a.m.* 

Place: Van Nuys City Hall, Council Chamber, 2nd Floor  
1441 Sylvan Street 
Van Nuys, CA 91401 
 
This meeting may be available virtually, in 
hybrid format. Please check the meeting 
agenda (available at the link below) 
approximately 72 hours before the meeting for 
additional information or contact 
cpc@lacity.org. 
 
https://planning.lacity.org/about/commissions-b 
oards-hearings 

  
Public Hearing: Required 

Appeal Status: Not further appealable. 

Expiration Date: January 25, 2024 

Multiple Approval: No 

 
 
PROJECT 
LOCATION: 

 
957-967 South Arapahoe Street 

  
PROPOSED 
PROJECT: 

 
The project involves the demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and a two-story 4-unit 
apartment building, and the construction, use, and maintenance of a new five-story residential 
building, 60 feet in height, containing a total of 109 dwelling units with 15 units reserved for 
Very Low Income Households, and one (1) dwelling unit reserved for Extremely Low Income 
Households. The proposed development will contain 66,040 square feet of floor area, equating 
to a total floor area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3.46:1. The project will provide a total of 11,150 
square feet of open space that consists of private balconies, a fitness center, courtyard, 
multipurpose room, and roof decks. The project will have one (1) subterranean level that will 
contain a total of 57 vehicle parking stalls. The project will provide a total of 88 bicycle parking 
stalls including, 80 long-term, and eight (8) short-term parking stalls. 

 
APPEAL: An appeal of the September 7, 2023, Planning Director’s Determination which:  

 
1. Determined based on the whole of the administrative record, that the Project is exempt 

from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Article 
19, Section 15332 (Class 32), and there is no substantial evidence demonstrating that an 
exception to a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 
applies; 

 
2. Approved with Conditions a Site Plan Review for the construction of a new residential 

mailto:cpc@lacity.org
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development resulting in a net increase of 50 or more dwelling units; and 

3. Adopted the attached Findings and Conditions of Approval.

RECOMMENDED ACTIONS: 

1) Deny the appeal;

2) Determine based on the whole of the administrative record, that the Project is exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Article 19, Section 15332 (Class 32),
and there is no substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to a categorical exemption pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies;

3) Sustain the Planning Director’s Determination to conditionally approve a Site Plan Review for the
construction of a new residential development resulting in a net increase of 50 or more dwelling units; and

4) Adopt the Planning Director’s Conditions of Approval and Findings.

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning 

Heather Bleemers Trevor Martin 
Senior City Planner City Planner 

ADVICE TO PUBLIC:  *The exact time this report will be considered during the meeting is uncertain since there may be several other 
items on the agenda.  Written communications may be mailed to the Commission Secretariat, Room 272, City Hall, 200 North Spring 
Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012  (Phone No. 213-978-1300).  While all written communications are given to the Commission for 
consideration, the initial packets are sent to the week prior to the Commission’s meeting date.  If you challenge these agenda items in 
court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing agendized herein, or in written 
correspondence on these matters delivered to this agency at or prior to the public hearing.  As a covered entity under Title II of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act, the City of Los Angeles does not discriminate on the basis of disability, and upon request, will provide 
reasonable accommodation to ensure equal access to these programs, services and activities. Sign language interpreters, assistive 
listening devices, or other auxiliary aids and/or other services may be provided upon request. To ensure availability of services, please 
make your request not later than three working days (72 hours) prior to the meeting by calling the Commission Secretariat at (213) 978-
1299. 
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PROJECT ANALYSIS 

 
PROJECT BACKGROUND  
 
The project site is a level, rectangular-shaped parcel of land comprised of three (3) contiguous 
lots, encompassing 25,658 square feet (approximately 0.59 acres) of lot area. The subject 
property has 180 feet of street frontage along the west side of Arapahoe Street. The subject 
property is zoned R4-1 and is located within the Wilshire Community Plan area. The Community 
Plan Area Map designates the subject property for High Medium Residential land uses 
corresponding to the R4 Zone. The project site is located within a Transit Priority Area in the City 
of Los Angeles (Zl-2452), a Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone (Zl-2374), and an Urban 
Agriculture Incentive Zone. The project site is subject to a 20-foot Building Line along the westerly 
side of Arapahoe Street established under Ordinance No. 93218. The property is not located 
within the boundaries of or subject to any specific plan, community design overlay, or interim 
control ordinance. 
 
The applicant received a Transit Oriented Communities Referral Form dated September 8, 2022 
from the Planning Department’s Affordable Housing Services Section, which included a TOC tier 
verification and an evaluation of the project’s requested Incentives. The project site is located 
within a Tier 3 Transit Oriented Communities Affordable Housing Incentive Area, qualified by its 
proximity to the intersection of a Major Transit Stop. The project site is located within one-half 
mile of Metro Route 28 and Metro Local 603 bus lines, which qualify as a Major Transit Stop. As 
such, the project meets the eligibility requirements for a TOC Housing Development to be located 
within one-half mile of a Major Transit Stop.  
 
The project is not utilizing any Additional Incentives, but rather utilizing only Base Incentives to 
facilitate the development of the proposed project. As a Tier 3 TOC development project, the 
project is granted a 70 percent increase in density, an increase in the maximum allowable FAR 
by 50 percent, and a minimum of zero (0) parking spaces. The project is permitted a maximum 
density of 109 residential dwelling units, (equal to a maximum density increase of 70 percent), 
including On-Site Restricted Affordable Units.   
 
The Letter of Determination dated September 7, 2023, inadvertently included a grant clause that 
conditionally approved the requested Base Incentives that address density, FAR, and parking. 
Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22 A.25(g)(1), Housing Development Projects requesting Base 
Incentives without any Additional Incentives are considered ministerial. The project’s base 
density, however, is 65 dwelling units, which exceeds the threshold of a net increase of 50 or 
more dwelling units, requiring Site Plan Review pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05. The project’s 
Site Plan Review is subject to discretionary review and approval from the Planning Department 
and is therefore appealable to the City Planning Commission.  
 
The subject property currently consists of a vacant lot, a two-story single-family dwelling, and a 
two-story four-unit apartment building. The Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
(LADBS) database indicates that a Demolition Permit was issued for 957 South Arapahoe Street 
on January 7, 2019 (Permit No. 19019-20000-00054) and that the Owner has applied for a 
Building Permit (Application No. 22010-10000-007 45), which has not been issued. The Los 
Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) SB 8 Replacement Unit Determination (RUD) Letter dated 
June 23, 2022, determined that two (2) units need to be replaced with equivalent type, with one 
(1) unit restricted to Very Low Income Households, and one (1) unit restricted to Extremely Low 
Income Households. The project proposes a total of 109 dwelling units with 15 units reserved for 
Very Low Income Households, and one (1) dwelling unit reserved for Extremely Low Income 
Households. 
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Properties within the vicinity of the project site are zoned R4-1 and are designated for High 
Medium Residential land uses. The surrounding properties are developed with single- and 
multifamily residential buildings ranging from two to six stories in height. Adjoining the project site 
to the north is a two-story apartment building. Abutting the subject site to the east, are properties 
developed with a surface parking lot, and a two-story single-family dwelling. Adjoining the project 
site to the south, is a three-story apartment building. Properties adjoining the subject site to the 
west are developed with three-story apartment buildings. 
 

 
Figure 1: Aerial view of the subject property. 

 
Streets 
 
Arapahoe Street, adjoining the subject property to the east, is a Local Street - Standard, dedicated 
to a right-of-way width of 70 feet and a roadway width of 36 feet, and is improved with asphalt 
roadway, concrete curb, gutter, and sidewalk. 
 
PROJECT SUMMARY   
 
The project involves the demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and a two-story 4-unit 
apartment building, and the construction, use, and maintenance of a new five-story residential 
building, 60 feet in height, containing a total of 109 dwelling units with 15 units reserved for Very 
Low Income Households, and one (1) dwelling unit reserved for Extremely Low Income 
Households. The proposed development will contain 66,040 square feet of floor area, equating to 
a total floor area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3.46:1. The project will provide a total of 11,150 
square feet of open space consisting of private balconies, a fitness center, courtyard, 
multipurpose room, and roof decks. The project will have one (1) subterranean level that will 
contain a total of 57 vehicle parking stalls. The project will provide a total of 88 bicycle parking 
stalls including, 80 long-term, and eight (8) short-term parking stalls. 
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Vehicular ingress and egress for the building's parking garage will be provided via single driveway 
located at the northeast corner of the project site. Pedestrian access to the residential lobby of 
the building will be at the center of the property on Arapahoe Street. The project will observe an 
easterly front yard setback of 20 feet along Arapahoe Street, northerly and southerly side yard 
setbacks of 8 feet, and westerly rear yard setback of 17 feet. 
 

 
Figure 2: Rendering of the proposed project. 
 

APPEAL SCOPE 
 
The appeal challenges the Director of Planning’s determination on September 7, 2023, to 
conditionally approve a Site Plan Review request, pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, with a Class 
32 Categorical Exemption to CEQA under Case No. ENV-2022-7886-CE as the environmental 
clearance for the project. The appellant, who is not an abutting owner or tenant, is appealing the 
Director of Planning’s determination related to Site Plan Review. As the case involves a project 
utilizing TOC, the appellate body is the City Planning Commission; the decision of the City 
Planning Commission is not further appealable. 
 
APPROVED ACTIONS 
 
On September 7, 2023, the Director of Planning took the following actions: 
 
1. Determined based on the whole of the administrative record, that the Project is exempt from 

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Article 19, 
Section 15332 (Class 32), and there is no substantial evidence demonstrating that an 
exception to a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies; 

 
2. Approved with Conditions a Site Plan Review for the construction of a new residential 

development resulting in a net increase of 50 or more dwelling units; and 
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3. Adopted the attached Findings and Conditions of Approval. 
 
APPEAL POINTS 
 
On September 18, 2023, within the required 15-day appeal period, an appeal was filed by 
Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (SAFER), a community organization, 
appealing the Director of Planning’s determination related to the Site Plan Review grant. The 
appellant contends that the City improperly approved the Site Plan Review request for the project 
because the project does not qualify for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption and thus was not 
properly analyzed under CEQA. The appellant does not address any specific project impacts, but 
states that by failing to conduct environmental review under CEQA, the City lacks substantial 
evidence to support the necessary findings for the Site Plan Review.  
 
RESPONSES TO APPEAL POINTS 
 
The appellant challenges the Director of Planning’s determination conditionally approving the Site 
Plan Review entitlement in conjunction with the proposed project but fails to cite any specific 
issues that relate to the Site Plan Review component of the land use determination. The appeal, 
rather, focuses on the Director of Planning’s determination that the project is exempt from CEQA 
pursuant to CEQA Guideline, Section 15332 (Class 32, Infill Development) and that none of the 
exceptions to a categorical exemption apply to the project. As evidenced in the September 7, 
2023, determination letter, the necessary findings were made to confirm that the project meets 
the requirements for Site Plan Review. The Site Plan Review Findings that were made include 
the following: the project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of 
the Wilshire Community Plan and does not conflict with any applicable regulations or standards; 
the arrangement of the proposed development is consistent and compatible with existing and 
future development in neighboring properties; and the project contains adequate recreational 
amenities and is within close proximity to transit services which will contribute to the habitability 
of the residents and minimize the impacts on neighboring properties. 
 
As demonstrated in the Justification for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption dated May 2023, the 
proposed project is subject to Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) related to air quality, 
noise, hazardous materials, geology, and transportation. Numerous RCMs in the City’s Municipal 
Code and State law provide requirements for construction activities and ensure impacts from 
construction related air quality, noise, traffic, and parking are less than significant. For example, 
the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) has District Rules related to dust 
control during construction, type and emission of construction vehicles, architectural coating, and 
air pollution. All projects are subject to the City’s Noise Ordinance No. 144,331, which regulates 
construction equipment and maximum noise levels during construction and operation.  
 
The Class 32 Categorical Exemption (CE) and associated justification analysis address all 
environmental impacts related to traffic, noise, air quality or water quality and cumulative impacts. 
Additionally, the project will be required to comply with all state, regional, and local laws as part 
of regulatory compliance. No other changes are being made. Therefore, the CE adequately 
addresses all impacts relative to the proposed project at 957-967 South Arapahoe Street and 
additional analysis is not warranted.  
 
CONCLUSION 
 
For all of the reasons stated herein, and in the findings of the Director’s Determination, the 
proposed project complies with all applicable provisions of the TOC Affordable Housing Incentive 
Program, Site Plan Review, and CEQA. Planning has evaluated the proposed project and 
determined that it qualifies for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption under CEQA. Although the 
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applicant’s arguments for appeal have been considered, Planning maintains that the required 
findings and imposed conditions of the Director’s Determination are valid and that the appeal 
arguments are not grounds for reversal of any portion of the approval. 
 
Therefore, it is recommended that the City Planning Commission affirm that the project is 
categorically exempt from CEQA, deny the appeal of the Director’s Determination, and sustain 
the Director’s Determination for the approval of a Site Plan Review for a project totaling 109 
dwelling units, as described herein. 
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Justification/Reason for Appeal 

Arapahoe Apartments 

DIR-2022-7885-SPR-HCA; ENV-2022-7886-CE 

I. REASON FOR THE APPEAL 

Supporters Alliance for Environmental Responsibility (“SAFER”) appeals the Director of City Planning’s 
approval of the Transit Oriented Communities Affordable Housing Incentive Program and Site Plan 
Review entitlements for the Arapahoe Apartments Project (DIR-2022-7885-SPR-HCA; ENV-2022-7886-
CE). The Site Plan Review approvals are invalid because they are based on incorrect findings. Specifically, 
the Director of City Planning’s finding that the project is exempt from the California Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA”) pursuant to Section 15332 of the CEQA Guidelines (“Infill Exemption”) is incorrect. 
 

II. SPECIFICALLY THE POINTS AT ISSUE 

Specifically, the Director of City Planning’s finding that the Project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to 
Section 15332 of the CEQA Guidelines is in error because the terms of the Exemption do not apply to 
this Project.  
 
Because the Infill Exemption prepared for the Project fails to comply with CEQA, the Director of City 
Planning’s approval of the Project’s Site Plan Review entitlements is invalid. Proper CEQA review must 
be complete before the City approves the Project’s entitlements (Orinda Ass’n. v. Bd. of Supervisors 
(1986) 182 Cal.App.3d 1145, 1171 [“No agency may approve a project subject to CEQA until the entire 
CEQA process is completed and the overall project is lawfully approved”]. Additionally, by failing to 
properly conduct environmental review under CEQA, the City lacks substantial evidence to support its 
findings for the Site Plan Review entitlements. 
 
Because the Project does not qualify for an infill exemption, the Director of City Planning’s Project 
approvals are based upon incorrect findings. The City must fully comply with CEQA prior to any 
approvals in furtherance of the Project. Since the Project is not exempt from CEQA, the City must 
prepare an initial study and determine the appropriate level of review required under CEQA prior to any 
approvals in furtherance of the Project. 
 

III. HOW YOU ARE AGGRIEVED BY THE DECISION 

Members of appellant, SAFER, live and/or work in the vicinity of the proposed Project. They breathe the 
air, suffer noise impacts, and will suffer other environmental impacts of the Project unless those impacts 
are properly mitigated. 

IV. WHY YOU BELIEVE THE DECISION-MAKER ERRED OR ABUSED THEIR DISCRETION 

The Director of City Planning approved the Site Plan Review (DIR-2022-7885-SPR-HCA) and approved an 
Infill Exemption for the Project, despite a lack of substantial evidence that the Project meets the terms 
of the Exemption. Rather than exempt the Project from CEQA, the City should have prepared an initial 
study followed by an EIR or negative declaration in accordance with CEQA prior to consideration of 
approvals for the Project. The City is not permitted to approve the Project’s entitlements until proper 
CEQA review has been completed. 
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EXTENSION OF TIME LIMIT FOR AREA OR CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
DECISIONS ON LANO USE APPLICATIONS AND APPEALS 

This form is to be used to request an extension of the time limit to act for Area or City Planning Commission 
decisions on legislative and quasi-judicial land use applications and appeals. This request must be made 
before the matter is agendized. If notice of the hearing has been mailed, the applicant is responsible for the 
cost of mailing the cancellation and new hearing notice. 
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Applicant(s): Shahram Shamsian, EL Investment, LLC 

Representative: Behrouz Bozorgnia, Mobbil, lnc.

Request for Extension of Time Limit: The current time limit for the Commission to decide the subject case
• application / appeal wm expire on: December 6, 202� It is hereby requested to extend the time limit for the

City Planning Commission to act for a period of 8 weeks, or until January 25. 2024 
(Commission) 

Reason(s) for Request: 
Commission Hearing Calendar availability 
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policy of the Area/City Planning Commission delegating authority to the Director of Planning to 
approve extensions of time limits on its behalf, the requested time extension is deemed routine in 
nature and will not prejudice the future decision by the� Planning Commission on the merits of 
the subject application or appeal, and therefore the requested time extension is granted 
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VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
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DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION 
TRANSIT ORIENTED COMMUNITIES AFFORDABLE HOUSING INCENTIVE PROGRAM 

AND SITE PLAN REVIEW  

September 7, 2023 

Applicant/Owner  
Shahram Shamsian  
EL Investment, LLC       
18375 West Ventura Boulevard, 
Ste. 155     
Tarzana, CA 91356 

Representative 
Behrouz Bozorgnia   
Mobbil, Inc.    
11675 West Picturesque Drive 
Los Angeles, CA 91604 

Case No. DIR-2022-7885-SPR-HCA 
CEQA: ENV-2022-7886-CE 

Location: 957-967 South Arapahoe
Street 

Council District: 1 – Eunisses Hernandez 
Neighborhood Council: MacArthur Park 
Community Plan Area: Wilshire 
Land Use Designation: High Medium Residential 

Zone: R4-1 
Legal Description: Lots 42 – 44 of the Clark and 

Bryan’s Westmoreland Tract 

Last Day to File an Appeal: September 22, 2023 

DETERMINATION – Transit Oriented Communities Affordable Housing Incentive Program 

Pursuant to the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Sections 12.22-A,31, I have reviewed the 
proposed project and as the designee of the Director of City Planning, I hereby: 

1. Determine based on the whole of the administrative record, that the project is
exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15332, Article 19 (Class 32), and there is no substantial
evidence demonstrating that an exception to a categorical exemption pursuant
to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies;

2. Approve with Conditions a 70 percent increase in density, an increase in the
maximum allowable FAR by 50 percent, and minimum of zero (0) parking spaces
consistent with the provisions of the Transit Oriented Communities (TOC)
Affordable Housing Incentive Program for a Tier 3 development project totaling
109 dwelling units, reserving 15 units for Very Low Income (VLI) Households,
and one (1) unit for Extremely Low Income (ELI) Households for a period of 55
years;
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3. Adopt the attached Findings and Conditions of Approval. 

 
DETERMINATION – Site Plan Review  
 
Pursuant to the LAMC Section 16.05, I have reviewed the proposed project and as the designee 
of the Director of City Planning, I hereby: 

 
1. Approve with Conditions a Site Plan Review for the construction of a new 

residential development resulting in a net increase of 50 or more dwelling units; 
and  

 
2. Adopt the attached Findings and Conditions of Approval. 

 
 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
Pursuant to LAMC Sections 12.22-A,31, and 16.05, the following conditions are hereby imposed 
upon the use of the subject property: 
 
1. Site Development. Except as modified herein, the project shall be in substantial 

conformance with the plans and materials submitted by the applicant, stamped Exhibit “A,” 
and attached to the subject case file. Minor deviations may be allowed in order to comply 
with the provisions of the LAMC or the project conditions. Changes beyond minor deviations 
required by other City Departments or the LAMC may not be made without prior review by 
the Department of City Planning, Expedited Processing Section, and written approval by the 
Director of City Planning. Each change shall be identified and justified in writing.  
 

2. On-site Restricted Affordable Units. 15 units shall be reserved for Very Low Income (VLI) 
Households, and one (1) unit shall be reserved for Extremely Low Income (ELI) Households 
as defined by the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) and California Government 
Code Section 65915(c)(2).  

 
3. Changes in On-site Restricted Units. Deviations that increase the number of restricted 

affordable units or that change the composition of units or change parking numbers shall be 
consistent with LAMC Section 12.22-A,31. 

 
4. Housing Requirements. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the owner shall execute a 

covenant to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) to designate 
15 units for Very Low Income Households, and one (1) unit for Extremely Low Income 
Households, for sale or rental as determined to be affordable to such households by LAHD 
for a period of 55 years. In the event the applicant reduces the proposed density of the 
project, the number of required set-aside affordable units may be adjusted, consistent with 
the Transit Oriented Communities Guidelines, to the satisfaction of LAHD, and in 
consideration of the project’s Housing Crisis Act of 2019 (as amended by SB 8) 
Replacement Unit Determination. Enforcement of the terms of said covenant shall be the 
responsibility of LAHD. The applicant will present a copy of the recorded covenant to the 
Department of City Planning for inclusion in this file. The project shall comply with the 
Guidelines for the Affordable Housing Incentives Program adopted by the City Planning 
Commission and with any monitoring requirements established by the LAHD. Refer to the 
Density Bonus Legislation Background section of this determination. Additionally, the project 
shall comply with any other requirements stated in project’s Housing Crisis Act of 2019 (SB 
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8) Replacement Unit Determination Letter, dated June 23, 2022, including but not limited to 
replacement unit requirements and requirements regarding relocation, right of return, and 
right to remain for occupants of protected units. 

 
5. Base Incentives.  
 

a. Residential Density. The project shall be limited to a maximum density of 109 
residential dwelling units, (equal to a maximum density increase of 70 percent), 
including On-Site Restricted Affordable Units. 

 
b. Floor Area Ratio (FAR). The project shall be permitted a maximum FAR of 3.46, or a 

total floor area of 66,040 square feet.  
 

c. Parking.  
 

i. Automobile Parking. Pursuant to California Government Code Section 
65915(p)(3) and AB 2097, the project shall be allowed to provide a minimum 
of zero (0) parking spaces.  

 
ii. Bicycle parking. Bicycle parking shall be provided consistent with LAMC 

12.21-A,16. In the event that the number of On-Site Restricted Affordable Units 
should increase or the composition of such units should change, then no 
modification of this determination shall be necessary and the number of bicycle 
parking spaces shall be re-calculated consistent with LAMC Section 12.21-
A,16. 

 
iii. Unbundling. Required parking may be sold or rented separately from the 

units, with the exception of all Restricted Affordable Units which shall include 
any required parking in the base rent or sales price, as verified by LAHD. 

 
Site Plan Review   
 
6. Landscaping. All open areas not used for buildings, driveways, parking areas, recreational 

facilities or walks shall be attractively landscaped, including an automatic irrigation system, 
and maintained in accordance with a landscape plan prepared by a licensed landscape 
architect or licensed architect, and submitted for approval to the Department of City 
Planning. The landscape plan shall indicate landscape points for the project equivalent to 
10 percent more than otherwise required by LAMC 12.40 and Landscape Ordinance 
Guidelines.  
 
a. Tree Requirement. The project shall provide at least the minimum number of trees 

on-site to comply with the landscape requirement (LAMC Section 12.21 G(a)(3)). 
Pursuant to Ordinance No. 170,978, required trees shall not be palm trees. 
 

b. Street Trees. Street trees shall be provided to the satisfaction of the Urban Forestry 
Division. Street trees may be used to satisfy on-site tree requirements pursuant to 
LAMC Article Section 12.21 G.3 (Chapter 1, Open Space Requirement for Six or More 
Residential Units).  
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7. Window Treatments. Architectural window framing elements that project or recess shall be 
at a minimum of 3-inches from the exterior façade on 75 percent of the windows of each 
elevation of the structure. The architectural window framing element projection or recess 
may exceed the 3-inch minimum as permitted by the LAMC.  
 

8. Building Materials. Each façade of the building shall incorporate a minimum of three (3) 
different building materials. Windows, doors, balcony/deck railings, and fixtures (such as 
lighting, signs, etc.) shall not count towards this requirement. 

 
9. Parking Screening. With the exception of vehicle and pedestrian entrances and/or fresh 

air intake grilles, all vehicle parking shall be completely enclosed along all sides of the 
building. 

 
10. Parking / Driveway Plan. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, the applicant shall 

submit a parking and driveway plan to the Department of Transportation for approval. 
 
11. Lighting. Outdoor lighting shall be designed and installed with shielding, such that the light 

source does not illuminate adjacent residential properties or the public right-of-way, nor the 
above skies.  

 
12. Mechanical Equipment. All mechanical equipment on the roof shall be screened from view. 

The transformer, if located in the front yard, shall be screened with landscaping consistent 
with LADWP access requirements. 

 
13. Maintenance. The subject property (including all trash storage areas, associated parking 

facilities, walkways, common open space, and exterior walls along the property lines) shall 
be maintained in an attractive condition and shall be kept free of trash and debris. 

 
14. Trash. All trash collection and storage areas shall be located on-site and not visible from 

the public right-of-way. Trash and recycle receptacles shall be stored within a fully enclosed 
portion of the building at all times. 

 
15. Graffiti. All graffiti on the site shall be removed or painted over to match the color of the 

surface to which it is applied within 24 hours of its occurrence. 
 

16. Sustainability.  
 

a. Electric Vehicle Parking. All electric vehicle charging spaces (EV Spaces) and 
electric vehicle charging stations (EVCS) shall comply with the regulations outlined in 
Sections 99.04.106 and 99.05.106 of the LAMC.  
 

b. Solar Panels. The project shall comply with Section 99.05.211.1 of the LAMC.  

Administrative Conditions  
 

17. Final Plans. Prior to the issuance of any building permits for the project by the Department 
of Building & Safety, the applicant shall submit all final construction plans that are awaiting 
issuance of a building permit by the Department of Building & Safety for final review and 
approval by the Department of City Planning. All plans that are awaiting issuance of a 
building permit by the Department of Building & Safety shall be stamped by Department of 
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City Planning staff “Final Plans”. A copy of the Final Plans, supplied by the applicant, shall 
be retained in the subject case file.  

 
18. Notations on Plans. Plans submitted to the Department of Building & Safety, for the 

purpose of processing a building permit application shall include all of the Conditions of 
Approval herein attached as a cover sheet, and shall include any modifications or notations 
required herein. 

 
19. Approval, Verification and Submittals. Copies of any approvals, guarantees or 

verification of consultations, review of approval, plans, etc., as may be required by the 
subject conditions, shall be provided to the Department of City Planning prior to clearance 
of any building permits, for placement in the subject file. 

 
20. Code Compliance. Use, area, height, and yard regulations of the zone classification of the 

subject property shall be complied with, except where granted conditions differ herein.  
 
21. Department of Building & Safety. The granting of this determination by the Director of 

Planning does not in any way indicate full compliance with applicable provisions of the 
LAMC, Chapter IX (Building Code). Any corrections and/or modifications to plans made 
subsequent to this determination by a Department of Building & Safety Plan Check Engineer 
that affect any part of the exterior design or appearance of the project as approved by the 
Director, and which are deemed necessary by the Department of Building & Safety for 
Building Code compliance, shall require a referral of the revised plans back to the 
Department of City Planning for additional review and sign-off prior to the issuance of any 
permit in connection with those plans. 

 
22. Department of Water and Power. Satisfactory arrangements shall be made with the Los 

Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) for compliance with LADWP’s Rules 
Governing Water and Electric Service. Any corrections and/or modifications to plans made 
subsequent to this determination in order to accommodate changes to the project due to the 
under-grounding of utility lines, that are outside of substantial compliance or that affect any 
part of the exterior design or appearance of the project as approved by the Director, shall 
require a referral of the revised plans back to the Department of City Planning for additional 
review and sign-off prior to the issuance of any permit in connection with those plans. 

 
23. Enforcement. Compliance with and the intent of these conditions shall be to the satisfaction 

of the Department of City Planning. 
 
24. Expiration. In the event that this grant is not utilized within three years of its effective date 

(the day following the last day that an appeal may be filed), the grant shall be considered 
null and void. Issuance of a building permit, and the initiation of, and diligent continuation 
of, construction activity shall constitute utilization for the purposes of this grant. 

 
25. Covenant. Prior to the issuance of any permits relative to this matter, an agreement 

concerning all the information contained in these conditions shall be recorded in the County 
Recorder’s Office. The agreement shall run with the land and shall be binding on any 
subsequent property owners, heirs or assign. The agreement must be submitted to the 
Department of City Planning for approval before being recorded. After recordation, a copy 
bearing the Recorder’s number and date shall be provided to the Department of City 
Planning for attachment to the file.  

 



 
  

  
DIR-2022-7885-TOC-SPR-HCA  Page 6 of 23 
  

  
26. Expedited Processing Section Fee. Prior to the clearance of any conditions, the applicant 

shall show proof that all fees have been paid to the Department of City Planning, Expedited 
Processing Section. 

 
27. Indemnification and Reimbursement of Litigation Costs. 

Applicant shall do all of the following: 
 

(i) Defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from any and all actions against the City 
relating to or arising out of, in whole or in part, the City’s processing and approval of 
this entitlement, including but not limited to, an action to attack, challenge, set aside, 
void, or otherwise modify or annul the approval of the entitlement, the environmental 
review of the entitlement, or the approval of subsequent permit decisions, or to claim 
personal property damage, including from inverse condemnation or any other 
constitutional claim. 

 
(ii) Reimburse the City for any and all costs incurred in defense of an action related to or 

arising out, in whole or in part, of the City’s processing and approval of the entitlement, 
including but not limited to payment of all court costs and attorney’s fees, costs of any 
judgments or awards against the City (including an award of attorney’s fees), 
damages, and/or settlement costs. 

 
(iii) Submit an initial deposit for the City’s litigation costs to the City within 10 days’ notice 

of the City tendering defense to the Applicant and requesting a deposit. The initial 
deposit shall be in an amount set by the City Attorney’s Office, in its sole discretion, 
based on the nature and scope of action, but in no event shall the initial deposit be 
less than $50,000. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does not relieve 
the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the requirement in 
paragraph (ii). 

 
(iv) Submit supplemental deposits upon notice by the City. Supplemental deposits may be 

required in an increased amount from the initial deposit if found necessary by the City 
to protect the City’s interests. The City’s failure to notice or collect the deposit does 
not relieve the Applicant from responsibility to reimburse the City pursuant to the 
requirement in paragraph (ii). 

 
(v) If the City determines it necessary to protect the City’s interest, execute an indemnity 

and reimbursement agreement with the City under terms consistent with the 
requirements of this condition. 

 
The City shall notify the applicant within a reasonable period of time of its receipt of any 
action and the City shall cooperate in the defense. If the City fails to notify the applicant of 
any claim, action, or proceeding in a reasonable time, or if the City fails to reasonably 
cooperate in the defense, the applicant shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, 
indemnify or hold harmless the City.  
 
The City shall have the sole right to choose its counsel, including the City Attorney’s office 
or outside counsel. At its sole discretion, the City may participate at its own expense in the 
defense of any action, but such participation shall not relieve the applicant of any obligation 
imposed by this condition. In the event the Applicant fails to comply with this condition, in 
whole or in part, the City may withdraw its defense of the action, void its approval of the 
entitlement, or take any other action. The City retains the right to make all decisions with 
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respect to its representations in any legal proceeding, including its inherent right to abandon 
or settle litigation. 

 
For purposes of this condition, the following definitions apply: 

 
“City” shall be defined to include the City, its agents, officers, boards, commissions, 
committees, employees, and volunteers. 
 
“Action” shall be defined to include suits, proceedings (including those held under 
alternative dispute resolution procedures), claims, or lawsuits. Actions includes actions, 
as defined herein, alleging failure to comply with any federal, state or local law. 

 
Nothing in the definitions included in this paragraph are intended to limit the rights of the 
City or the obligations of the Applicant otherwise created by this condition. 

 
PROJECT BACKGROUND 

 
The project site is a level, rectangular-shaped parcel of land comprised of three (3) contiguous 
lots, encompassing 25,658 square feet (approximately 0.59 acres) of lot area. The subject 
property has 180 feet of street frontage along the west side of Arapahoe Street. The subject 
property is zoned R4-1 and is located within the Wilshire Community Plan area. The Community 
Plan Area Map designates the subject property for High Medium Residential land uses 
corresponding to the R4 Zone. The project site is located within a Transit Priority Area in the City 
of Los Angeles (ZI-2452), a Los Angeles State Enterprise Zone (ZI-2374), and an Urban 
Agriculture Incentive Zone. The project site is subject to a 20-foot Building Line along the westerly 
side of Arapahoe Street established under Ordinance No. 93218.  The property is not located 
within the boundaries of or subject to any specific plan, community design overlay, or interim 
control ordinance. 
 
The project site is located within a Tier 3 Transit Oriented Communities Affordable Housing 
Incentive Area, qualified by its proximity to the intersection of a Major Transit Stop. The project 
site is located within one-half mile of Metro Route 28 and Metro Local 603 bus lines, which qualify 
as a Major Transit Stop. As such, the project meets the eligibility requirements for a TOC Housing 
Development to be located within one-half mile of a Major Transit Stop.  
 
The subject property currently consists of a vacant lot, a two-story single-family dwelling, and a 
two-story four-unit apartment building. The Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety 
(LADBS) database indicates that a Demolition Permit was issued for 957 South Arapahoe Street 
on January 7, 2019 (Permit No. 19019-20000-00054) and that the Owner has applied for a 
Building Permit (Application No. 22010-10000-00745), which has not been issued. The Los 
Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) SB 8 Replacement Unit Determination (RUD) Letter dated 
June 23, 2022, determined that two (2) units need to be replaced with equivalent type, with one 
(1) units restricted to Very Low Income Households, and one (1) restricted to Extremely Low 
Income Households. The project proposes a total of 109 dwelling units with 15 units reserved for 
Very Low Income Households, and one (1) dwelling unit reserved for Extremely Low Income 
Households. 
 
The project involves the demolition of the two-story single-family dwelling and two-story apartment 
building, and the construction, use, and maintenance of a new five-story residential building, 60 
feet in height, containing a total of 109 dwelling units with 15 units reserved for Very Low Income 
Households, and one (1) dwelling unit reserved for Extremely Low Income Households. The 
proposed development will contain approximately 66,040 square feet of floor area, equating to a 
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total floor area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3.46:1. The proposed building’s residential units will 
consist of one (1) studio unit, 102 one-bedroom units, four (4) two-bedroom units, and two (2) 
four-bedroom units. The project will provide a total of 11,150 square feet of open space comprised 
of private balconies, a fitness center, courtyard, multipurpose room, and two (2) roof decks. The 
project will have one (1) subterranean level that will contain a total of 60 vehicle parking stalls and 
will provide a total of 88 bicycle parking stalls including, 80 long-term, and eight (8) short-term 
parking stalls.  
 
Vehicular ingress and egress for the building’s parking garage will be provided via single driveway 
located at the northeast corner of the project site. Pedestrian access to the residential lobby of 
the building will be at the center of the property on Arapahoe Street. The project will observe an 
easterly front yard setback of 20 feet along Arapahoe Street, northerly and southerly side yard 
setbacks of 8 feet, and westerly rear yard setback of 17 feet.  
 
The project meets all eligibility requirements for the TOC Affordable Housing Incentive Program. 
As such, the project is eligible for Base Incentives and up to three (3) Additional Incentives. As 
Base Incentives, the project is eligible to (1) increase the maximum allowable number of dwelling 
units permitted by 70 percent, (2) increase the maximum allowable FAR by 50 percent or to 3.75:1 
if the maximum percentage increase results in a FAR of less than 3.75:1 for a project in a 
commercial zone, and (3) provide a minimum of zero (0) parking spaces. The project is seeking 
a 70 percent density increase to 109 units, an increase in FAR to 3.46:1, and will provide at least 
the minimum number of parking spaces required. The project is not utilizing any Additional 
Incentives, but rather utilizing only Base Incentives to facilitate the development of the proposed 
project. As previously stated, the project is setting aside 15 units for Very Low Income 
Households, and one (1) unit for Extremely Low Income Households, which equates to 25 percent 
of the 65 base units permitted through the underlying zoning of the site. 
 
SURROUNDING PROPERTIES 
 
Properties within the vicinity of the project site are zoned R4-1 and are designated for High 
Medium Residential land uses. The surrounding properties are developed with single- and multi-
family residential buildings ranging from two to six stories in height. Adjoining the project site to 
the north is a two-story apartment building. Abutting the subject site to the east, are properties 
developed with a surface parking lot, and a two-story single-family dwelling. Adjoining the project 
site to the south, is a three-story apartment building. Properties adjoining the subject site to the 
west are developed with three-story apartment buildings. 
 
STREETS 
 
Arapahoe Street, adjoining the subject property to the east, is a Local Street - Standard, dedicated 
to a right-of-way width of 70 feet and a roadway width of 36 feet, and is improved with asphalt 
roadway, concrete curb, gutter, and sidewalk.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING AND TESTIMONY 
 
A public hearing for Case No. DIR-2022-7885-SPR-HCA held on Tuesday, June 27, 2023 via 
Zoom teleconference. The purpose of the hearing was to receive public testimony on behalf of 
the Director of Planning as the decision maker on the case.  
 
The hearing was attended by approximately 15 individuals. Five members of the public spoke in 
opposition to the proposed project. Opponents of the project cited concerns with the proposed 
development further exacerbating the problem of a current lack of parking for residents in the 
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neighborhood, as well as the project contributing to traffic congestion. Some speakers argued the 
project will contribute to increased rent prices in the neighborhood, which will cause residents to 
be pushed out of their community. One individual stated that the project does not provide enough 
low-income housing. Other members of the public argued that the project is out of scale with the 
surrounding neighborhood. Another individual stated that there was a lack of community outreach 
from the applicant, and expressed concerns that some residents may not have been properly 
informed of the proposed project.  
 
HOUSING REPLACEMENT 
 
Pursuant to LAMC Section 12.22-A,31(b)(1), a Housing Development located within a Transit 
Oriented Communities (TOC) Affordable Housing Incentive Area shall be eligible for TOC 
Incentives if it meets any applicable replacement requirements of California Government Code 
Section 65915(c)(3) (California State Density Bonus Law).  
 
Assembly Bill 2222 (AB 2222) amended the State Density Bonus Law to require applicants of 
density bonus projects filed as of January 1, 2015 to demonstrate compliance with the housing 
replacement provisions which require replacement of rental dwelling units that either exist at the 
time of application of a Density Bonus project, or have been vacated or demolished in the five-
year period preceding the application of the project. This applies to all pre-existing units that have 
been subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law that restricts rents to levels affordable to 
persons and families of lower or very low income; subject to any other form of rent or price control; 
or occupied by Low or Very Low Income Households.  
 
On September 28, 2016, the Governor signed Assembly Bill 2556 (AB 2556) which further 
amended the State Density Bonus Law. The amendments took effect on January 1, 2017. AB 
2556 clarifies the implementation of the required replacement of affordable units in Density Bonus 
projects, first introduced by AB 2222. AB 2556 further defines “equivalent size” to mean that as a 
whole, the new units must contain at least the same total number of bedrooms as the units being 
replaced.  
 
In addition to the requirements of California State Density Bonus Law, on October 9, 2019, the 
Governor signed into law the Housing Crisis Act of 2019 (SB 330, and as amended by SB 8), 
which creates new state laws regarding the production, preservation and planning for housing, 
and establishes a statewide housing emergency until January 1, 2025. During the duration of the 
statewide housing emergency, SB 330 (and as amended by SB 8) creates, among other things, 
new housing replacement requirements for Housing Development Projects by prohibiting the 
approval of any proposed housing development project on a site that will require the demolition 
of existing residential dwelling units or occupied or vacant “Protected Units” unless the proposed 
housing development project replaces those units. The project shall provide at least as many 
residential dwelling units as the greatest number of residential dwelling units that existed on the 
property within the past 5 years. Additionally, the project must also replace all existing or 
demolished “Protected Units”. 
 
The subject property currently consists of a vacant lot, a two-story single-family dwelling, and a 
two-story four-unit apartment building. The Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) SB 8 
Replacement Unit Determination (RUD) Letter dated March 3, 2022, determined that four (4) of 
the existing dwelling units need to be replaced with equivalent type, with one (1) unit restricted to 
Low Income Households, two (2) units restricted to Very Low Income Households, and one (1) 
unit restricted to Extremely Low Income Households. The project will reserve 15 dwelling units for 
Very Low Income Households, and one (1) dwelling unit for Extremely Low Income Households. 
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As such, the project meets the eligibility requirement for providing replacement housing consistent 
with California Government Code Section 65915(c)(3). 
 
TRANSIT ORIENTED COMMUNITIES AFFORDABLE HOUSING INCENTIVE PROGRAM 
ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 
 
To be an eligible Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) Housing Development, a project must meet 
the Eligibility criteria set forth in Section IV of the Transit Oriented Communities Affordable 
Housing Incentive Program Guidelines (TOC Guidelines). A Housing Development located within 
a TOC Affordable Housing Incentive Area shall be eligible for TOC Incentives if it meets all of the 
following requirements, which the request herein does: 
 
1. On-Site Restricted Affordable Units. In each Tier, a Housing Development shall provide 

On-Site Restricted Affordable Units at a rate of at least the minimum percentages described 
below. The minimum number of On-Site Restricted Affordable Units shall be calculated based 
upon the total number of units in the final project. 

a. Tier 1 - 8% of the total number of dwelling units shall be affordable to Extremely 
Low Income (ELI) income households, 11% of the total number of dwelling units 
shall be affordable to Very Low (VL) income households, or 20% of the total 
number of dwelling units shall be affordable to Lower Income households. 
 

b. Tier 2 - 9% ELI, 12% VL or 21% Lower. 
 

c. Tier 3 - 10% ELI, 14% VL or 23% Lower. 
 

d. Tier 4 - 11% ELI, 15% VL or 25% Lower. 
 

The project site is located within a Tier 3 TOC Affordable Housing Incentive Area. As part of 
the proposed development, the project is required to reserve 14 percent of the total number 
of on-site dwelling units for Very Low Income Households. The project will reserve 15 on-site 
dwelling units for Very Low Income Households and will reserve one (1) on-site dwelling unit 
for Extremely Low Income Households, which complies with the required 14 percent of the 
109 total dwelling units proposed as part of the Housing Development. As such, the project 
meets the eligibility requirement for On-Site Restricted Affordable Units. 

 
2. Major Transit Stop. A Housing Development shall be located on a lot, any portion of which 

must be located within 2,640 feet (one-half mile) of a Major Transit Stop, as defined in Section 
II and according to the procedures in Section III.2 of the TOC Guidelines. 
 
As defined in the TOC Guidelines, a Major Transit Stop is a site containing a rail station or the 
intersection of two or more bus routes with a service interval of 15 minutes or less during the 
morning and afternoon peak commute periods. The stations or bus routes may be existing, 
under construction or included in the most recent Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The project site is located within 
one-half mile of the Metro Route 28 and Metro Local 603 bus lines, which qualifies as a Major 
Transit Stop. As such, the project meets the eligibility requirements for a TOC Housing 
Development to be located within one-half mile of a Major Transit Stop.  
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3. Housing Replacement. A Housing Development must meet any applicable housing 
replacement requirements of California Government Code Section 65915(c)(3), as verified by 
the Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) prior to the issuance of any building permit. 
Replacement housing units required per this section may also count towards other On-Site 
Restricted Affordable Units requirements. 
 
The Los Angeles Housing Department (LAHD) SB 8 Replacement Unit Determination (RUD) 
Letter dated June 23, 2022, determined that two (2) units need to be replaced with equivalent 
type, with one (1) units restricted to Very Low Income Households, and one (1) restricted to 
Extremely Low Income Households. The project proposes a total of 109 dwelling units with 
15 units reserved for Very Low Income Households, and one (1) dwelling unit reserved for 
Extremely Low Income Households. As such, the project meets the eligibility requirement for 
providing replacement housing consistent with California Government Code Section 
65915(c)(3). 

 
4. Other Density or Development Bonus Provisions. A Housing Development shall not seek 

and receive a density or development bonus under the provisions of California Government 
Code Section 65915 (state Density Bonus law) or any other State or local program that 
provides development bonuses. This includes any development bonus or other incentive 
granting additional residential units or floor area provided through a General Plan 
Amendment, Zone Change, Height District Change, or any affordable housing development 
bonus in a Transit Neighborhood Plan, Community Plan Implementation Overlay (CPIO), 
Specific Plan, or overlay district. 
 
The project is not seeking any additional density or development bonuses under the provisions 
of the State Density Bonus Law or any other State or local program that provides development 
bonuses, including, but not limited to, a General Plan Amendment, Zone Change, Height 
District Change, or any affordable housing development bonus in a Transit Neighborhood 
Plan, Community Implementation Overlay (CPIO), Specific Plan, or overlay district. Therefore, 
the project meets this eligibility requirement. 

 
5. Base Incentives and Additional Incentives. All Eligible Housing Developments are eligible 

to receive the Base Incentives listed in Section VI of the TOC Guidelines. Up to three 
Additional Incentives listed in Section VII of the TOC Guidelines may be granted based upon 
the affordability requirements described below. For the purposes of this section below “base 
units” refers to the maximum allowable density allowed by the zoning, prior to any density 
increase provided through these Guidelines. The affordable housing units required per this 
section may also count towards the On-Site Restricted Affordable Units requirement in 
Eligibility Requirement No. 1 above (except Moderate Income units). 

 
a. One (1) Additional Incentive may be granted for projects that include at least 4% of the 

base units for Extremely Low Income Households, at least 5% of the base units for 
Very Low Income Households, at least 10% of the base units for Lower Income 
Households, or at least 10% of the base units for persons and families of Moderate 
Income in a common interest development.  
 

b. Two (2) Additional Incentives may be granted for projects that include at least 7% of 
the base units for Extremely Low Income Households, at least 10% of the base units 
for Very Low Income Households, at least 20% of the base units for Lower Income 
Households, or at least 20% of the base units for persons and families of Moderate 
Income in a common interest development.  
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c. Three (3) Additional Incentives may be granted for projects that include at least 11% 
of the base units for Extremely Low Income Households, at least 15% of the base units 
for Very Low Income Households, at least 30% of the base units for Lower Income 
Households, or at least 30% of the base units for persons and families of Moderate 
Income in a common interest development. 

 
As an Eligible Housing Development, the project is eligible to receive the Base Incentives 
listed in the TOC Guidelines. The project meets the TOC Guideline requirements of 
providing at least 15 percent of the base units for Very Low Income Households in 
exchange for being granted the up to three (3) additional incentives. The project is setting 
aside 15 units reserved for Very Low Income Households, and one (1) dwelling unit 
reserved for Extremely Low Income Households, which equates to 25 percent of the base 
units permitted through the underlying zoning of the site. The project however, is not 
requesting any Additional Incentives. As such, the project meets the eligibility 
requirements for both on-site restricted affordable units and Base and Additional 
Incentives.  

 
6. Projects Adhering to Labor Standards. Projects that adhere to the labor standards required 

in LAMC 11.5.11 may be granted two Additional Incentives from the menu in Section VII of 
these Guidelines (for a total of up to five Additional Incentives). 

 
The project is not seeking any Additional Incentives. The project is setting aside 15 units 
reserved for Very Low Income Households, and one (1) dwelling unit reserved for Extremely 
Low Income Households, which equates to 25 percent of the base units permitted through the 
underlying zoning of the site. As such, the project need not adhere to the labor standards 
required in LAMC Section 11.5.11, and this eligibility requirement does not apply. 

 
7. Multiple Lots. A building that crosses one or more lots may request the TOC Incentives that 

correspond to the lot with the highest Tier permitted by Section III above. 
 

The subject property consists of three (3) contiguous lots, all of which are located within a Tier 
3 TOC Affordable Housing Incentive Area. Therefore, this eligibility requirement does not 
apply. 

 
8. Request for a Lower Tier. Even though an applicant may be eligible for a certain Tier, they 

may choose to select a Lower Tier by providing the percentage of On-Site Restricted 
Affordable Housing units required for any lower Tier and be limited to the Incentives available 
for the lower Tier. 

 
The applicant has not selected a Lower Tier and is not providing the percentage of On-Site 
Restricted Affordable Housing units required for any lower Tier. As such, this eligibility 
requirement does not apply. 

 
9. 100% Affordable Housing Projects. Buildings that are Eligible Housing Developments that 

consist of 100% On-Site Restricted Affordable units, exclusive of a building manager’s unit or 
units shall, for purposes of these Guidelines, be eligible for one increase in Tier than otherwise 
would be provided. 

 
The project does not consist of 100 percent On-Site Restricted Affordable units. It is not 
eligible for or seeking an increase in Tier. As such, this eligibility requirement does not apply. 
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10. Design Conformance. Projects seeking to obtain Additional Incentives shall be subject to 
any applicable design guidelines, including any Community Plan design guidelines, Specific 
Plan design guidelines and/or Citywide Design Guidelines and may be subject to conditions 
to meet design performance. The conditions shall not preclude the ability to construct the 
building with the residential density permitted by Section VI. 

 
The project is not seeking any Additional Incentives. The project, however, is requesting Site 
Plan Review for a residential development resulting in a net increase of 50 or more dwelling 
units. As such, the project shall be subject to any applicable design guidelines, including any 
Community Plan design guidelines, Specific Plan design guidelines and/or Citywide Design 
Guidelines and has demonstrated conformance to said guidelines. The proposed 
development has been conditioned to ensure a well-designed project and in compliance with 
the Citywide Design Guidelines. The project has been conditioned to provide a pedestrian-
friendly environment through the provision of landscaping, prominent pedestrian entryways, 
and screening of any mechanical equipment from the public right-of-way. The project has also 
been conditioned to incorporate a variety of building materials and to either wrap or enclose 
all visible vehicular parking in order to create visually interesting building façades and 
minimize impacts on surrounding properties.  

 
TRANSIT ORIENTED COMMUNITIES AFFORDABLE HOUSING INCENTIVE PROGRAM / 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING INCENTIVES COMPLIANCE FINDINGS 
 
Pursuant to Section 12.22-A,31(e) of the LAMC, the Director shall review a Transit Oriented 
Communities Affordable Housing Incentive Program project application in accordance with the 
procedures outlined in LAMC Section 12.22-A,25(g). 
 
1. Pursuant to Section 12.22 A.25(g)(2)(i)(c) of the LAMC and Section 65915(e) of the 

California Government Code, the Director shall approve a density bonus and requested 
incentive(s) unless the Director finds that: 
 

a. The incentives do not result in identifiable and actual cost reductions to provide for 
affordable housing costs, as defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 50052.5 
or Section 50053 for rents for the affordable units. 
 
The record does not contain substantial evidence that would allow the Director to make a 
finding that the requested incentives are not necessary to provide for affordable housing 
costs per State Law. The California Health & Safety Code Sections 50052.5 and 50053 
define formulas for calculating affordable housing costs for very low, low, and moderate 
income households. Section 50052.5 addresses owner-occupied housing and Section 
50053 addresses rental households. Affordable housing costs are a calculation of 
residential rent or ownership pricing not to exceed 25 percent gross income based on area 
median income thresholds dependent on affordability levels. 
 
The list of Additional Incentives in the Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) Guidelines 
were pre-evaluated at the time the Transit Oriented Communities Affordable Housing 
Incentive Program Ordinance was adopted to include types of relief that minimize 
restrictions on the size of the project. As such, the Director will always arrive at the 
conclusion that the Additional Incentives are required to provide for affordable housing 
costs because the incentives by their nature increase the scale of the project. 
 
The project is not utilizing any Additional Incentives, but rather utilizing only Base 
Incentives to facilitate the development of the proposed project. As a Tier 3 TOC 
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development project, the project is granted a 70 percent increase in density, an increase 
in the maximum allowable FAR by 50 percent, and a minimum of zero (0) parking spaces. 
The project shall be permitted a maximum density of 109 residential dwelling units, (equal 
to a maximum density increase of 70 percent), including On-Site Restricted Affordable 
Units.   

 
b. The Incentives will have a specific adverse impact upon public health and safety or the 

physical environment, or on any real property that is listed in the California Register of 
Historical Resources and for which there are no feasible methods to satisfactorily mitigate 
or avoid the specific adverse Impact without rendering the development unaffordable to 
low-income and moderate-income households. Inconsistency with the zoning ordinance 
or the general plan land use designation shall not constitute a specific, adverse impact 
upon the public health or safety (Government Code Section 65915(d)(B) and 65589.5(d)). 

 
There is no evidence that the proposed incentives will have a specific adverse impact 
upon public health and safety or the physical environment, or any real property that is 
listed in the California Register of Historical Resources. A "specific adverse impact" is 
defined as "a significant, quantifiable, direct and unavoidable impact, based on objective, 
identified written public health or safety standards, policies, or conditions as they existed 
on the date the application was deemed complete" (LAMC Section 12.22-A,25(b)). The 
project does not involve a contributing structure in a designated Historic Preservation 
Overlay Zone or on the City of Los Angeles list of Historical-Cultural Monuments. 
According to ZIMAS, the project site does not fall within a Methane Hazard Site, an Alquist-
Priolo Fault Zone, a Preliminary Fault Rupture Study Area, Flood Zone, Landslide Area, 
Liquefaction Area, Tsunami Inundation Zone, a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, 
Hillside Area, or BOE Special Grading Area. The project site is located within the Puente 
Hills Blind Thrust fault zone. Therefore, there is no substantial evidence that the proposed 
project, and thus the requested incentives, will have a specific adverse impact on the 
physical environment, on public health and safety or the physical environment, or on any 
Historical Resource. 

 
c. The incentives are contrary to state or federal law. 

 
There is no substantial evidence in the record indicating that the requested incentives are 
contrary to any state or federal law. 

 
SITE PLAN REVIEW FINDINGS  

 
2. The project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, intent and provisions of 

the General Plan, applicable community plan, and any applicable specific plan. 
 
The elements of the General Plan establish policies that provide for the regulatory 
environment in managing the City and for addressing concerns and issues. There are 12 
elements of the General Plan. The majority of the policies derived from these elements are in 
the form of code requirements of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. Except for those 
entitlements requested herein, the project does not propose to deviate from any of the 
requirements of the Los Angeles Municipal Code. The Land Use Element of the General Plan 
is divided into 35 Community Plans.  
 
The subject property is located within the Wilshire Community Plan area which is one of the 
35 Community Plans that make up the Land Use Element of the General Plan. The Wilshire 
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Community Plan Area Map designates the subject property for High Medium Residential land 
uses corresponding to the R4 Zone. The subject property’s R4 zoning is thus consistent with 
the General Plan’s land use designation for the site. The property is not located within the 
boundaries of or subject to any specific plan, community design overlay, or interim control 
ordinance. 
The proposed project is consistent with, and meets the goals, objectives, and policies of the 
Wilshire Community Plan. The proposed residential development will result in a net increase 
of 104 dwelling units on the subject property, adding new desirable multi-family housing to the 
region and contribute to the City’s affordable housing stock. The project meets the intent of 
the following goals, objectives, and policies of the Wilshire Community Plan: 
 
Goal 1: Provide a safe, secure, and high quality residential environment for all economic, 

age, and ethnic segments of the Wilshire community. 
 
Objective 1-1:  Provide for the preservation of existing quality housing, and for the 

development of new housing to meet the diverse economic and 
physical needs of the existing residents and expected new 
residents in the Wilshire Community Plan Area to the year 2010. 

 
Policy 1-1.3: Provide for adequate Multiple Family residential 

development. 
 

Objective 1-2:  Reduce vehicular trips and congestion by developing new housing 
in close proximity to regional and community commercial centers, 
subway stations and existing bus route stops. 

 
Policy 1-2.1:  Encourage higher density residential uses near major public 

transportation centers. 
 

Objective 1-4:  Provide affordable housing and increased accessibility to more 
population segments, especially students, the handicapped and 
senior citizens. 

 
Policy 1-4.1:  Promote greater individual choice in type, quality, price and 

location of housing. 
 

The project makes a both practical and efficient use of the subject property by locating new, 
higher density residential development near transit lines and neighborhood services. The 
resulting development will thus be located in a manner that has the potential to reduce 
vehicular trips. The project will also provide a mix of market rate and affordable units, thereby 
promoting the provision of adequate housing for all persons relative to income. The project 
meets all applicable design guidelines and standards, and is a residential development with 
an appropriate, context-sensitive scale. The project will be conditioned and designed to 
contribute towards a pedestrian-friendly environment that is safe for all modes of 
transportation. Furthermore, the project is located within one-half mile of the Metro Route 28 
and Metro Local 603 bus lines. The provision of well-designed multi-family housing, which 
includes restricted affordable units, ensures a project that will complement the existing 
neighborhood while also providing valuable housing stock to current and future residents.  
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The proposed project is consistent with the objectives, and policies, of the General Plan’s 
Housing Element 2021 – 2029 adopted in November 2021 as described below: 
 

Objective 1.2:  Facilitate the production of housing, especially projects that include 
Affordable Housing and/or meet Citywide Housing Priorities. 

 
Policy 1.2-1:  Expand rental and for-sale housing for people of all income 

levels. Prioritize housing developments that result in a net 
gain of Affordable Housing and serve those with the greatest 
needs. 

 
Objective 1.3:  Promote a more equitable distribution of affordable housing 

opportunities throughout the city, with a focus on increasing 
Affordable Housing in Higher Opportunity Areas and in ways that 
further Citywide Housing Priorities. 

 
Policy 1.3-1:  Prioritize housing capacity, resources, policies and 

incentives to include Affordable Housing in residential 
development, particularly near transit, jobs, and in Higher 
Opportunity Areas. 

 
The project will redevelop a presently underutilized site consisting of a single-family dwelling 
and a four-unit apartment building with a new five-story residential building, containing a total 
of 109 dwelling units with 15 units reserved for Very Low Income Households, and one (1) 
dwelling unit reserved for Extremely Low Income Households. In addition, the residential 
development would accommodate a variety of household sizes with a mix of studio units, one-
bedroom units, two-bedroom units, and four-bedroom units. The project site is located in long 
established residential neighborhood, that is fully built out with a variety of housing types. The 
project site is also located within one-half mile of Metro Route 28 and Metro Local 603 bus 
lines. The project’s proximity to public transit would allow individuals to connect to essential 
services and centers, including employment centers, schools, and grocery markets. As such, 
the proposed project would complement the surrounding community while expanding housing 
opportunities along a transit-rich area.  

 
The proposed project is also consistent with the policies, of the General Plan’s Mobility 
Element, also known as Mobility Plan 2035, which seek to meet the ultimate goal of 
developing a balanced transportation network for all users. The project supports the following 
policies of the Mobility Element: 
 

Policy 3.3:  Promote equitable land use decisions that result in fewer 
vehicle trips by providing greater proximity and access to 
jobs, destinations, and other neighborhood services. 

 
Policy 5.2:  Support ways to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per 

capita. 
 

Policy 5.4:  Continue to encourage the adoption of low and zero 
emission fuel sources, new mobility technologies, and 
supporting infrastructure. 
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The project site is located within a Tier 3 Transit Oriented Communities area, located within 
500 feet of the intersection of Olympic Boulevard and Hoover Street where the Metro Route 
28 and Metro Local 603 bus lines provide intersecting service at peak headways of 15 minutes 
or less. In addition, the project will provide a total of 88 bicycle parking stalls including, 80 
long-term, and eight (8) short-term parking stalls. Bicycle parking will be located in areas that 
are easily accessible by both residents and visitors. Long-term bicycle parking will be housed 
in a bike room located on the ground floor at the northeast corner of the residential building, 
while short-term bike parking will be located in the front yard, north of the main pedestrian 
entrance facing Arapahoe Street. The project’s proximity to multiple public transit lines and 
ample provision of bicycle parking provides residents access to various modes of 
transportation. The nearby public transit lines and provision of bicycle parking enable 
residents to access work centers, destinations, and other neighborhood services across Los 
Angeles. Furthermore, of the total parking number of vehicle parking stalls provided, 30 
percent will be EV capable, which will further support and encourage the adoption of low and 
zero emission vehicles. Therefore, the project supports the reduction of VMT per capita, 
connecting individuals to public transportation infrastructure, and encourages the adoption of 
low and zero emission fuel sources.   

 
As detailed above, the proposed project is in substantial conformance with the purposes, 
intent and provisions of the Wilshire Community Plan and General Plan. The project is 
consistent with the applicable general plan designation and policies as well as with applicable 
zoning designation and regulations.  

 
3. The project consists of an arrangement of buildings and structures (including height, 

bulk and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, loading areas, lighting, landscaping, 
trash collection, and other such pertinent improvements that is or will be compatible 
with existing and future development on adjacent properties and neighboring 
properties. 

 
The arrangement of the proposed development is consistent and compatible with existing and 
future development within the surrounding properties. The subject property is located within 
the Wilshire Community Plan area, with street frontage along Arapahoe Street. The project 
site is located mid-block between San Marino Street to the north, and Olympic Boulevard to 
the south.  

 
The project will redevelop the subject site consisting of a single-family dwelling and a four-unit 
apartment building with a new five-story residential building, 60 feet in height, containing a 
total of 109 dwelling units with 15 units reserved for Very Low Income Households, and one 
(1) dwelling unit reserved for Extremely Low Income Households. 
 
Properties within the vicinity of the project site are zoned R4-1 and are designated for High 
Medium Residential land uses. The surrounding properties are developed with single- and 
multi-family residential buildings ranging from two to six stories in height. Adjoining the project 
site to the north is a two-story apartment building. Abutting the subject site to the east, are 
properties developed with a surface parking lot, and a two-story single-family dwelling. 
Adjoining the project site to the south, is a three-story apartment building. Properties adjoining 
the subject site to the west are developed with three-story apartment buildings. 
 
The proposed project, reaching a maximum height of 60 feet, containing five stories, and one 
level of subterranean parking, is within relative scale of the existing surrounding buildings, 
particularly those fronting along Hoover Street to the east, and Olympic Boulevard to the 
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south. In addition, all vehicle parking will be located underground and will not be visible to the 
public right-of-way. Furthermore, the project meets minimum required setbacks, and provides 
a sufficient number of trees and landscaping that will help to maintain compatibility with 
neighboring properties.  
 
Height, Bulk, and Setbacks 
 
The subject property is zoned R4-1 and is designated for High Medium Residential land uses. 
The subject site’s 1 Height District allows for unlimited building height and permits an unlimited 
number of stories. The project, therefore, is not requesting any height relief from the site’s 
underlying zoning and proposes a maximum building height of 60 feet.  

 
The R4-1 zoning of the site typically allows for a maximum Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 3:1; 
however, as permitted through the Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) Affordable Housing 
Incentive Program and LAMC Section 12.22 A.25, Housing Developments may qualify for a 
FAR increase in exchange for setting aside a portion of the proposed residential units toward 
affordable housing. The project is therefore requesting a Base Incentive to permit an increase 
in the maximum allowable FAR by 50 percent. The project proposes a an FAR of 3.46:1, 
equating to a total floor area of 66,040 square feet, in lieu of the otherwise permitted FAR of 
3:1. The requested TOC Base Incentive to allow for an increased FAR is intended to allow for 
the construction of more units, including affordable units, while remaining in compliance with 
all other applicable zoning regulations. The incentive further supports the applicant’s decision 
to reserve 15 units reserved for Very Low Income Households, and one (1) dwelling unit 
reserved for Extremely Low Income Households, and facilitates the creation of affordable 
housing units.  

 
The project will meet all minimum setback requirements of the subject site’s underlying R4-1 
zoning. The project will observe an easterly front yard setback of 20 feet along Arapahoe 
Street, northerly and southerly side yard setbacks of 8 feet, and a westerly rear yard setback 
of 17 feet. The project is not seeking any Additional Incentives for deviations in required 
setbacks.  

 
To minimize the bulk and massing of the proposed building, the project includes variations in 
building materials and the exterior walls of the building are also articulated, incorporating 
street-facing balconies and windows. The ground floor consists of a variation in wall 
treatments, including fiber cement vertical sliding, and smooth stucco integrated into the 
overall architectural style of the building. In addition, trees and landscaping are utilized to 
create an attractive buffer between the easterly exterior wall and the public right-of-way. The 
project design employs various architecture methods to establish a distinguishable and 
attractive building design. A variety of building materials and finishes, as well as landscape 
and hardscape materials, will result in a design that is complementary to the neighborhood.  

 
Parking  

 
The project proposes a total of 60 vehicle parking stalls and a total of 88 bicycle parking stalls 
including, 80 long-term, and eight (8) short-term parking stalls. Vehicle parking will be located 
within a single subterranean parking level and will not be visible from the public right-of-way 
or adjacent properties. Vehicular access to the project’s subterranean parking level is 
provided by a single two-way driveway located at the northeast corner of the building adjoining 
Arapahoe Street.  The project would reduce the number of curb cuts at the site, by removing 
one existing driveway on Arapahoe Street. By consolidating the two existing driveways into a 
single driveway at the northeast corner of the project site, the project will help to create a more 
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pedestrian-friendly environment. Bicycle parking will be located in areas that are easily 
accessible by both residents and visitors. Long-term bicycle parking will be housed in a bike 
room located on the ground floor at the northeast corner of the residential building, while short-
term bike parking will be located in the front yard, north of the main pedestrian entrance facing 
Arapahoe Street. The proposed locations of the bicycle parking will ensure easy bike access 
for residents and visitors and support alternative modes of transportation. Therefore, for the 
reasons stated above, the off-street parking facilities will be compatible with the existing and 
future developments in the neighborhood. 
 
Lighting  
 
Lighting for the proposed project has been conditioned to be designed and installed with 
shielding, such that the light source cannot be seen from adjacent residential properties, the 
public right-of-way, nor from above. Therefore, the lighting will be compatible with the existing 
and future developments in the neighborhood. 
 
Landscaping 
 
The project will provide 2,877 square feet of landscaped area throughout the interior and along 
the perimeter of the subject property. The planting palette consists of a variety of shrubs, 
perennials, and trees that are intended to provide shading where needed, reduce surface 
temperatures, as well as maintain compatibility with adjacent residential uses. The project will 
provide a total of 28 trees inclusive of six (6) existing street trees located along the westerly 
side of Arapahoe Street. In addition, the project has been conditioned to require that all areas 
not used for buildings, driveways, or amenities will consist of landscaping. Therefore, as 
designed and conditioned, the on-site landscaping of the proposed project will be compatible 
with the existing and future developments in the neighborhood. 
 
Trash Collection  
 
The project will include centralized on-site trash collection for both refuse and recyclable 
materials, in conformance with the LAMC. Compliance with these regulations will allow the 
project to be compatible with existing and future development. Additionally, all trash and 
recycling areas are conditioned to be enclosed and not visible to the public. Trash collection 
will occur within two separate trash/recycle rooms located at the ground floor of the building. 
The project includes trash and recycling chutes throughout the building to encourage recycling 
and keep trash and recycling hidden from the view of residents and neighbors. Therefore, as 
proposed and conditioned, the project is compatible with existing and future development on 
neighboring properties. 
 
As described above, the project consists, of an arrangement of buildings and structures 
(including height, bulk, and setbacks), off-street parking facilities, lighting, landscaping, trash 
collection, and other such pertinent improvements that will be compatible with existing and 
future development on adjacent and neighboring properties. 

 
4. Any residential project provides recreational and service amenities to improve 

habitability for its residents and minimize impacts on neighboring properties. 
 

The project provides several recreational amenities for the residents of the project. Pursuant 
to Section 12.21-G,2 of the LAMC, there shall be 100 square feet of open space provided for 
each residential unit having less than three habitable rooms; 125 square feet of open space 
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provided for each residential unit consisting of three habitable rooms; and 175 square feet of 
open space provided for each residential unit containing more than three habitable rooms. 
The project proposes a five-story residential building containing a total of 109 dwelling units 
with 15 units reserved for Very Low Income Households, and one (1) dwelling unit reserved 
for Extremely Low Income Households. The proposed building’s residential units will consist 
of one (1) studio unit, 102 one-bedroom units, four (4) two-bedroom units, and two (2) four-
bedroom units. Whereas 11,150 square feet of open space is required by the LAMC, the 
project will provide approximately 11,703 square feet of open space that is comprised of 
private balconies, a fitness center, courtyard, multipurpose room, and roof decks. These 
amenities would provide residents with spaces for gathering, socialization, recreation, and 
relaxation. The project will provide 2,877 square feet of landscaped area throughout the 
interior and along the perimeter of the subject property. All of the outdoor spaces will be 
landscaped and planted with a variety of trees and other plants, which will provide shade and 
greenery for residents, enhance the physical environment, reduce surface temperatures, and 
reduce potential impacts on adjacent properties. For transit-dependent residents, the subject 
property is located approximately 500 feet from the Metro Route 28 and Metro Local 603 bus 
lines that provide intersecting service at peak headways of 15 minutes or less. Lastly, the 
project will provide a total of 88 bicycle parking stalls that will be located in areas that are 
easily accessible by both residents and visitors. Therefore, the project provides many different 
recreational and service amenities which will improve habitability for residents and will 
minimize impacts on neighboring properties. 

 
ADDITIONAL MANDATORY FINDINGS 
 
5. The National Flood Insurance Program rate maps, which are a part of the Flood Hazard 

Management Specific Plan adopted by the City Council by Ordinance No. 172,081, have been 
reviewed and it has been determined that this project is located in Zone C, areas minimal 
flooding.  
 

6. It has been determined based on the whole of the administrative record that the project is 
exempt from CEQA pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15332 (Class 32), and there 
is no substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to a categorical exemption 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2, applies. The proposed project qualifies for a 
Class 32 Categorical Exemption because it conforms to the definition of “In-fill Projects”. The 
project can be characterized as in-fill development within urban areas for the purpose of 
qualifying for Class 32 Categorical Exemption as a result of meeting five established 
conditions and if it is not subject to an Exception that would disqualify it. The Categorical 
Exception document attached to the subject case file provides the full analysis and justification 
for project conformance with the definition of a Class 32 Categorical Exemption. 

 
TRANSIT ORIENTED COMMUNITIES AFFORDABLE HOUSING INCENTIVE PROGRAM 
BACKGROUND 
 
Measure JJJ was adopted by the Los Angeles City Council on December 13, 2016. Section 6 of 
the Measure instructed the Department of City Planning to create the Transit Oriented 
Communities (TOC) Affordable Housing Incentive Program, a transit-based affordable housing 
incentive program. The measure required that the Department adopt a set of TOC Guidelines, 
which establish incentives for residential or mixed-use projects located within ½ mile of a major 
transit stop. Major transit stops are defined under existing State law. 
 
The TOC Guidelines, adopted September 22, 2017, establish a tier-based system with varying 
development bonuses and incentives based on a project’s distance from different types of transit; 
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a project in closer proximity to significant rail stops or the intersection of major bus rapid transit 
lines is rated a higher tier. The largest bonuses are reserved for those projects in the highest tiers. 
Required percentages of affordable housing are also increased incrementally in each higher tier. 
The incentives provided in the TOC Guidelines describe the range of bonuses from particular 
zoning standards that applicants may select. 
 
OBSERVANCE OF CONDITIONS – TIME LIMIT – LAPSE OF PRIVILEGES 
 
All terms and conditions of the Director’s Determination shall be fulfilled before the use may be 
established. The instant authorization is further conditional upon the privileges being utilized 
within three years after the effective date of this determination and, if such privileges are not 
utilized, building permits are not issued, or substantial physical construction work is not begun 
within said time and carried on diligently so that building permits do not lapse, the authorization 
shall terminate and become void. 
 
TRANSFERABILITY 
 
This determination runs with the land. In the event the property is to be sold, leased, rented or 
occupied by any person or corporation other than yourself, it is incumbent that you advise them 
regarding the conditions of this grant. If any portion of this approval is utilized, then all other 
conditions and requirements set forth herein become immediately operative and must be strictly 
observed. 
 
VIOLATION OF THESE CONDITIONS, A MISDEMEANOR 
 
Section 11.00 of the LAMC states in part (m): “It shall be unlawful for any person to violate any 
provision or fail to comply with any of the requirements of this Code. Any person violating any of 
the provisions or failing to comply with any of the mandatory requirements of this Code shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanor unless that violation or failure is declared in that section to be an 
infraction. An infraction shall be tried and be punishable as provided in Section 19.6 of the Penal 
Code and the provisions of this section. Any violation of this Code that is designated as a 
misdemeanor may be charged by the City Attorney as either a misdemeanor or an infraction. 
 
Every violation of this determination is punishable as a misdemeanor unless provision is otherwise 
made, and shall be punishable by a fine of not more than $1,000 or by imprisonment in the County 
Jail for a period of not more than six months, or by both a fine and imprisonment.” 
 
APPEAL PERIOD - EFFECTIVE DATE 
 
This grant is not a permit or license and any permits and/or licenses required by law must be 
obtained from the proper public agency. If any Condition of this grant is violated or not complied 
with, then the applicant or their successor in interest may be prosecuted for violating these 
Conditions the same as for any violation of the requirements contained in the Los Angeles 
Municipal Code (LAMC). 
 
This determination will become effective after the end of appeal period date on the first page of 
this document, unless an appeal is filed with the Department of City Planning. An appeal 
application must be submitted and paid for before 4:30 PM (PST) on the final day to appeal the 
determination. Should the final day fall on a weekend or legal City holiday, the time for filing an 
appeal shall be extended to 4:30 PM (PST) on the next succeeding working day. Appeals should 
be filed early to ensure the Development Services Center (DSC) staff has adequate time to review 
and accept the documents, and to allow appellants time to submit payment. 
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An appeal may be filed utilizing the following options: 
 
Online Application System (OAS): The OAS (https://planning.lacity.org/oas) allows entitlement 
appeals to be submitted entirely electronically by allowing an appellant to fill out and submit an 
appeal application online directly to City Planning’s DSC, and submit fee payment by credit card 
or e-check. 
 
Drop off at DSC. Appeals of this determination can be submitted in-person at the Metro or Van 
Nuys DSC locations, and payment can be made by credit card or check. City Planning has 
established drop-off areas at the DSCs with physical boxes where appellants can drop off appeal 
applications; alternatively, appeal applications can be filed with staff at DSC public counters. 
Appeal applications must be on the prescribed forms, and accompanied by the required fee and 
a copy of the determination letter. Appeal applications shall be received by the DSC public counter 
and paid for on or before the above date or the appeal will not be accepted. 
 
Forms are available online at http://planning.lacity.org/development-services/forms. Public offices 
are located at: 
 

Metro DSC 
(213) 482-7077 

201 North Figueroa Street, 
4th Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 
Planning.figcounter@lacity.org  

Van Nuys DSC 
(818) 374-5050 

6262 Van Nuys Boulevard, 
Suite 251 

Van Nuys, CA 91401 
Planning.mbc2@lacity.org  

West Los Angeles DSC 
(CURRENTLY CLOSED) 

(310) 231-2901 
1828 Sawtelle Boulevard, 

2nd Floor 
Los Angeles, CA 90025 

Planning.westla@lacity.org 
 
City Planning staff may follow up with the appellant via email and/or phone if there are any 
questions or missing materials in the appeal submission, to ensure that the appeal package is 
complete and meets the applicable LAMC provisions. 
 
If you seek judicial review of any decision of the City pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1094.5, the petition for writ of mandate pursuant to that section must be filed no later than 
the 90th day following the date on which the City's decision became final pursuant to California 
Code of Civil Procedure Section 1094.6. There may be other time limits which also affect your 
ability to seek judicial review. 
 
Verification of condition compliance with building plans and/or building permit applications are 
done at the City Planning Metro or Valley DSC locations. An in-person or virtual appointment for 
Condition Clearance can be made through the City’s BuildLA portal (appointments.lacity.org). The 
applicant is further advised to notify any consultant representing you of this requirement as well. 
 

 
QR Code to Online 

Appeal Filing  

 
QR Code to Forms for 

In-Person Appeal Filing  

 
QR Code to BuildLA 

Appointment Portal for 
Condition Clearance 
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Pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, any party can appeal the Site Plan Review portion of this 
Determination. Per the Density Bonus Provision of State Law (Government Code Section 
§65915) the Density Bonus increase in units above the base density zone limits, increase in FAR,
and the appurtenant parking reductions are not a discretionary action and therefore cannot be
appealed. Only the requested incentives are appealable. Per Sections 12.22 A.25 and 12.22 A.31
of the LAMC, appeals of Transit Oriented Communities Affordable Housing Incentive Program
cases are heard by the City Planning Commission.

Note of Instruction Regarding the Notice of Exemption: Applicant is hereby advised to file the 
Notice of Exemption for the associated categorical exemption after the issuance of this letter. If 
filed, the form shall be filed with the County of Los Angeles, 12400 Imperial Highway, Norwalk, 
CA 90650, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21152 (b). More information on 
the associated fees can be found online here: https://www.lavote.net/home/county-
clerk/environmental-notices-fees. The best practice is to go in person and photograph the posted 
notice in order to ensure compliance. Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21167 (d), the 
filing of this notice of exemption starts a 35-day statute of limitations on court challenges to the 
approval of the project. Failure to file this notice with the County Clerk results in the statute of 
limitations, and the possibility of a CEQA appeal, being extended to 180 days. 

VINCENT P. BERTONI, AICP 
Director of Planning 

Approved by: Reviewed by: 

Heather Bleemers   
Senior City Planner 

Esther Ahn 
City Planner 

Prepared by: 

Trevor Martin  
City Planning Associate 

Attachments: 
Exhibit A: Architectural Plans and Landscape Plans 

https://www.lavote.net/home/county-clerk/environmental-notices-fees
https://www.lavote.net/home/county-clerk/environmental-notices-fees
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COUNTY CLERK’S USE CITY OF LOS ANGELES  
OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 

200 NORTH SPRING STREET, ROOM 395 
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 

(PRC Section 21152; CEQA Guidelines Section 15062) 

 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21152(b) and CEQA Guidelines § 15062, the notice should be posted with the County Clerk by 
mailing the form and posting fee payment to the following address: Los Angeles County Clerk/Recorder, Environmental Notices, P.O. 
Box 1208, Norwalk, CA 90650. Pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21167 (d), the posting of this notice starts a 35-day statute of 
limitations on court challenges to reliance on an exemption for the project. Failure to file this notice as provided above, results in the 
statute of limitations being extended to 180 days. 
PARENT CASE NUMBER(S) / REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS 

DIR-2022-7885-SPR-HCA / Transit Oriented Communities & Site Plan Review  

LEAD CITY AGENCY 

City of Los Angeles (Department of City Planning) 
CASE NUMBER 

ENV-2022-7886-CE 

PROJECT TITLE 

Arapahoe Apartments    
COUNCIL DISTRICT 

1 – Eunisses Hernandez     

PROJECT LOCATION   (Street Address and Cross Streets and/or Attached Map)                           ☐   Map attached. 

957-967 South Arapahoe Street   

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  
The demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and a two-story 4-unit apartment building, and the construction, use, and 
maintenance of a new five-story residential building, 60 feet in height, containing a total of 109 dwelling units with 15 units reserved for 
Very Low Income Households, and one (1) dwelling unit reserved for Extremely Low Income Households. The proposed development 
will contain approximately 66,040 square feet of floor area, equating to a total floor area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3.46:1. The project 
will provide a total of 11,150 square feet of open space comprised of private balconies, a fitness center, courtyard, multipurpose room, 
and roof decks. The project will have one (1) subterranean level that will contain a total of 57 vehicle parking stalls, will provide a total 
of 88 bicycle parking stalls.  

☐   Additional page(s) attached. 
NAME OF APPLICANT / OWNER: 

Shahram Shamsian, EL Investment, LLC       

CONTACT PERSON (If different from Applicant/Owner above) 

Behrouz Bozorgnia, Mobbil, Inc.    
(AREA CODE) TELEPHONE NUMBER |        EXT. 

(310) 909-6235  

EXEMPT STATUS:  (Check all boxes, and include all exemptions, that apply and provide relevant citations.) 

 STATE CEQA STATUTE & GUIDELINES  
   

☐ STATUTORY EXEMPTION(S)     

               Public Resources Code Section(s) ______________________________________________________________  
 

☒ CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION(S) (State CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15301-15333 / Class 1-Class 33) 

 
        CEQA Guideline Section(s) / Class(es) _ _                                              32  ______________________________ 

 

☐ OTHER BASIS FOR EXEMPTION (E.g., CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) or (b)(4) or Section 15378(b) ) 
 

         ______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

JUSTIFICATION FOR PROJECT EXEMPTION:                                                                            ☐ Additional page(s) attached 
In-fill development meeting the conditions described in this section. (a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all 
applicable general plan policies as well as with the applicable zoning designation and regulations. (b) The proposed development occurs within city limits 
on a project site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. (c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or 
threatened species. (d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality. (e) The site 
can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services. 

☒  None of the exceptions in CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 to the categorical exemption(s) apply to the Project.  

☐  The project is identified in one or more of the list of activities in the City of Los Angeles CEQA Guidelines as cited in the justification. 

IF FILED BY APPLICANT, ATTACH CERTIFIED DOCUMENT ISSUED BY THE CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT STATING THAT 
THE DEPARTMENT HAS FOUND THE PROJECT TO BE EXEMPT.  
If different from the applicant, the identity of the person undertaking the project. 

CITY STAFF USE ONLY: 
CITY STAFF NAME AND SIGNATURE 

Trevor Martin  
STAFF TITLE 

City Planning Associate   

ENTITLEMENTS APPROVED  
Transit Oriented Communities / Site Plan Review  

 



 
 

Arapahoe Apartments    

Environmental Case Number: ENV-2022-7886-CE  

 

Project Location: 957-967 South Arapahoe Street   
 
Community Plan Area: Wilshire   
 
Council District: 1 – Eunisses Hernandez    
 
Project Description: The demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and a two-story 4-unit apartment 
building, and the construction, use, and maintenance of a new five-story residential building, 60 feet in height, 
containing a total of 109 dwelling units with 15 units reserved for Very Low Income Households, and one (1) 
dwelling unit reserved for Extremely Low Income Households. The proposed development will contain 
approximately 66,040 square feet of floor area, equating to a total floor area ratio (FAR) of approximately 3.46:1. 
The project will provide a total of 11,150 square feet of open space comprised of private balconies, a fitness 
center, courtyard, multipurpose room, and roof decks. The project will have one (1) subterranean level that will 
contain a total of 57 vehicle parking stalls. The project will provide a total of 88 bicycle parking stalls including, 
80 long-term, and eight (8) short-term parking stalls. The project involves the grading and export of approximately 
11,500 cubic yards of soil from the site.  
 
In order to facilitate the development of the proposed project, the applicant is requesting the following 
discretionary actions: 
 
1. Pursuant to the Transit Oriented Communities Affordable Housing Incentive Program Guidelines (TOC 

Guidelines), the Tier 3 project is eligible for Base Incentives and up to three (3) Additional Incentives. The 
project, however, is not seeking Additional Incentives. As Base Incentives, the project is eligible to (1) 
increase the maximum allowable number of dwelling units permitted by 70 percent, (2) increase the maximum 
allowable FAR by 50 percent or to 3.75:1 if the maximum percentage increase results in a FAR of less than 
3.75:1 for a project in a commercial zone, and (3) provide a minimum of zero (0) parking spaces;  

 
2. Pursuant to LAMC Section 16.05, Site Plan Review for the construction of a new residential development 

resulting in a net increase of 50 or more dwelling units; and  
 

3. Any additional actions as deemed necessary or desirable, including but not limited to demolition, grading, 
foundation, street closure(s), tree removal, haul route, and building permits. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 

CITY HALL • 200 NORTH SPRING STREET • LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 

Categorical Exemption  



PREPARED BY: 

The City of Los Angeles 

Department of City Planning 

APPLICANT: 

Shahram Shamsian, 

EL Investment, LLC  

 

May 2023 



 

Project Background 
 
The project site is a level, rectangular-shaped parcel of land comprised of three (3) contiguous 
lots, encompassing 25,658 square feet (approximately 0.59 acres) of lot area. The subject 
property has 180 feet of street frontage along the west side of Arapahoe Street. The subject 
property is zoned R4-1 and is located within the Wilshire Community Plan Area. The Community 
Plan Area Map designates the subject property for High Medium Residential land uses, 
corresponding to the R4 Zone.   
 
The project site is located within a Transit Priority Area in the City of Los Angeles (ZI-2452), a Los 
Angeles State Enterprise Zone (ZI-2374), a Tier 3 Transit Oriented Communities area, and an 
Urban Agriculture Incentive Zone. The project site is subject to a 20-foot Building Line along the 
westerly side of Arapahoe Street established under Ordinance No. 93218.  The property is not 
located within the boundaries of or subject to any specific plan, community design overlay, or 
interim control ordinance. 
 
Based upon the existing mobility and circulation networks near the proposed project, the creation 
of 104 net new units at the subject site will not result in significant traffic impacts in the community. 
The Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) Transportation Assessment Letter dated 
September 12, 2022, concluded that implementation of the proposed project would not result in 
a significant Household or Work VMT impact. Therefore, the project is not expected to result in 
any significant impact relating to traffic. 
 
The project site does not fall within a Methane Hazard Site, an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone, a 
Preliminary Fault Rupture Study Area, Flood Zone, Landslide Area, Liquefaction Area, Tsunami 
Inundation Zone, a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone, Hillside Area, or BOE Special Grading 
Area. The project site is located within the Puente Hills Blind Thrust fault zone. The project 
involves the grading and export of approximately 11,500 cubic yards of soil from the site.  

 
The subject property currently consists of a vacant lot, a two-story single-family dwelling, and a 
two-story 4-unit apartment building. The Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety (LADBS) 
database indicates that a Demolition Permit was issued for 957 South Arapahoe Street on 
January 7, 2019 (Permit No. 19019-20000-00054) and that the Owner has applied for a Building 
Permit (Application No. 22010-10000-00745), which has not been issued. The Los Angeles 
Housing Department (LAHD) SB 8 Replacement Unit Determination (RUD) Letter dated June 23, 
2022, determined that two (2) units need to be replaced with equivalent type, with one (1) units 
restricted to Very Low Income Households, and one (1) restricted to Extremely Low Income 
Households. The project proposes a total of 109 dwelling units with 15 units reserved for Very 
Low Income Households, and one (1) dwelling unit reserved for Extremely Low Income 
Households. 
 
A Tree Report dated August 27, 2021, prepared by The Tree Resource, identified a total of 11 
trees on the project site, six (6) of which are street trees located in the public right-of-way along 
the westerly side of Arapahoe Street. None of the total 11 trees surveyed have been identified as 
protected tree species as defined under LA City Ordinance No. 177,404.  
 
Properties within the vicinity of the project site are zoned R4-1 and are designated for High 
Medium Residential land uses. The surrounding properties are developed with single- and multi-
family residential buildings ranging from two to six stories in height. Adjoining the project site to 
the north is a two-story apartment building. Abutting the subject site to the east, are properties 
developed with a surface parking lot, and a two-story single-family dwelling. Adjoining the project 
site to the south, is a three-story apartment building. Properties adjoining the subject site to the 
west are developed with three-story apartment buildings. 
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The proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment. A “significant effect 
on the environment” is defined as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the 
environment” (CEQA Guidelines, Public Resources Code Section 21068). The proposed project 
and potential impacts were analyzed in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines, which establish guidelines and thresholds of significant impact, and provide 
the methods for determining whether or not the impacts of a proposed project reach or exceed 
those thresholds. Analysis of the proposed project has been determined that it is Categorically 
Exempt from environmental review pursuant to Article 19, Section 15332 of the CEQA Guidelines 
(Class 32) and there is no substantial evidence demonstrating that an exception to a categorical 
exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2 applies. On May 24, 2023, the subject 
project was issued a Notice of Exemption for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption. 
 
CLASS 32 CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION  

 

The proposed project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption because it conforms to the 
definition of “In-fill Projects.” A project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption if it is 
developed on an infill site and meets the following five applicable conditions: (a) The project is 
consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan policies as 
well as with the applicable zoning designation and regulations; (b) The proposed development 
occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by 
urban uses; (c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened 
species; (d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, 
noise, air quality, or water quality; and (e) The site can be adequately served by all required 
utilities and public services. 
 

As previously stated, the project involves the demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and 

a two-story 4-unit apartment building, and the construction, use, and maintenance of a new five-

story residential building, 60 feet in height, containing a total of 109 dwelling units with 15 units 

reserved for Very Low Income Households, and one (1) dwelling unit reserved for Extremely Low 

Income Households. Roof and site drainage as well as sewer availability are required to comply 

with Bureau of Engineering and Bureau of Sanitation standards, Hydrants, Fire Department 

Access, and Fire Safety also require review and approval by the Los Angeles Fire Department 

before permits can be issued. Furthermore, the project must comply with all City Regulatory 

Compliance Measures (RCMs) that apply.  

 

As a new residential building developed on an infill site, this project qualifies for the Categorical 
Exemption. The project can be characterized as infill development within urban areas for the 
purpose of qualifying for Class 32 Categorical Exemption as a result of meeting the five conditions 
listed below.   
 
(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all 

applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and 
regulations. 
 
The subject property is located within the Wilshire Community Plan area which is one of 
the 35 Community Plans that make up the Land Use Element of the General Plan. The 
Wilshire Community Plan Area Map designates the subject property for High Medium 
Residential land uses corresponding to the R4 Zone. The subject property’s R4 zoning is 
thus consistent with the General Plan’s land use designation for the site. The property is 
not located within the boundaries of or subject to any specific plan, community design 
overlay, or interim control ordinance. 
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The proposed project is consistent with, and meets the goals, objectives, and policies of 

the Wilshire Community Plan. The proposed residential development will result in a net 

increase of 104 dwelling units on the subject property, adding new desirable multi-family 

housing to the region and contribute to the City’s affordable housing stock. The project 

meets the intent of the following goals, objectives, and policies of the Wilshire Community 

Plan: 

 

Goal 1: Provide a safe, secure, and high quality residential environment for all 

economic, age, and ethnic segments of the Wilshire community. 

 

Objective 1-1:  Provide for the preservation of existing quality housing, and 

for the development of new housing to meet the diverse 

economic and physical needs of the existing residents and 

expected new residents in the Wilshire Community Plan 

Area to the year 2010. 

 

Policy 1-1.3: Provide for adequate Multiple Family residential 

development. 

 

Objective 1-2:  Reduce vehicular trips and congestion by developing new 

housing in close proximity to regional and community 

commercial centers, subway stations and existing bus route 

stops. 

 

Policy 1-2.1:  Encourage higher density residential uses near 

major public transportation centers. 

 

Objective 1-4:  Provide affordable housing and increased accessibility to 

more population segments, especially students, the 

handicapped and senior citizens. 

 

Policy 1-4.1:  Promote greater individual choice in type, quality, 

price and location of housing. 

 

In addition, the project meets the following objectives and policies of the City’s Housing 

Element: 

 

Objective 1.1: Produce an adequate supply of rental and ownership housing in 

order to meet current and projected needs. 

 

Policy 1-1.4:  Expand opportunities for residential development, 

particularly in designated Centers, Transit Oriented 

Districts and along Mixed-Use Boulevards.  

 

Objective 2.2:  Promote sustainable neighborhoods that have mixed-income 

housing, jobs, amenities, services, and transit. 

 

Policy 2-2.2: Provide incentives and flexibility to generate new 

multi-family housing near transit and centers, in 
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accordance with the General Plan Framework 

element, as reflected in Map ES.1. 

 

The project makes a both practical and efficient use of the subject property by locating 

new, higher density residential development near transit lines and neighborhood services. 

The resulting development will thus be located in a manner that has the potential to reduce 

vehicular trips. The project will also provide a mix of market rate and affordable units, 

thereby promoting the provision of adequate housing for all persons relative to income. 

The project meets all applicable design guidelines and standards, and is a residential 

development with an appropriate, context-sensitive scale. The project will be conditioned 

and designed to contribute towards a pedestrian-friendly environment that is safe for all 

modes of transportation. Furthermore, the project is located within one-half mile of the 

Metro Route 28 and Metro Local 603 bus lines. The provision of well-designed multi-family 

housing, which includes restricted affordable units, ensures a project that will complement 

the existing neighborhood while also providing valuable housing stock to current and 

future residents. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan 

policies and zoning regulations within the City of Los Angeles. 

 
(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more 

than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. 
 

The subject property is located wholly within the Wilshire Community Plan Area within the 

City of Los Angeles. The project site is a level, rectangular-shaped parcel of land 

comprised of three (3) contiguous lots, encompassing 25,658 square feet (approximately 

0.59 acres) of lot area. The project site is substantially surrounded by urban uses and is 

not located near any areas designated for farmland or agricultural uses. The neighborhood 

is fully built-out with residential uses that are consistent with their General Plan land use 

designations and zoning. 

 

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species: 
 

The project site is a level, rectangular-shaped parcel of land comprised of three (3) 
contiguous lots, encompassing 25,658 square feet (approximately 0.59 acres) of lot area. 
The subject property currently consists of a vacant lot, a two-story single-family dwelling, 
and a two-story, 4-unit apartment building. 
 
A Tree Report dated August 27, 2021, prepared by The Tree Resource, identified a total 
of 11 trees on the project site, six (6) of which are street trees located in the public right-
of-way along the westerly side of Arapahoe Street. None of the total 11 trees surveyed 
have been identified as protected tree species as defined under LA City Ordinance No. 
177,404, nor are they a habitat for any endangered, rare, or threatened species. Any 
removal and replacement of street trees would be conducted in accordance with Bureau 
of Street Services, Urban Forestry Division. Furthermore, the project site is in a long-
established urban neighborhood which is fully built out with residential development. The 
project site, therefore, has no value as habitat for endangered species, rare, or threatened 
species.  
 

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, 
noise, air quality, or water quality: 
 
Traffic. A significant impact may occur if the project conflicts with an applicable plan, 
ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the 
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circulation system. On July 30, 2019, pursuant to SB 743 and the recent changes to 
Section 15064.3 of the State's CEQA Guidelines, the City of Los Angeles adopted vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) as a criteria in determining transportation impacts under CEQA. The 
new Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), Transportation Assessment 
Guidelines (TAG) provide instructions on preparing transportation assessments for land 
use proposals and defines the significant impact thresholds. LADOT has established that 
any project resulting in a net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle trips requires a VMT 
analysis.  
 
The proposed project involves the demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and a 

two-story 4-unit apartment building, and the construction, use, and maintenance of a new 

five-story residential building, 60 feet in height, containing a total of 109 dwelling units with 

15 units reserved for Very Low Income Households, and one (1) dwelling unit reserved for 

Extremely Low Income Households. The project will have one (1) subterranean level that 

will contain a total of 57 vehicle parking stalls.  

 

A Traffic Assessment Report dated June 30, 2022 was prepared by Linscott, Law & 

Greenspan, Engineers (LLG), in order to determine whether or not the proposed project 

would result in any significant effects relating to traffic. The Traffic Study found that the 

project would generate a net increase of 422 daily vehicle trips and a net increase of 2,648 

daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT), thus requiring the proposed project to conduct a vehicle 

miles traveled (VMT) analysis. 

 

The LADOT VMT Calculator tool measures project impact in terms of Household VMT per 

Capita, and Work VMT per Employee. DOT identified distinct thresholds for significant 

VMT impacts for each of the seven Area Planning Commission (APC) areas in the City. 

For the Central Los Angeles APC area, in which the project is located, the following 

thresholds have been established:  

 

• Household VMT per Capita: 6.0  

• Work VMT per Employee: 7.6  

 

As cited in the VMT Analysis report, prepared by Linscott, Law & Greenspan, Engineers 

(LLG), the proposed project is projected to have a Household VMT per capita of 5.5 and 

a Work VMT per employee of 0. Subsequently, LADOT completed its Transportation 

Impact Assessment and in a letter dated September 12, 2022, concluded that 

implementation of the proposed project would not result in a significant Household or Work 

VMT impact. Therefore, the project is not expected to result in any significant impact 

relating to traffic. 

 

Noise. The project must comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 144,331 

and 161,574 and any subsequent ordinances which prohibit the emission or creation of 

noise beyond certain levels. The Ordinances cover both operational noise levels (i.e. post-

construction), as well as any noise impact during construction. Section 41.40 of the LAMC 

regulates noise from demolition and construction activities and prohibits construction 

activity (including demolition) and repair work, where the use of any power tool, device, or 

equipment would disturb persons occupying sleeping quarters in any dwelling hotel, 

apartment, or other place of residence, between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

Monday through Friday, and between 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 a.m. on Saturdays and holidays; 

all such activities are also prohibited on Sundays. Section 112.05 of the LAMC also 

specifies the maximum noise level of construction machinery that can be generated in any 
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residential zone of the city or within 500 feet thereof. As the project is required to comply 

with the above ordinances and regulations, it will not result in any significant noise impacts. 

All construction-related noise impacts would be less than significant and temporary in 

nature. 

 

A Noise Technical Report dated April 26, 2023, prepared by Yorke Engineering, LLC and 
attached to the subject environmental case file, concluded that no significant permanent 
operational or cumulative noise impacts are expected as a result of the proposed project 
(the Noise Study provides the full analysis). Given that the project would be required to 
comply with all existing and applicable noise regulations, the study concluded that the 
project would not result in any significant impacts and that no mitigation measures are 
necessary. Although noise arising from construction is unavoidable, the noise would be 
temporary and limited to the duration of the construction in any one location. The report 
states that standard, industry-wide best practices for construction in urban or otherwise 
noise-sensitive areas would ensure that construction noise does not exceed the noise limit 
imposed by LAMC Section 112.05. These could include erecting temporary noise barriers 
around the project’s perimeter, using mufflers to dampen noise from internal combustion 
engines, and warming-up or staging equipment away from sensitive receptors. Complete 
elimination of construction activity noise is technically infeasible; however, incorporation 
of the best available noise reduction methods will minimize impacts on the residential uses 
bordering the project site. Compliance with the various local regulatory measure will 
further minimize any adverse construction noise impact potential.  
 
As the project is a residential development, the project is not expected to generate 
significant permanent operational noise impacts. Noise generated at outdoor recreational 
spaces such as balconies and patios would not exceed the recommended noise 
compatibility guidelines. Any new stationary sources of noise, such mechanical HVAC 
equipment, installed on the proposed development will be required to comply with LAMC 
Sections 112.02 and 112.05 which prohibit noise from air conditioning, refrigeration, 
heating, pumping, and filtering equipment from exceeding the ambient noise level on the 
premises of other occupied properties by more than five dBA. As such, the proposed 
project is expected to generate a negligible increase in ambient noise from operation.  
 
Through compliance with all existing regulations governing both construction and 

operational noise, any noise impacts resulting from the project will be less than significant. 

 

Air Quality. The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is the agency 
primarily responsible for comprehensive air pollution control in the South Coast Air Basin 
and reducing emissions from area and point stationary, mobile, and indirect sources. The 
2016 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) was prepared by SCAQMD and adopted in 
April 2017 to meet federal and state ambient air quality standards. A significant air quality 
impact may occur if a project is inconsistent with the AQMP or would in some way 
represent a substantial hindrance to employing the policies or obtaining the goals of that 
plan. The project is not expected to conflict with, or obstruct, the implementation of the 
AQMP and SCAQMD rules. The project is consistent with current zoning regulations and 
policies within the City of Los Angeles, allowing for the proposed development on the 
subject site. The project would also comply with the 2020 Los Angeles Green Building 
Code (LAGBC), which builds upon and sets higher standards than those in the 2022 
California Green Building Standards Code (CalGreen, effective January 1, 2023). 
Additionally, the project’s infill location would promote the concentration of development 
in a long-established urban neighborhood with extensive infrastructure and access to 
public transit facilities, thus reducing the vehicle miles traveled for residents, and visitors. 
Therefore, project impacts related to air quality will be less than significant. 
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During construction, appropriate dust control measures would be implemented as part of 
the proposed project during each phase of development, as required by SCAQMD Rule 
403 - Fugitive Dust. Specifically, Rule 403 control requirements include, but are not limited 
to, applying water in sufficient quantities to prevent the generation of visible dust plumes, 
applying soil binders to uncovered areas, reestablishing ground cover as quickly as 
possible, utilizing a wheel washing system to remove bulk material from tires and vehicle 
undercarriages before vehicles exit the project site, and maintaining effective cover over 
exposed areas. 
 
Best Management Practices (BMP) will be implemented that would include (but not be 
limited to) the following: 
 

• Unpaved demolition and construction areas shall be wetted at least three times 
daily during excavation and construction, and temporary dust covers shall be used 
to reduce emissions and meets SCAQMD Rule 403; 

• All dirt/soil loads shall be secured by trimming, watering or other appropriate 
means to prevent spillage and dust; 

• General contractors shall maintain and operate construction equipment to 
minimize exhaust emissions; and 

• Trucks shall not idle but be turned off. 
 

By implementing BMPs, all construction-related impacts will be less than significant and 
temporary in nature. No permanent significant impacts are anticipated to occur from 
construction. 
 
Furthermore, an Air Quality Technical Report was prepared by York Engineering, LLC                                              
in April 2023, which is included in the subject case file. The study quantifies the estimated 
daily construction and operational emissions for various pollutants from the project site 
using CalEEMod simulations. Based on the simulation results, none of the construction 
and operational emissions are expected to exceed the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) air quality significance thresholds. Furthermore, the 
report finds that the project is consistent with all applicable aspects of the City’s General 
Plan Air Quality Element. The study does not recommend any mitigation measures as all 
construction and operational emissions are expected to be below the thresholds 
considered by SCAQMD to be significant under CEQA guidelines. Potential impacts 
related to air quality from the project will therefore be less than significant. 
 
Water Quality. With regard to water quality, a significant impact would occur if the project 
would: 1) exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the Los Angeles Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (LARWQCB); 2) increase water consumption or wastewater 
generation to such a degree that the capacity of facilities currently serving the project site 
would be exceeded; or 3) increase surface water runoff, resulting in the need for expanded 
off-site storm water drainage facilities. All wastewater from the project would be treated 
according to requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit authorized by the LARWQCB. Therefore, the proposed project would 
result in a less than significant impact related to wastewater treatment requirements.  
 
Additionally, prior to any construction activities, the project applicant would be required to 
coordinate with the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Sanitation (BOS) to determine the exact 
wastewater conveyance requirements of the proposed project, and any upgrades to the 
wastewater lines in the vicinity of the project site that are needed to adequately serve the 
proposed project would be undertaken as part of the project. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in a significant impact related to water or wastewater 
infrastructure.  
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Lastly, development of the proposed project would maintain existing drainage patterns; 
site generated surface water runoff would continue to flow to the City’s storm drain system. 
The proposed project would not create or contribute runoff water that would exacerbate 
any existing deficiencies in the storm drain system or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant 
impact related to existing storm drain capacities. 
 

(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services: 
 

The site is currently and adequately served by the City's Department of Water and Power, 

the City's Bureau of Sanitation, the Southern California (SoCal) Gas Company, the Los 

Angeles Police Department, the Los Angeles Fire Department, Los Angeles Unified 

School District, Los Angeles Public Library, and other public services. These utilities and 

public services have continuously served the area for the past several decades. In 

addition, the California Green Code requires new construction to meet stringent efficiency 

standards for both water and power, such as high-efficiency toilets, dual-flush water 

closets, minimum irrigation standards, LED lighting, etc. As a result of these new building 

codes, which are required of all projects, it can be anticipated that the proposed project 

will not create any substantial impact on existing utilities and public services through the 

net addition of 104 dwelling units at the subject site.  

 

In addition, roof and site drainage as well as sewer availability must comply with Bureau 

of Engineering and Bureau of Sanitation standards; and hydrants, Fire Department 

Access, and Fire Safety must be reviewed and approved by the Los Angeles Fire 

Department before permits can be issued. Furthermore, the project must comply with all 

City Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) that apply. Therefore, the proposed project 

can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services. 

 

EXCEPTIONS TO CATEGORICAL EXEMPTIONS 

 

The City has further considered whether the proposed project is subject to any of the six 

exceptions set forth in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 that would prohibit the use of any 

categorical exemption. Planning staff has determined that none of the exceptions apply to the 

proposed project, as described below. 

 

(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the 
project is to be located – a project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the 
environment may in a particularly sensitive environment be significant. Therefore, 
these classes are considered to apply all instances, except where the project may 
impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where 
designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, 
state, or local agencies. 

 

As the proposed project is not defined as a Class 3, 4, 5, 6 or 11 project, this exception is 

non-applicable. The project site in an urbanized area in the City of Los Angeles. The 

project site is not located in a particularly sensitive environment and is not located on a 

site containing wetlands, endangered species, or wildlife habitats; therefore, this exception 

is not applicable. 
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(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the 
cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place, over 
time is significant. 
 
The proposed five-story residential development with 109 dwelling units on the project site 
is consistent with the zone and land uses as designated by the Wilshire Community Plan, 
and as permitted by the City’s TOC Affordable Housing Incentive Program pursuant to 
LAMC 12.22-A.31. A successive project of the same type and nature would reflect a 
development that is consistent with the underlying land use designation and the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code, and thus would be subject to the same regulations and 
requirements, including development standards and environmental impacts. The impacts 
of each subsequent project will be mitigated if necessary, and thus will not result in a 
cumulative impact.  
 
The project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to any impact. The 
threshold of significance for a cumulatively considerable contribution to a traffic impact is 
the same as the threshold of significance for a project impact. Therefore, since the project 
would not exceed that threshold, it would have neither a project-specific significant impact, 
nor the potential to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant traffic 
impact. The same is true for air quality thresholds of significance; the project does not 
have the potential to result in a project-specific significant air quality impact, and therefore, 
does not have the potential to result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a 
significant air quality impact. 
 
Regulatory Compliance Measures (RCMs) in the City of Los Angeles regulate impacts 

related to Air Quality, Construction Noise/Vibrations, Operational Noise/Vibrations, and 

Transportation/Traffic. Numerous Los Angeles Municipal Code Sections provide 

requirements for construction activities and ensure impacts from construction related 

noise, traffic, and parking are less than significant. The Noise Regulation Ordinance, No. 

144,331, provides regulatory compliance measures related to construction noise and 

maximum noise levels for all activities. LAMC Section 62 provides specific regulatory 

compliance measures related to construction traffic and parking. LAMC Section 41 

requires construction site postings listing representative contact information and permitted 

construction/demolition hours as established by the Department of Building and Safety. 

Additionally, there is insufficient evidence to conclude that significant impacts will occur 

based on past project approvals or in progress entitlement applications and that the 

proposed project will have adverse impacts on the cumulative impacts of construction 

noise and transportation/traffic in this area. Furthermore, there is insufficient evidence to 

conclude that the proposed project will be under construction at the same time as projects 

within the vicinity. Thus, this exception does not apply. 

 

(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where 
there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances. 
 
The project site is a level, rectangular-shaped parcel of land comprised of three (3) 
contiguous lots, encompassing 25,658 square feet (approximately 0.59 acres) of lot area. 
The subject property currently consists of a vacant lot, a two-story single-family dwelling, 
and a two-story 4-unit apartment building. The proposed project involves the demolition of 
the two-story single-family dwelling and the two-story 4-unit apartment building, and the 
construction, use, and maintenance of a new five-story residential building, 60 feet in 
height, containing a total of 109 dwelling units. The project will have one (1) subterranean 
level that will contain a total of 57 vehicle parking stalls will provide a total of 88 bicycle 
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parking stalls. The project consists of residential uses and operations that are compatible 
with the surrounding urban development and consistent with the underlying zoning. 
 
The project site is located in an urbanized area within the City of Los Angeles and consists 
primarily of residential uses and operations that are compatible with the surrounding urban 
development and consistent with the underlying zoning. The site does not demonstrate 
any unusual circumstances, and the project will not generate any significant impacts 
regarding traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality. There are no special districts or other 
known circumstances that indicate a sensitive surrounding environment. Thus, there are 
no unusual circumstances which may lead to a significant effect on the environment. 
 

(d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which 
may result in damage to scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, 
historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar resources, within a highway 
officially designated as a state scenic highway. This does not apply to 
improvements which are required as mitigation by an adopted negative declaration 
or certified EIR. 
 

Based on a review of the California Scenic Highway Mapping System, the subject site is 

not located along a California State Scenic Highway and will not impact any identified 

scenic resources, including trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or other similar 

resources, within a highway officially designated as a State Scenic Highway. Therefore, 

this exception does not apply. 

 

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project 
located on a site which is included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 
of the Government Code. 
 

Based on a review of the California Department of Toxic Substances Control “Envirostor 

Database,” no known hazardous waste sites are located on the project site. Additionally, 

there are also no listed hazardous waste sites within the immediate vicinity of the project 

site. The subject property currently consists of a vacant lot, a two-story single-family 

dwelling, and a two-story 4-unit apartment building, residential uses that are not expected 

to utilize hazardous waste or materials that pose significant constraint on the project site.  

 

Additionally, the project site is not located within a Methane Zone or Methane Buffer Zone, 

nor is located within a Hazardous Waste/Border Zone Properties area as designated by 

the City of Los Angeles. No industrial wastewater is generated on the project site and 

sanitary wastewater is discharged to the City Bureau of Sanitation. Therefore, this 

exception for a Categorical Exemption does not apply to this project. 

 

(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which 
may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. 

 
The existing two-story single-family dwelling, and two-story four-unit apartment building 
have not been identified as historic resources by local or state agencies, and have not 
been determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, 
California Register of Historical Resources, or the Los Angeles Historic-Cultural 
Monuments Register. In addition, the project site is not located within a Historic 
Preservation Overlay Zone and thus not subject to historic preservation review. For these 
reasons, construction of the proposed project would not constitute a substantial adverse 
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change in the significance of a historic resource as defined by CEQA, therefore, this 
exception does not apply. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
In summary, the project involves the demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and a two-

story 4-unit apartment building, and the construction, use, and maintenance of a new five-story 

residential building, 60 feet in height, containing a total of 109 dwelling units located on a 25,658 

square-foot lot. The project will have one (1) subterranean level that will contain a total of 57 

vehicle parking stalls and will provide a total of 88 bicycle parking stalls. The project is consistent 

with the surrounding developments (which consists of established residential uses), is permitted 

by the TOC Guidelines, and is entirely consistent with the existing General Plan designation, 

zoning, and requirements of the LAMC. The project will not generate a significant number of 

vehicle trips and will not result in any significant impacts to land use planning, environmental 

habitat, noise, air quality, or water quality. In addition, the project is located in a long-established 

urbanized neighborhood, and thus will be adequately served by all required public utilities and 

services. 

Furthermore, the project is not in a particularly sensitive environment, and will not impact an 

environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern that is designated, precisely mapped, or 

officially adopted by any federal, state, or local agency. The project will not result in any significant 

impacts and, therefore, will not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to any significant 

impacts that are not already accounted for by the General Plan and future environmental 

clearances. The project is consistent with the surrounding developments, including established 

residential and commercial uses, does not present any unusual circumstances that would result 

in a significant impact on the environment, and would not constitute a substantial adverse change 

in the significance of a historic resource as defined by CEQA. Therefore, none of the possible 

exceptions to Categorical Exemptions, found in Section 15300.2 Exceptions, apply to this project, 

and as such, the project qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption. 

 



ARAPAHOE APARTMENTS 

The proposed development is a high-density 109-unit five story apartment building 

on lots zoned as R4 with height district 1 and is consistent with the general plan for 

the community with a designation of high medium residential.  

The proposed development is replacing a single-family building and a multi-family 

building within the city of Los Angeles in a neighborhood that is extensively 

developed for residential uses and the lot is less than five acres at 25,658.1 sqft. 

The proposed development is on lots that have been developed in the past for 

residential purposes and therefore, is not a habitat for endangered, rare or threatened 

species. 

The proposed development is on a property less than 1 acre (0.856) and is an infill 

development on previously developed land. The proposed development is in an 

urban environment with all the surrounding area developed for commercial & 

residential uses, therefore, the new development would not result in any significant 

effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality. Also, the project is in a 

transit priority area as recognized by ZI-2452 and the proposed project is providing 

less than 1 parking space per unit, therefore, the development will not create any 

additional traffic or noise.  

Since the project site has been previously developed for residential uses and the 

neighborhood is developed for residential and commercial uses, the property is well 

served by electricity, sewer & water.  

Therefore, we strongly believe the project qualifies for class 32 infill categorical 

exemption per CEQA guideline section 15332. 



 

L O S  A N GE L E S / O R A N G E  C O U N T Y / R I V E R S I D E / V E N T U R A / F R E S N O / O A K L A N D / B A K E R S F I E L D 
31726 Rancho Viejo Road, Suite 218 ▼ San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675 ▼ Tel: (949) 248-8490 ▼ Fax: (949) 248-8499 

 
April 26, 2023  

Ms. Christina Ditchman 
Project Coordinator 
Mobbil 
1557 Westwood Boulevard #145 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 
Work: (310) 909-6235 
Cell: (310) 363-3618 
E-mail: CDitchman@Mobbil.com  
 
Subject: Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Noise Study for an Apartment Building 

Development in Los Angeles, CA; APNs 5076-005-007, -008, -009 
 
Dear Ms. Ditchman: 
Yorke Engineering, LLC (Yorke) is pleased to provide this update Air Quality (AQ), Greenhouse 
Gas (GHG), and Noise Letter Report. This AQ/GHG/Noise Letter Report includes CalEEMod 
emissions estimates, criteria pollutant analysis, localized significance level (LST) analysis, GHG 
analysis, and Noise analysis for the proposed multi-residential building in the City of Los Angeles, 
California (City). These evaluations will support the Applicant’s submittal of the Department of 
City Planning Environmental Assessment Form (EAF) for a CEQA §15332 Class 32 Infill 
Development Project with Transit Oriented Communities (TOC) Tier 3 designation. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Mobbil is proposing to develop the 109-unit “Arapahoe Apartments” at 957-967 Arapahoe Street 
in the Wilshire Community Plan area of the City of Los Angeles, CA 90006 (the City), which is 
within the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD, District). The proposed 
project will be constructed on a merged 25,658-square-foot (0.589-acre) lot comprising three 
Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 5076-005-007, -008, and -009 with R4-1 zoning.  The five-
level Type III-A building will have a total floor area of 74,121-square-feet on a 24,272-square-
foot subterranean parking garage footprint. Backyard and courtyard areas will total 4,181-square-
feet. A total of 59 parking spaces will be provided in the Type I-A subterranean parking garage, 
including three (3) Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)-compliant spaces, 18 electrical vehicle 
parking/charging spaces, and four (4) compact parking spaces, for a balance of 34 standard spaces.  
Bicycle parking will also be provided, 80 long-term spaces and eight short-term spaces, with 
charging stations for electric bicycles. Approximately 11,000 square feet of existing single- and 
two-story structures will be demolished prior to the start of construction. Consistent with similar 
projects in the general area, the Los Angeles Department of City Planning (LA City Planning) has 
requested an Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, and Noise Study for the proposed project.  

ASSUMPTIONS 
The following basic assumptions were used in developing the emission estimates for the proposed 
project using the California Emissions Estimator Model® (CalEEMod): 

 Some project design features including sizes of the building features, landscaped area, 
and parking area size were defined by the Applicant; 
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 Low water flow fixtures and water-efficient landscaping; 
 Limited parking, bicycle storage, and electric vehicle and electric bicycle charging 

stations; 
 The project traffic study (Linscott, Law & Greenspan 2022, Table 2-1 Project Trip 

Generation Forecast), estimated that the proposed project would be expected to 
generate 495 operational vehicle trips per day (i.e., 4.54 trips per dwelling unit per day), 
which assumed that all 109 units would have an associated vehicle. However, to 
account for TOC, limited parking, bicycle storage, and electric vehicle and electric 
bicycle charging stations, this operational trip rate is reduced by 50% (i.e., 2.27 trips 
per dwelling unit per day, weekdays, and weekends) in CalEEMod;     

 Consistent with District Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, during construction, exposed soil 
will be watered a minimum of twice daily, unpaved construction roadways will be 
watered, paved site access roads will be swept, and vehicle speeds on unpaved 
roadways will be limited as construction Best Management Practices (BMPs); 

 Default construction equipment, including hours used per day were applied to 
construction phases of the project; 

 Rule-compliant low VOC paints will be used; 
 The subterranean parking garage was assumed to be enclosed with an elevator and is 

included in the CalEEMod modeling; 
 The project is expected to require approximately 12 months of planned work activities 

(i.e., from initial mobilization to substantial completion) comprising six construction 
phases (demolition, grading, site preparation, building construction, paving, and 
architectural coating); 

 Approximately 11,000 square feet of old buildings will be removed from the site during 
the demolition phase with water applied to active demolition sites;  

 Consistent with TOC, the project is expected to increase transit accessibility, as it is 
located approximately 1,000 feet (0.2 mile) walking distance from the closest transit 
stations (Metro bus stops) on West Olympic Boulevard at South Hoover Street, also at 
Elden Avenue (further details are provided in Linscott, Law & Greenspan 2022, Table 
3-1 Existing Transit Routes, and Table 5-1 Project Evaluation Pedestrian, Bicycle, and 
Transit Access); and 

 Comparable projects are listed in Linscott, Law & Greenspan 2022, Table 3-3 Related 
Projects List and Trip Generation, incorporated by reference. 

LIST OF TABLES 
The project analyses and results are summarized in the following tables: 

 Table 1: Land Use Data for CalEEMod Input 
 Table 2: SCAQMD CEQA Thresholds of Significance 
 Table 3: Construction Emissions Summary and Significance Evaluation 
 Table 4: Operational Emissions Summary and Significance Evaluation 
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 Table 5: Construction Localized Significance Threshold Evaluation 
 Table 6: Operational Localized Significance Threshold Evaluation 
 Table 7: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Summary and Significance Evaluation 
 Table 8: Typical Sound Level Characteristics 
 Table 9: FHWA Noise Reference Levels and Usage Factors 
 Table 10: Estimated Peak Activity Daytime Noise Impacts – Residential Receptors 

AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS IMPACTS ANALYSES 
To evaluate the potential for Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas impacts of a proposed project, 
quantitative significance criteria established by the local air quality agency, such as the SCAQMD, 
may be relied upon to make significance determinations based on mass emissions of criteria 
pollutants and GHGs, as presented in this report. As shown below, approval of the project would 
not result in any significant effects relating to air quality or greenhouse gases. 
Project Emissions Estimation 
The construction and operation analysis were performed using the California Emissions Estimation 
Model® (CalEEMod), version 2022.1.1.10, the official statewide land use computer model 
designed to provide a uniform platform for estimating potential criteria pollutant and GHG 
emissions associated with both construction and operations of land use projects under CEQA. The 
model quantifies direct emissions from construction and operations (including vehicle use), as well 
as indirect emissions, such as GHG emissions from energy use, solid waste disposal, vegetation 
planting and/or removal, and water use. The mobile source emission factors used in the model –
published by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) – include the Pavley standards and Low 
Carbon Fuel standards. The model also identifies project design features, regulatory measures, and 
control measures to reduce criteria pollutant and GHG emissions along with calculating the 
benefits achieved from the selected measures. CalEEMod was developed by the California Air 
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in collaboration with the SCAQMD, the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District (SJVAPCD), and other California air districts. Default land use data (e.g., emission factors, 
trip lengths, meteorology, source inventory, etc.) were provided by the various California air 
districts to account for local requirements and conditions. As the official assessment methodology 
for land use projects in California, CalEEMod is relied upon herein for construction and 
operational emissions quantification, which forms the basis for the impact analysis. 
Based on information received from the Applicant, land use data used for CalEEMod input is 
presented in Table 1. The SCAQMD quantitative significance thresholds shown in Table 2 were 
used to evaluate project emissions impacts (SCAQMD 2023). 
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Table 1: Land Use Data for CalEEMod Input 

Land Use 
Type 

Land Use 
Subtype 

Unit 
Amount Size Metric Lot Acreage 

(footprint) 

 Square 
Feet 

(gross) 
Description 

Residential Apartments 
Mid Rise 109 Dwelling 

Units ― 74,121 Apartments & 
Amenities 

Parking 
Enclosed 
Parking  

with Elevator 
24.272 1,000 sq. ft.  0.557 24,272 Subterranean Parking 

Garage (footprint) 

Landscape Landscape 1.386 1,000 sq. ft.  0.032 1,386 Landscaping (net) 

Project Site 0.589 25,658 Total Land Area 
Sources: Applicant 2023, CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.10 
Notes: 
Electric utility: LADWP 
Gas utility: SoCalGas 

 
 Table 2: SCAQMD CEQA Thresholds of Significance 

Pollutant Project Construction Project Operation 
ROG (VOC) 75 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

NOX 100 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 
CO 550 lbs/day 550 lbs/day 
SOX 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 
PM10 150 lbs/day 150 lbs/day 
PM2.5 55 lbs/day 55 lbs/day 

24-hour PM2.5 Increment 10.4 µg/m3 2.5 µg/m3 

24-hour PM10 Increment 10.4 µg/m3 2.5 µg/m3 

Annual PM10 Increment 1.0 µg/m3 annual average 

1-hour NO2 Increment 0.18 ppm (state) 
Annual NO2 Increment 0.03 ppm (state) & 0.0534 ppm (federal) 
1-hour SO2 Increment 0.25 ppm (state) & 0.075 ppm (federal – 99th percentile) 

24-hour SO2 Increment 0.04 ppm (state) 

24-hour Sulfate Increment 25 ug/m3 (state) 

1-hour CO Increment 20 ppm (state) & 35 ppm (federal) 
8-hour CO Increment 9.0 ppm (state/federal) 

Toxic Air Contaminants (including 
carcinogens and non-carcinogens) 

Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk ≥10 in 1 million 
Cancer Burden >0.5 excess cancer cases (in areas ≥1 in 1 

million) 
Chronic & Acute Hazard Index ≥1.0 (project increment) 

Odor  Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to Rule 402 

Greenhouse Gases 
10,000 MT/yr CO2e for industrial facilities  

3,000 MT/yr CO2e for land use projects (draft proposal) 
Source: SCAQMD 2023, 2008b 
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Criteria Pollutants from Project Construction 
A project’s construction phase produces many types of emissions, generally PM10 (including 
PM2.5) in fugitive dust and diesel engine exhaust are the pollutants of greatest concern. 
Construction-related emissions can cause substantial increases in localized concentrations of 
PM10, as well as affecting PM10 compliance with ambient air quality standards on a regional basis. 
The use of diesel-powered construction equipment emits ozone precursors oxides of nitrogen 
(NOx) and reactive organic gases (ROG), and diesel particulate matter (DPM); however, the use 
of diesel-powered equipment would be minimal. Use of architectural coatings and other materials 
associated with finishing buildings may also emit ROG and toxic air contaminants (TACs). CEQA 
significance thresholds address the impacts of construction activity emissions on local and regional 
air quality. Thresholds are also provided for other potential impacts related to project construction, 
such as odors and TACs. 

Criteria Pollutants from Project Operation 
The term “project operations” refers to the full range of activities that can or may generate criteria 
pollutant, GHG, and TAC emissions when the project is functioning in its intended use. For 
projects, such as office parks, shopping centers, apartment buildings, residential subdivisions, and 
other indirect sources, motor vehicles traveling to and from the project represent the primary 
source of air pollutant emissions. For industrial projects and some commercial projects, equipment 
operation and manufacturing processes, i.e., permitted stationary sources, can be of greatest 
concern from an emissions standpoint. CEQA significance thresholds address the impacts of 
operational emission sources on local and regional air quality. Thresholds are also provided for 
other potential impacts related to project operations, such as odors. 

Results of Criteria Emissions Analyses 
Table 3 shows unmitigated and mitigated criteria construction emissions and evaluates mitigated 
emissions against SCAQMD significance thresholds. 
Table 4 shows unmitigated and mitigated criteria operational emissions and evaluates mitigated 
emissions against SCAQMD significance thresholds. 
As shown in Tables 3 and 4, mass emissions of criteria pollutants from construction and operation 
are below applicable SCAQMD significance thresholds. 
PROJECTED IMPACT: Less Than Significant (LTS) 
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Table 3: Construction Emissions Summary and Significance Evaluation 

Criteria Pollutants Unmitigated 
(lbs/day) 

Mitigated 
(lbs/day) 

Threshold 
(lbs/day) Significance 

ROG (VOC) 24.0 19.3 75 LTS 
NOX 17.9 17.9 100 LTS 
CO 18.6 18.6 550 LTS 
SOX 0.04 0.04 150 LTS 

Total PM10 7.0 3.1 150 LTS 
Total PM2.5 3.5 1.6 55 LTS 

Sources: SCAQMD 2023, CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.10 
Notes: 
lbs/day are winter or summer maxima for planned land use 
Total PM10 / PM2.5 comprises fugitive dust plus engine exhaust 
LTS - Less Than Significant 
     

Table 4: Operational Emissions Summary and Significance Evaluation 

Criteria Pollutants Unmitigated 
(lbs/day) 

Mitigated 
(lbs/day) 

Threshold 
(lbs/day) Significance 

ROG (VOC) 3.3 2.9 55 LTS 
NOX 1.0 0.7 55 LTS 
CO 14.3 10.8 550 LTS 
SOX 0.02 0.01 150 LTS 

Total PM10 0.59 0.31 150 LTS 
Total PM2.5 0.14 0.08 55 LTS 

Sources: SCAQMD 2023, CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.10 
Notes: 
lbs/day are winter or summer maxima for planned land use 
Total PM10 / PM2.5 comprises fugitive dust plus engine exhaust 
LTS - Less Than Significant 

 
Localized Significance Threshold Analysis 

The SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Threshold (LST) methodology (2008a) was used to 
analyze the neighborhood scale impacts of NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 associated with project-
specific mass emissions. Introduced in 2003, the LST methodology was revised in 2008 to include 
the PM2.5 significance threshold methodology and update the LST mass rate lookup tables for the 
new 1-hour NO2 standard. 
For determining localized air quality impacts from small projects in a defined geographic source-
receptor area (SRA), the LST methodology provides mass emission rate lookup tables for 1-acre, 
2-acre, and 5-acre parcels by SRA. The tabulated LSTs represent the maximum mass emissions 
from a project that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of state or national ambient air 
quality standards (CAAQS or NAAQS) for the above pollutants and were developed based on 
ambient concentrations of these pollutants for each SRA in the South Coast Air Basin. (SCAQMD 
2008a) 
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For most land use projects, the highest daily emission rates occur during the site preparation and 
grading phases of construction; where applicable, these maximum daily emissions are used in the 
LST analysis. 
Since land use operational emissions – mainly from associated traffic – are dispersed over a wide 
area, localized impacts from project operation are substantially lower than during project 
construction. However, an Operational LST analysis was also performed.  
The proposed project site is 0.589 acre in SRA Zone 1 – Central LA. The 1-acre screening lookup 
tables were used to evaluate NOx, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 impacts on nearby receptors. The nearest 
receptors are approximately 25 meters away from the site. Therefore, the impact evaluation was 
performed using the closest distance within SCAQMD LST tables of 25 meters for construction 
and operation. (SCAQMD 2008a) 

Results of Localized Significance Threshold Analysis 
The LST results provided in Tables 5 and 6 show that on-site emissions from construction and 
operations would meet the LST passing criteria at the nearest receptors (25 meters). Thus, impacts 
would be less than significant. 
PROJECTED IMPACT: Less Than Significant (LTS) 
 

Table 5: Construction Localized Significance Threshold Evaluation 

Criteria Pollutants Mitigated 
(lbs/day) 

Threshold 
(lbs/day) 

Percent of 
Threshold Result 

NOX 17.9 74 24% Pass 
CO 18.6 680 3% Pass 

PM10 3.1 5 61% Pass 
PM2.5 1.6 3 52% Pass 

Sources: SCAQMD 2008a, CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.10 
Notes: 
Source-receptor area - Zone 1 – Central LA 
1-acre area, 25 meters to receptor 
     

Table 6: Operations Localized Significance Threshold Evaluation 

Criteria Pollutants Mitigated 
(lbs/day) 

Threshold 
(lbs/day) 

Percent of 
Threshold Result 

NOX 0.7 74 0.9% Pass 
CO 10.8 680 1.6% Pass 

PM10 0.31 2 16% Pass 
PM2.5 0.08 1 8% Pass 

Sources: SCAQMD 2008a, CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.10 
Notes: 
Source-receptor area - Zone 1 – Central LA 
1-acre area, 25 meters to receptor 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Construction and Operation 
Greenhouse gases – primarily carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous (N2O) oxide, 
collectively reported as carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e) – are directly emitted from stationary 
source combustion of natural gas in equipment such as water heaters, boilers, process heaters, and 
furnaces. GHGs are also emitted from mobile sources such as on-road vehicles and off-road 
construction equipment burning fuels such as gasoline, diesel, biodiesel, propane, or natural gas 
(compressed or liquefied). Indirect GHG emissions result from electric power generated elsewhere 
(i.e., power plants) used to operate process equipment, lighting, and utilities at a facility. Also, 
included in GHG quantification is electric power used to pump the water supply (e.g., aqueducts, 
wells, pipelines) and disposal and decomposition of municipal waste in landfills. (CARB 2022) 
California's Building Energy Efficiency Standards are updated on an approximately three-year 
cycle. The 2022 standards improved upon the 2019 standards for new construction of, and 
additions and alterations to, residential, commercial, and industrial buildings. The 2022 standards 
went into effect on January 1, 2023 (CEC 2022). 
Since the Title 24 standards require energy conservation features in new construction (e.g., high-
efficiency lighting, high-efficiency heating, ventilating, and air-conditioning (HVAC) systems, 
thermal insulation, double-glazed windows, water conserving plumbing fixtures, etc.), they 
indirectly regulate and reduce GHG emissions. 
Using CalEEMod, direct onsite and offsite GHG emissions were estimated for construction and 
operation, and indirect offsite GHG emissions were estimated to account for electric power used 
by the proposed project, water conveyance, and solid waste disposal. 

Results of Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analyses 
The SCAQMD officially adopted an industrial facility mass emissions threshold of 10,000 metric 
tons (MT) CO2e per year (SCAQMD 2023) and has proposed a residential/commercial mass 
emissions threshold of 3,000 metric tons (MT) CO2e per year. (SCAQMD 2008b) 
Table 7 shows unmitigated and mitigated GHG emissions and evaluates mitigated emissions 
against SCAQMD significance thresholds. Operational reduction measures incorporate typical 
code-required water conservation features. Off-site traffic impacts are included in these emissions 
estimates, along with construction emissions amortized over 30 years. 
PROJECTED IMPACT: Less Than Significant (LTS) 

Table 7: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Summary and Significance Evaluation 

Greenhouse Gases Unmitigated 
(MT/yr) 

Mitigated 
(MT/yr) 

Threshold 
(MT/yr) Significance 

CO2 485 347 — — 
CH4 0.88 0.84 — — 
N2O 0.02 0.01 — — 

R 0.52 0.31 — — 
CO2e 513 372 3,000 LTS 

Sources: SCAQMD 2008b, CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.10 
Notes: 
Comprises annual operational emissions plus construction emissions amortized over 30 years 
LTS - Less Than Significant 
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Cumulative Effects 
As shown in Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6, the predicted air quality impacts of the proposed in-fill 
development project are well below SCAQMD regional thresholds and localized significance 
thresholds, respectively. These impacts characterize the incremental impacts of other comparable 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future in-fill development actions in the vicinity of the 
proposed project site per state CEQA Guidelines Section 15355(b). 

SCAQMD Guidance 
The SCAQMD’s 2003 guidance on addressing cumulative impacts for air quality is as follows: 
“As Lead Agency, the SCAQMD uses the same significance thresholds for project specific and 
cumulative impacts for all environmental topics analyzed in an Environmental Assessment or EIR 
[Environmental Impact Report].” “Projects that exceed the project-specific significance thresholds 
are considered by the SCAQMD to be cumulatively considerable. This is the reason project-
specific and cumulative significance thresholds are the same. Conversely, projects that do not 
exceed the project-specific thresholds are generally not considered to be cumulatively significant.” 
(SCAQMD 2003) 

CEQA Guidelines 
As referenced above, SCAQMD cumulative air quality significance thresholds are the same as 
project-specific air quality significance thresholds. Because the criteria pollutant mass emissions 
impacts shown in Tables 3 and 4 would not be expected to exceed any of the SCAQMD air quality 
significance thresholds, cumulative air quality impacts from comparable in-fill development 
projects would also be expected to be less than significant. Therefore, potential adverse impacts 
from implementing the proposed project would not be “cumulatively considerable” as defined by 
state CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(1) for air quality impacts. Per state CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064(h)(4), the mere existence of significant cumulative impacts caused by other projects 
alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the proposed project’s incremental effects are 
cumulatively considerable. 
PROJECTED IMPACT: Less Than Significant (LTS) 
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NOISE IMPACTS ANALYSIS 
Noise Analysis Methodology 
The screening-level noise analysis for project construction was completed based on methodology 
developed by the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration (DOT 
FHWA) at the John A. Volpe National Transportation Systems Center and other technical 
references consistent with CalEEMod outputs (equipment utilization). The DOT FHWA 
methodology uses actual noise measurement data collected during the Boston “Big Dig” project 
(1991-2006) as reference levels for a wide variety of construction equipment in common use, such 
as on the proposed project. This noise analysis did not include field measurements of ambient 
noise in the vicinity of the project site. 
The FHWA noise model provides relatively conservative predictions because it does not account 
for site-specific geometry, dimensions of nearby structures, and local environmental conditions 
that can affect sound transmission, reflection, and attenuation. As a result, actual measured sound 
levels at receptors may vary somewhat from predictions, typically lower. Additionally, the impacts 
of noise upon receptors (persons) are subjective because of differences in individual sensitivities 
and perceptions. 
Noise impacts were evaluated against community noise standards contained in the City or County 
General Plan or other state or federal agency as applicable to the vicinity of the project site. For 
this project, the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), Chapter XI, Noise Regulation, 
Sections 112.02, 112.03, 112.05, and 41.40 contain the applicable evaluation criteria. Screening-
level project-generated noise is evaluated in relation to established thresholds of significance. 
Additionally, the same methods are used to determine noise impacts on the nearest receptor. 
Neighborhood-level noise evaluation criteria are contained in the Noise Element of the Los 
Angeles City General Plan (City 1999).   
During construction activities, the project would generate noise due to operation of minimal off-
road equipment, portable equipment, and vehicles at or near the project site. No significant increase 
in traffic is expected due to this relatively small project. No strong sources of vibrations are 
planned to be used during construction activities. 
Since the project is near urban streets, the incremental effect of project operations (possible slightly 
increased traffic) would not be quantifiable against existing traffic noise (background) in the 
project vicinity (i.e., less than significant impact). Also, since no airport is closer than 2 miles from 
the project site, evaluation of aircraft noise upon the project is not required. 
Environmental Setting 

Noise Descriptors 
Noise is typically described as any unwanted or objectionable sound. Sound is technically 
described in terms of the loudness (amplitude) and frequency (pitch) of the sound. The standard 
unit of measurement of the loudness of sound is the decibel (dB). Because the human ear is not 
equally sensitive to sound at all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale has been 
devised to relate noise to human sensitivity, the A-weighted decibel scale (dBA). Table 8 lists 
common sources of sound and their intensities in dBA. 
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Table 8:  Typical Sound Level Characteristics  
Pressure 
(N/m2) 

Level 
(dB) Sound Level Characteristic 

2000 160 Rocket Launch 
600 150 Military Jet Plane Takeoff 
200 140 Threshold of Pain 
60 130 Commercial Jet Plane Takeoff 
20 120 Industrial Chipper or Punch Press 
6 110 Loud Automobile Horn 
2 100 Passing Diesel Truck – Curb Line 

0.6 90 Factory - Heavy Manufacturing 
0.2 80 Factory - Light Manufacturing 

0.06 70 Open Floor Office - Cubicles 
0.02 60 Conversational Speech 

0.006 50 Private Office - Walled 
0.002 40 Residence in Daytime 

0.0006 30 Bedroom at Night 
0.0002 20 Recording or Broadcasting Studio 

0.00006 10 Threshold of Good Hearing - Adult 
0.00002 0 Threshold of Excellent Hearing - Child 

Sources: Broch 1971, Plog 1988 
Notes: 
Reference Level PO = 0.00002 N/m2 = 0.0002 µbar 

N/m2 = Newtons per square meter (the Newton is the unit of force derived in the metric system); it is equal to the 
amount of net force required to accelerate one kilogram of mass at a rate of one meter per second squared (1 kg • 
1 m/s2 ) in the direction of the applied force. 

In most situations, a 3-dBA change in sound pressure is considered a “just-detectable” difference. 
A 5-dBA change (either louder or quieter) is readily noticeable, and 10-dBA change is a doubling 
(if louder) or halving (if quieter) of the subjective loudness. Sound from a small, localized source 
(a “point” source) radiates uniformly outward as it travels away from the source in a spherical 
pattern. The sound level attenuates (drops off) at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance. 
The duration of noise and the time period at which it occurs are important factors in determining 
the impact of noise on receptors. A single number called the equivalent continuous noise level 
(Leq) may be used to describe sound that is changing in level. It is also used to describe the acoustic 
range of the noise source being measured, which is accomplished through the maximum Leq (Lmax) 
and minimum Leq (Lmin) indicators. 
In determining the daily measure of community noise, it is important to account for the difference 
in human response to daytime and nighttime noise. Noise is more disturbing at night than during 
the day, and noise indices have been developed to account for the varying duration of noise events 
over time, as well as community response to them. The Community Noise Equivalent Level 
(CNEL) adds a 5-dB penalty to the “nighttime” hourly noise levels (HNLs) (i.e., 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 
p.m.) and the Day-Night Average Level (Ldn) adds a 10-dB penalty to the evening HNLs (Caltrans 
2020, FTA 2006). 
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Vibration Descriptors 
Vibration is a unique form of noise because its energy is carried through structures and the earth, 
whereas noise is carried through the air. Thus, vibration is generally felt rather than heard. 
Typically, ground borne vibration generated by construction activities attenuates rapidly as 
distance from the source of the vibration increases. Actual human and structural response to 
different vibration levels is influenced by a combination of factors, including soil type, distance 
between the source and receptor, duration, and the number of perceived events. 
While not a direct health hazard, the energy transmitted through the ground as vibration may result 
in structural damage, which may be costly to repair and dangerous in the event of structural failure. 
To assess the potential for structural damage associated with vibration, the vibratory ground 
motion in the vicinity of the affected structure is measured in terms of point peak velocity/peak 
particle velocity (PPV) in the vertical and horizontal directions (vector sum). A freight train 
passing at 100 feet may cause PPVs of 0.1 inch per second, while a strong earthquake may produce 
PPVs in the range of 10 inches per second. Minor cosmetic damage to buildings may begin in the 
range of 0.5 inch per second (Caltrans 2020, FTA 2006). 

Existing Noise Environment - Cumulative 
The project site is in the City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County, in a characteristically urban 
and densely populated area subject to noise from local traffic on public streets (e.g., West Olympic 
Boulevard, South Hoover Street), buses, trains, construction, and small power equipment (e.g., 
lawn mowers, edger, etc.). The FHWA noise model puts the expected daytime ambient noise from 
known sources at about 56 dBA at the nearest receptors to the proposed project. This cumulative 
model is based on traffic noise from West Olympic Boulevard as well as a general 40 dBA urban 
background noise. 

Sensitive Receptors 
Some land uses are generally regarded as being more sensitive to noise than others due to the types 
of population groups or activities involved. Sensitive population groups include children and the 
elderly. The City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element (City 1999) also includes residential 
areas as noise-sensitive land uses. Other sensitive land uses generally include hospitals, schools, 
childcare facilities, senior facilities, libraries, churches, and parks. 
The nearest schools to the project site are Leo Politi Elementary School, approximately 500 feet 
(150 meters, 0.09 mile), one block south of the project site (across West Olympic Boulevard), 
Hoover Street Elementary School, approximately 800 feet (240 meters, 0.15 mile), two blocks 
north of the project site, and Berendo Middle School/Monsignor Oscar Romero Charter Middle 
School, approximately 2,700 feet (820 meters, 0.51 mile), seven blocks southwest of the project 
site. The long attenuation distances and interceding buildings (insertion losses) would substantially 
shield all these schools from construction noise.  
The nearest residential receptors are north, south, and west of the site, approximately 50 feet (15 
meters) from the central construction zones; and, for consistency with LST, a source-receptor 
distance of 25 meters (82 feet) was used. All construction activities would be short-term and 
temporary. All construction work is planned to be conducted during daytime within the permissible 
construction hours set by the City; no nighttime work is planned to be performed. Upon completion 
of construction, construction generated noise would permanently cease. Since the proposed project 
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is located in a dense urban area and not within 500 feet (150 meters) of a major freeway, no 
significant additional long-term traffic is expected, and therefore no additional project-related 
noise is expected over the long term. 
Regulatory Setting 

California 
The State of California does not promulgate statewide standards for environmental noise but 
requires each city and county to include a noise element in its general plan [California Government 
Code Section 65302(f)]. In addition, Title 4 of the CCR has guidelines for evaluating the 
compatibility of various land uses as a function of community noise exposure. In general, the 
guidelines require that community noise standards: 

 Protect residents from the harmful and annoying effects of exposure to excessive noise; 
 Prevent incompatible land uses from encroaching upon existing or programmed land 

uses likely to create significant noise impacts; and 
 Encourage the application of state-of-the-art land use planning methodologies in the 

area of managing and minimizing potential noise conflicts. 
Construction vibration is regulated at the state level in accordance with standards established by 
the Transportation and Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual issued by Caltrans in 
2004. Continuous sources include the use of vibratory compaction equipment and other 
construction equipment that creates vibration other than in single events. Transient sources create 
a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting. Thresholds for continuous sources are 0.5 and 
0.1 inch per second PPV for structural damage and annoyance, respectively. Thresholds for 
transient sources are 1.0 and 0.9 PPV for structural damage and annoyance, respectively (Caltrans 
2020). 

City of Los Angeles General Plan –Noise Element  
The Noise Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan contains Exhibit I: Guidelines for Noise 
Compatible Land Use, where the land use categories of “Residential Single Family, Duplex, 
Mobile Home” and “Residential Multi-Family” both share a “Conditionally Acceptable” threshold 
of 65 dB CNEL, and a “Normally Unacceptable” threshold of 70 dB CNEL (City 1999). 

City of Los Angeles Municipal Code – Chapter XI, Noise Regulation  
For this project, the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC), Chapter XI, Noise Regulation, 
Sections 112.02, 112.03, 112.05, and 41.40 contain the applicable evaluation criteria. 
Operational on-site stationary sources of mechanical noise are required to comply with the LAMC 
Section 112.02, which prohibits noise from air conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and 
filtering equipment from exceeding the ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied 
properties, e.g., nearby residential buildings, by more than 5 dBA. Modern roof-mounted 
mechanical equipment is designed to meet this standard. 
LAMC Section 112.03 references Section 41.40 which regulates noise from construction activities. 
Outdoor construction activities that generate noise are prohibited between the nighttime hours of 
9:00 pm and 7:00 am Monday through Friday, and between 6:00 pm and 8:00 am on Saturdays 
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and national holidays. Construction activities are prohibited on Sundays. The construction 
activities associated with the proposed project would comply with these LAMC requirements. 
Per Section 112.05, construction noise impacts would be significant if noise from powered 
equipment or powered hand tools used for construction within 500 feet (150 meters) of a residential 
zone exceeds 75 A-weighted decibels (dBA) at a distance of 50 feet (15 meters) from the noise 
source between the hours of 7:00 am and 10:00 pm. However, this noise limitation does not apply 
where compliance is technically infeasible. Technically infeasible means that the 75 dBA 
limitation cannot be complied with despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers and/or any 
other noise reduction device or techniques during the operation of the equipment. However, the 
burden of proof of technical infeasibility is placed upon the person or persons generating the noise, 
i.e., the contractor and owner or owner’s agent.  
Results of Cumulative Screening Noise Analysis 
The proposed project can be characterized as in-fill development of a new 4-level, 8-unit, 
multifamily residential building with an on-grade parking garage. Most noise would occur during 
the demolition, grading, site preparation, and building construction phases when heavy equipment 
would typically be operating outside.  
During each of the six construction phases there would be a different mix of equipment operating 
and cumulative noise levels would vary based on the amount of equipment in operation and the 
location of each activity at the project site. In general, use of off-road equipment and portable 
equipment would generate noise due to engine mechanicals, engine exhaust, driveline 
mechanicals, shaft-driven devices and accessories, hydraulics operation, ground friction and 
displacement, and gravity drops (dumping, unloading). 
Since no intense percussive actions (e.g., hard rock-breaking, large pile-driving) are planned to 
occur during the site work, no strong groundborne vibrations are expected to be generated that 
could affect nearby structures or be noticeable to their occupants. 
Types of equipment (FHWA 2006) to be used during the project and noise-emitting characteristics 
(i.e., usage factors, reference dBA, and percussive source) are shown in Table 9 consistent with 
CalEEMod outputs (Attachment 1). 
The project is expected to require approximately 12 months of planned work activities (i.e., from 
mobilization to substantial completion) comprising six construction phases (CalEEMod defaults): 

1) Demolition; 
2) Site Preparation; 
3) Grading; 
4) Building construction; 
5) Paving; and 
6) Architectural coating. 

Deviations from this schedule would not affect the noise analysis because noise does not persist 
or accumulate in the environment over time. To assess cumulative noise impacts, nearby street 
traffic noise and urban background noise was logarithmically added to construction noise.  
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Table 9:  FHWA Noise Reference Levels and Usage Factors 

CalEEMod Construction Detail  
FHWA Equipment Type Ref. 

 Usage 
Factor 

Ref. 
Level 

Percussive 
Source 

Phase Name Equipment Description Qty. percent  dBA Yes/No 

Demolition 
(1) 

Concrete/Industrial Saws 1 Concrete Saw 1 20% 90  No 

Rubber Tired Dozers 1 Tractor (rubber tire) 1 40% 84  No 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 Backhoe (with loader) 1 40% 80  No 

Site 
Preparation 

(2) 

Graders 1 Grader 1 40% 85  No 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 Backhoe (with loader) 1 40% 80  No 

Excavators 2 Excavator (hydraulic) 1 40% 85  No 

Grading (3) 

Graders 1 Grader 1 40% 85  No 

Rubber Tired Dozers 1 Tractor (rubber tire) 1 40% 84  No 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 Backhoe (with loader) 1 40% 80  No 

Excavators 2 Excavator (hydraulic) 1 40% 85  No 

Building 
Construction 

(4) 

Cranes 1 Crane 1 16% 85  No 

Forklifts 2 Forklift 1 40% 80  No 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 Backhoe (with loader) 1 40% 80  No 

Paving (5) 

Cement and Mortar Mixers 4 All Other Equipment > 5 HP 1 50% 85  No 

Pavers 1 Paver (asphalt) 1 50% 85  No 

Rollers 1 Roller 1 20% 85  No 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1 Backhoe (with loader) 1 40% 80  No 
Architectural 
Coating (6) Air Compressors 1 Compressor (air) 1 40% 80  No 

Sources: CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.10, FHWA 2006 

 
Table 10 shows a comparison of: screening-level estimated daytime exterior noise impacts for 
peak construction activities at designated receptors, and the thresholds outlined in LAMC 
Chapter XI and Noise Element, using FHWA attenuation algorithms. If the threshold is not 
exceeded, then the project should be considered acceptable. 
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Table 10:  Estimated Peak Activity Daytime Noise Impacts - Residential Receptors (mitigated)d, e 

Construction Phases 

Normal Acceptance Criteria – LAMC 112.05 & Land Use Guidelines  

Modeled Noise 
Level (Leq dBA)a 

CalEEMod 
Duration (days) 

Significance 
Threshold (CNEL 

dBA)b, c 

Exceeds 
Threshold 
(Yes/No)? 

Background 56.0 - - No 

Demolition 73.4 10 75 No 

Site Preparation 73.9 10 75 No 

Grading 74.8 20 75 No 

Building Construction 70.9 180 75 No 

Paving 70.2 10 75 No 

Architectural Coating 64.3 20 75 No 

Long Term Impact 61.9 - 70 No 
Sources: CalEEMod version 2022.1.1.10, FHWA 2006, FTA 2006, Broch 1971, Plog 1988, LAMC 112.05, City 1999 
Notes: 
a Includes existing street traffic (West Olympic Boulevard) and urban ambient noise sources (cumulative impacts) 
b Construction (Phases): LAMC 112.05 
c Operation (Long Term Impact): General Plan Noise Element Exhibit I: Guidelines for Noise Compatible Land Use 
d Modeled residential receptors are 25 meters (82 feet) north, south, and west of the center of the construction zone 
e Control comprises noise barriers on site perimeter (see Discussion) 

Discussion 
Construction Noise – LAMC Sections 112.03 and 112.05 

Construction noise impacts would be significant if, as defined by Los Angeles Municipal Code 
(LAMC) Section 112.05, noise from powered equipment or powered hand tools used for 
construction within 500 feet (150 meters) of a residential zone exceeds 75 A-weighted decibels 
(dBA) at a distance of 50 feet (15 meters) from the noise source between the hours of 7:00 am and 
10:00 pm. However, this noise limitation does not apply where compliance is technically 
infeasible. Technically infeasible means that the 75 dBA limitation cannot be complied with 
despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound barriers and/or any other noise reduction device or 
techniques during the operation of the equipment. However, the burden of proof of technical 
infeasibility is placed upon the person or persons generating the noise, i.e., the contractor and 
owner or owner’s agent. 
LAMC Section 112.03 references Section 41.40 which regulates noise from construction activities. 
Outdoor construction activities that generate noise are prohibited between the nighttime hours of 
9:00 pm and 7:00 am Monday through Friday, and between 6:00 pm and 8:00 am on Saturdays 
and national holidays. Construction activities are prohibited on Sundays. The construction 
activities associated with the proposed project would comply with these LAMC requirements. 
Although the estimated construction-related exterior noise levels associated with the proposed 
project are modeled to normally be below the 75 dBA threshold, there may be times when the 
construction activities could intermittently and marginally exceed the 75 dBA threshold at 50 feet 
from the noise source. To minimize impacts, the project will implement technically feasible control 
measures in compliance with the standards set forth in LAMC Section 112.05. Specifically, the 
use of deflectors/barriers such as plywood construction fencing (½-inch thickness), flexible sound-
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absorbing curtains, or existing intervening buildings, can reduce line-of-sight exterior noise levels 
by approximately 5 to 15 dBA, depending on the applied physical configuration (FHWA 2006). 
The estimated noise impacts shown in Table 10 incorporate these control measures. 
With the application of construction noise control measures exterior noise levels would be reduced 
by approximately 10 to 15 dBA. Therefore, based on the provisions set forth in LAMC 112.05, 
implementation of the LAMC-required noise control measures described below would enable the 
proposed project to comply with the LAMC, and construction noise impacts would be less than 
significant. 
The construction noise control measures required by LAMC 112.05 would include the following: 

1) The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance No. 161,574 (see 
LAMC Section 112.05), and any subsequent ordinances (et seq), which prohibit the 
emission or creation of noise beyond certain levels. 

2) Construction shall be restricted to the hours of 7:00 am to 9:00 pm Monday through Friday, 
and 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturdays or national holidays. No construction work shall be 
performed at any time on Sundays. 

3) Construction activities shall be scheduled to avoid operating several pieces of large 
equipment simultaneously, which can cumulatively cause higher noise levels. 

4) Noise-generating equipment operated at the project site shall be equipped with the most 
effective and technologically feasible noise control devices, such as mufflers, lagging 
(enclosures for exhaust pipes), and/or motor enclosures. All equipment shall be properly 
maintained to ensure that no additional noise, due to worn or improperly maintained parts, 
would be generated. 

5) Noise-generating equipment, where its location on the site may be flexible (e.g., air 
compressors, generators, cement and mortar mixers, and materials deliveries), shall be 
placed as far as practical from the nearest noise sensitive land uses. Natural and/or 
fabricated barriers (e.g., trees, fencing, curtains) shall be used to screen propagation of 
noise from such activities toward these land uses to the maximum extent possible. 

6) For outside work BMPs, the project shall implement noise barriers comprising plywood 
construction fencing and/or flexible sound-absorbing curtains as practicable. The noise 
barriers shall be erected around the perimeter of the construction site to minimize the 
transmission of construction noise toward nearby noise-sensitive land uses. The noise 
barriers shall be at least 8 feet in height and constructed of materials achieving an Insertion 
Loss (IL) coefficient of at least 5 dBA for flexible curtains, 8 dBA for rigid plywood 
fencing, or 10 dBA in combination (FHWA 2006). 

7) The project shall comply with the City of Los Angeles Building Regulations Ordinance 
No. 178,048 (see LAMC Section 91.106.4.8), which requires a construction site notice to 
be provided that includes the following information: job site address, permit number, name 
and phone number of the contractor and owner or owner’s agent, hours of construction 
allowed by code or any discretionary approval for the site, and City telephone numbers 
where violations can be reported. The notice shall be posted and maintained at the 
construction site prior to the start of construction and displayed in a location that is readily 
visible to the public, i.e., in plain sight.  
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Operational Noise – LAMC Section 112.02 and General Plan Noise Element  
Upon completion of construction and occupancy of the proposed project, on-site operational noise 
would be generated mainly by heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment 
installed on the roof of the new building. However, the overall noise levels generated by the new 
HVAC equipment are not expected to be substantially greater than generated by older HVAC 
equipment installed on existing buildings near the project site. As such, the new HVAC equipment 
associated with the proposed project would not represent a substantially new type or source of 
noise in the general vicinity. In addition, the operation of this and any other on-site stationary 
sources of mechanical noise would be required to comply with the LAMC Section 112.02, which 
prohibits noise from air conditioning, refrigeration, heating, pumping, and filtering equipment 
from exceeding the ambient noise level on the premises of other occupied properties, e.g., nearby 
residential buildings, by more than 5 dBA. Such equipment is designed to meet this standard. 
Furthermore, the long term operational impact of the proposed project is predicted to be below the 
thresholds stated in the Noise Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan. 
No adverse impacts are expected from, and no noise control measures would be required for, the 
operation of the proposed project. Therefore, the operational noise impacts of the proposed project 
would be less than significant. 
Interior areas of the completed project would not be adversely impacted by ambient (outdoor) 
urban noise because the project would be constructed to meet applicable California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) Title 24 Parts 6 and 11 building energy efficiency standards (CEC 2022). 
Thermal insulation, e.g., fiberglass batting in exterior walls and double-pane windows, also 
attenuates sound transmission and thus would provide an acceptable interior noise environment, 
which is particularly important for sensitive land uses. Specifically, the proposed project would be 
designed and constructed to maintain interior noise levels at or below a Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL) of 45 dBA in any normally occupied space of the project with no other 
sources of interior noise operating, such as HVAC, appliances, power tools, or office equipment. 
As such, interior noise impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant. 

Overall Project 
This study predicts a less than significant impact in accordance with the LAMC and the Land Use 
Guidelines. As described above, temporary noise barriers would need to be installed as a control 
measure during the initial stages of construction. 
PROJECTED IMPACT: Less Than Significant (LTS) 
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Cumulative Effects 
As shown in Table 10, noise impacts of the proposed in-fill development project are below LAMC 
and Land Use Guidelines significance thresholds. These impacts characterize the incremental 
impacts of other comparable past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future in-fill development 
actions in the vicinity of the proposed project site per state CEQA Guidelines Section 15355(b).  
The FHWA noise model puts the expected daytime ambient noise from known sources at about 
56 dBA at the nearest receptors to the proposed project. This cumulative model is based on traffic 
from West Olympic Boulevard as well as a general cumulative 40 dBA urban background noise. 
Although noise does not persist or accumulate in the environment over time, this accounts for any 
cumulative effects of comparable in-fill development projects. 

CEQA Guidelines 
Because the cumulative noise impacts shown in Table 10 would not be expected to exceed any of 
the LAMC or Land Use Guidelines significance thresholds, cumulative noise impacts from 
comparable in-fill development projects would also be expected to be less than significant. 
Therefore, potential adverse impacts from implementing the proposed project would not be 
“cumulatively considerable” as defined by state CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(1) for noise 
impacts. Per state CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(h)(4), the mere existence of significant 
cumulative impacts caused by other projects alone shall not constitute substantial evidence that the 
proposed project’s incremental effects are cumulatively considerable. 
PROJECTED IMPACT: Less Than Significant (LTS) 

CLOSING 
Thank you very much for the opportunity to be of assistance to the 957-967 Arapahoe Street 
project. Should you have any questions, please contact me at (805) 293-7867 (office). 
Sincerely, 

 
Bradford L. Boyes, BSEnvE, MBA, QEP | Ventura Office 
Principal Engineer 
Yorke Engineering, LLC 
BBoyes@YorkeEngr.com 
 
cc: Tina Darjazanie, Yorke Engineering, LLC 
 
Enclosures/Attachments: 

1. CalEEMod Outputs 
  

mailto:BBoyes@YorkeEngr.com
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field Value

Project Name Arapahoe Apartments at 957-967 Arapahoe Street, Los Angeles

Construction Start Date 1/8/2024

Operational Year 2025

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 0.50

Precipitation (days) 16.8

Location 34.05367066549883, -118.28576914648299

County Los Angeles-South Coast

City Los Angeles

Air District South Coast AQMD

Air Basin South Coast

TAZ 4013

EDFZ 16

Electric Utility Los Angeles Department of Water & Power

Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.10

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Size Unit Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq
ft)

Special Landscape
Area (sq ft)

Population Description
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Apartments Mid Rise 109 Dwelling Unit 0.03 74,121 1,386 — 323 Apartments &
Amenities

Enclosed Parking
with Elevator

24.3 1000sqft 0.56 24,272 0.00 — — Subterranean
Parking Garage
(footprint)

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

Sector # Measure Title

Construction C-2* Limit Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicle Idling

Construction C-10-A Water Exposed Surfaces

Construction C-10-B Water Active Demolition Sites

Construction C-10-C Water Unpaved Construction Roads

Construction C-11 Limit Vehicle Speeds on Unpaved Roads

Construction C-12 Sweep Paved Roads

Construction C-13 Use Low-VOC Paints for Construction

Transportation T-1 Increase Residential Density

Transportation T-3 Provide Transit-Oriented Development

Transportation T-4 Integrate A�ordable and Below Market Rate Housing

Transportation T-14* Provide Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure

Transportation T-15 Limit Residential Parking Supply

Transportation T-31-A* Locate Project in Area with High Destination Accessibility

Transportation T-32* Orient Project Toward Transit, Bicycle, or Pedestrian Facility

Transportation T-34* Provide Bike Parking

Energy E-2 Require Energy Efficient Appliances

Energy E-12-A Install Alternative Type of Water Heater in Place of Gas Storage
Tank Heater in Residences

Energy E-12-B Install Electric Space Heater in Place of Natural Gas Heaters in
Residences

Energy E-13 Install Electric Ranges in Place of Gas Ranges
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Water W-4 Require Low-Flow Water Fixtures

Water W-5 Design Water-Efficient Landscapes

Water W-7 Adopt a Water Conservation Strategy

Waste S-4* Recycle Demolished Construction Material

Area Sources AS-2 Use Low-VOC Paints

* Qualitative or supporting measure. Emission reductions not included in the mitigated emissions results.

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.97 6.61 14.0 0.02 0.26 1.29 1.56 0.24 0.31 0.55 — 3,061 3,061 0.13 0.12 6.31 3,107

Mit. 0.97 6.61 14.0 0.02 0.26 1.29 1.56 0.24 0.31 0.55 — 3,061 3,061 0.13 0.12 6.31 3,107

%
Reduced

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 24.0 17.9 18.6 0.04 0.69 6.29 6.98 0.64 2.83 3.47 — 5,915 5,915 0.28 0.52 0.20 6,077

Mit. 19.3 17.9 18.6 0.04 0.69 2.35 3.05 0.64 0.93 1.57 — 5,915 5,915 0.28 0.52 0.20 6,077

%
Reduced

20% — — — — 63% 56% — 67% 55% — — — — — — —

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.94 4.95 8.40 0.01 0.19 1.07 1.26 0.18 0.33 0.50 — 2,055 2,055 0.09 0.11 1.69 2,092
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Mit. 1.68 4.95 8.40 0.01 0.19 0.84 1.03 0.18 0.22 0.40 — 2,055 2,055 0.09 0.11 1.69 2,092

%
Reduced

13% — — — — 22% 19% — 33% 21% — — — — — — —

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.35 0.90 1.53 < 0.005 0.03 0.20 0.23 0.03 0.06 0.09 — 340 340 0.01 0.02 0.28 346

Mit. 0.31 0.90 1.53 < 0.005 0.03 0.15 0.19 0.03 0.04 0.07 — 340 340 0.01 0.02 0.28 346

%
Reduced

13% — — — — 22% 19% — 33% 21% — — — — — — —

Exceeds
(Daily
Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Threshold 75.0 100 550 150 150 150 150 55.0 55.0 55.0 — — — — — — —

Unmit. No No No No No No No No No No — — — — — — —

Mit. No No No No No No No No No No — — — — — — —

Exceeds
(Average
Daily)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Threshold 75.0 100 550 150 150 150 150 55.0 55.0 55.0 — — — — — — —

Unmit. No No No No No No No No No No — — — — — — —

Mit. No No No No No No No No No No — — — — — — —

Exceeds
(Annual)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Threshold — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 3,000

Unmit. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — No

Mit. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — No

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Year ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e
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Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 0.97 6.61 14.0 0.02 0.26 1.29 1.56 0.24 0.31 0.55 — 3,061 3,061 0.13 0.12 6.31 3,107

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 24.0 17.9 18.6 0.04 0.69 6.29 6.98 0.64 2.83 3.47 — 5,915 5,915 0.28 0.52 0.20 6,077

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 1.94 4.95 8.40 0.01 0.19 1.07 1.26 0.18 0.33 0.50 — 2,055 2,055 0.09 0.11 1.69 2,092

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 0.35 0.90 1.53 < 0.005 0.03 0.20 0.23 0.03 0.06 0.09 — 340 340 0.01 0.02 0.28 346

2.3. Construction Emissions by Year, Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Year ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 0.97 6.61 14.0 0.02 0.26 1.29 1.56 0.24 0.31 0.55 — 3,061 3,061 0.13 0.12 6.31 3,107

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 19.3 17.9 18.6 0.04 0.69 2.35 3.05 0.64 0.93 1.57 — 5,915 5,915 0.28 0.52 0.20 6,077

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 1.68 4.95 8.40 0.01 0.19 0.84 1.03 0.18 0.22 0.40 — 2,055 2,055 0.09 0.11 1.69 2,092

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 0.31 0.90 1.53 < 0.005 0.03 0.15 0.19 0.03 0.04 0.07 — 340 340 0.01 0.02 0.28 346
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2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 3.30 0.96 14.3 0.02 0.04 0.55 0.59 0.04 0.10 0.14 51.3 2,866 2,918 5.32 0.09 6.41 3,085

Mit. 2.86 0.65 10.8 0.01 0.03 0.28 0.31 0.03 0.05 0.08 49.1 2,012 2,061 5.05 0.06 3.48 2,207

%
Reduced

13% 32% 24% 44% 15% 50% 48% 14% 50% 40% 4% 30% 29% 5% 41% 46% 28%

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 2.56 0.95 6.52 0.02 0.03 0.55 0.59 0.03 0.10 0.13 51.3 2,778 2,830 5.32 0.10 0.68 2,992

Mit. 2.12 0.61 3.33 0.01 0.03 0.28 0.30 0.03 0.05 0.08 49.1 1,957 2,007 5.05 0.06 0.61 2,150

%
Reduced

17% 36% 49% 45% 16% 50% 48% 16% 50% 42% 4% 30% 29% 5% 41% 11% 28%

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 3.05 1.00 11.6 0.02 0.03 0.55 0.59 0.04 0.10 0.13 51.3 2,811 2,862 5.32 0.10 3.07 3,027

Mit. 2.62 0.66 8.36 0.01 0.03 0.28 0.31 0.03 0.05 0.08 49.1 1,981 2,030 5.06 0.06 1.80 2,175

%
Reduced

14% 34% 28% 44% 15% 50% 48% 14% 50% 40% 4% 30% 29% 5% 41% 41% 28%

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.56 0.18 2.12 < 0.005 0.01 0.10 0.11 0.01 0.02 0.02 8.49 465 474 0.88 0.02 0.51 501

Mit. 0.48 0.12 1.53 < 0.005 0.01 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.01 8.13 328 336 0.84 0.01 0.30 360

%
Reduced

14% 34% 28% 44% 15% 50% 48% 14% 50% 40% 4% 30% 29% 5% 41% 41% 28%
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—————————————————Exceeds
(Daily
Max)

Threshold 55.0 55.0 550 150 150 150 150 55.0 55.0 55.0 — — — — — — —

Unmit. No No No No No No No No No No — — — — — — —

Mit. No No No No No No No No No No — — — — — — —

Exceeds
(Average
Daily)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Threshold 55.0 55.0 550 150 150 150 150 55.0 55.0 55.0 — — — — — — —

Unmit. No No No No No No No No No No — — — — — — —

Mit. No No No No No No No No No No — — — — — — —

Exceeds
(Annual)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Threshold — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 3,000

Unmit. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — No

Mit. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — No

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Sector ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.84 0.61 6.92 0.02 0.01 0.55 0.56 0.01 0.10 0.11 — 1,600 1,600 0.08 0.06 5.88 1,627

Area 2.45 0.07 7.23 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.00 20.9 20.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 20.9

Energy 0.02 0.27 0.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 1,193 1,193 0.09 0.01 — 1,198

Water — — — — — — — — — — 7.79 52.6 60.3 0.80 0.02 — 86.2

Waste — — — — — — — — — — 43.5 0.00 43.5 4.35 0.00 — 152

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53
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Total 3.30 0.96 14.3 0.02 0.04 0.55 0.59 0.04 0.10 0.14 51.3 2,866 2,918 5.32 0.09 6.41 3,085

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.82 0.67 6.40 0.01 0.01 0.55 0.56 0.01 0.10 0.11 — 1,533 1,533 0.08 0.07 0.15 1,555

Area 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Energy 0.02 0.27 0.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 1,193 1,193 0.09 0.01 — 1,198

Water — — — — — — — — — — 7.79 52.6 60.3 0.80 0.02 — 86.2

Waste — — — — — — — — — — 43.5 0.00 43.5 4.35 0.00 — 152

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53

Total 2.56 0.95 6.52 0.02 0.03 0.55 0.59 0.03 0.10 0.13 51.3 2,778 2,830 5.32 0.10 0.68 2,992

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.82 0.68 6.56 0.02 0.01 0.55 0.56 0.01 0.10 0.11 — 1,551 1,551 0.08 0.07 2.54 1,576

Area 2.22 0.05 4.95 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.00 14.3 14.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 14.3

Energy 0.02 0.27 0.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 1,193 1,193 0.09 0.01 — 1,198

Water — — — — — — — — — — 7.79 52.6 60.3 0.80 0.02 — 86.2

Waste — — — — — — — — — — 43.5 0.00 43.5 4.35 0.00 — 152

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53

Total 3.05 1.00 11.6 0.02 0.03 0.55 0.59 0.04 0.10 0.13 51.3 2,811 2,862 5.32 0.10 3.07 3,027

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.15 0.12 1.20 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.10 0.10 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 257 257 0.01 0.01 0.42 261

Area 0.40 0.01 0.90 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.00 2.37 2.37 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.38

Energy < 0.005 0.05 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 198 198 0.02 < 0.005 — 198

Water — — — — — — — — — — 1.29 8.70 9.99 0.13 < 0.005 — 14.3

Waste — — — — — — — — — — 7.20 0.00 7.20 0.72 0.00 — 25.2

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.09 0.09

Total 0.56 0.18 2.12 < 0.005 0.01 0.10 0.11 0.01 0.02 0.02 8.49 465 474 0.88 0.02 0.51 501
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2.6. Operations Emissions by Sector, Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Sector ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.42 0.31 3.47 0.01 0.01 0.28 0.28 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 — 803 803 0.04 0.03 2.95 816

Area 2.42 0.07 7.23 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.00 20.9 20.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 20.9

Energy 0.02 0.27 0.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 1,151 1,151 0.09 0.01 — 1,155

Water — — — — — — — — — — 5.61 37.8 43.5 0.58 0.01 — 62.1

Waste — — — — — — — — — — 43.5 0.00 43.5 4.35 0.00 — 152

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53

Total 2.86 0.65 10.8 0.01 0.03 0.28 0.31 0.03 0.05 0.08 49.1 2,012 2,061 5.05 0.06 3.48 2,207

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.41 0.34 3.21 0.01 0.01 0.28 0.28 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 — 769 769 0.04 0.03 0.08 780

Area 1.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Energy 0.02 0.27 0.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 1,151 1,151 0.09 0.01 — 1,155

Water — — — — — — — — — — 5.61 37.8 43.5 0.58 0.01 — 62.1

Waste — — — — — — — — — — 43.5 0.00 43.5 4.35 0.00 — 152

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53

Total 2.12 0.61 3.33 0.01 0.03 0.28 0.30 0.03 0.05 0.08 49.1 1,957 2,007 5.05 0.06 0.61 2,150

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.41 0.34 3.29 0.01 0.01 0.28 0.28 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 — 778 778 0.04 0.03 1.27 791

Area 2.19 0.05 4.95 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.00 14.3 14.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 14.3

Energy 0.02 0.27 0.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 1,151 1,151 0.09 0.01 — 1,155

Water — — — — — — — — — — 5.61 37.8 43.5 0.58 0.01 — 62.1
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Waste — — — — — — — — — — 43.5 0.00 43.5 4.35 0.00 — 152

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53

Total 2.62 0.66 8.36 0.01 0.03 0.28 0.31 0.03 0.05 0.08 49.1 1,981 2,030 5.06 0.06 1.80 2,175

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.07 0.06 0.60 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 129 129 0.01 0.01 0.21 131

Area 0.40 0.01 0.90 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.00 2.37 2.37 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.38

Energy < 0.005 0.05 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 190 190 0.01 < 0.005 — 191

Water — — — — — — — — — — 0.93 6.27 7.20 0.10 < 0.005 — 10.3

Waste — — — — — — — — — — 7.20 0.00 7.20 0.72 0.00 — 25.2

Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.09 0.09

Total 0.48 0.12 1.53 < 0.005 0.01 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.01 8.13 328 336 0.84 0.01 0.30 360

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Demolition (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.51 4.69 5.79 0.01 0.19 — 0.19 0.17 — 0.17 — 852 852 0.03 0.01 — 855

Demolitio
n

— — — — — 1.04 1.04 — 0.16 0.16 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.13 0.16 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 23.3 23.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 23.4

Demolitio
n

— — — — — 0.03 0.03 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 0.02 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 3.87 3.87 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.88

Demolitio
n

— — — — — 0.01 0.01 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.04 0.06 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 134 134 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 135

Vendor < 0.005 0.04 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 32.3 32.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 33.6

Hauling 0.02 1.16 0.43 0.01 0.01 0.24 0.25 0.01 0.06 0.08 — 896 896 0.05 0.14 0.05 940

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.72 3.72 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 3.77

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.88 0.88 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.92

Hauling < 0.005 0.03 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 24.5 24.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 25.8

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.62 0.62 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.62
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Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.15 0.15 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.15

Hauling < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.06 4.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 4.27

3.2. Demolition (2024) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.51 4.69 5.79 0.01 0.19 — 0.19 0.17 — 0.17 — 852 852 0.03 0.01 — 855

Demolitio
n

— — — — — 0.66 0.66 — 0.10 0.10 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.13 0.16 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 23.3 23.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 23.4

Demolitio
n

— — — — — 0.02 0.02 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 0.02 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 3.87 3.87 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.88

Demolitio
n

— — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —
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Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.04 0.06 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 134 134 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 135

Vendor < 0.005 0.04 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 32.3 32.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 33.6

Hauling 0.02 1.16 0.43 0.01 0.01 0.24 0.25 0.01 0.06 0.08 — 896 896 0.05 0.14 0.05 940

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.72 3.72 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 3.77

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.88 0.88 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.92

Hauling < 0.005 0.03 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 24.5 24.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 25.8

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.62 0.62 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.62

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.15 0.15 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.15

Hauling < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.06 4.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 4.27

3.3. Site Preparation (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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—————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road
Equipment

0.82 7.04 11.2 0.02 0.36 — 0.36 0.33 — 0.33 — 1,820 1,820 0.07 0.01 — 1,827

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — 0.53 0.53 — 0.06 0.06 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.02 0.19 0.31 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 49.9 49.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 50.0

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — 0.01 0.01 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 0.04 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 8.26 8.26 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 8.29

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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—————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker 0.04 0.06 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 134 134 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 135

Vendor < 0.005 0.04 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 32.3 32.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 33.6

Hauling 0.06 3.95 1.46 0.02 0.04 0.80 0.84 0.04 0.22 0.26 — 3,040 3,040 0.16 0.49 0.18 3,189

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.72 3.72 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 3.77

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.88 0.88 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.92

Hauling < 0.005 0.11 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 83.3 83.3 < 0.005 0.01 0.08 87.4

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.62 0.62 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.62

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.15 0.15 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.15

Hauling < 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 13.8 13.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 14.5

3.4. Site Preparation (2024) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.82 7.04 11.2 0.02 0.36 — 0.36 0.33 — 0.33 — 1,820 1,820 0.07 0.01 — 1,827
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———————0.010.01—0.140.14—————Dust
From
Material
Movement

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.02 0.19 0.31 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 49.9 49.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 50.0

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 0.04 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 8.26 8.26 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 8.29

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.04 0.06 0.64 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 134 134 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 135

Vendor < 0.005 0.04 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 32.3 32.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 33.6

Hauling 0.06 3.95 1.46 0.02 0.04 0.80 0.84 0.04 0.22 0.26 — 3,040 3,040 0.16 0.49 0.18 3,189
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Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.72 3.72 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 3.77

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.88 0.88 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.92

Hauling < 0.005 0.11 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 83.3 83.3 < 0.005 0.01 0.08 87.4

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.62 0.62 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.62

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.15 0.15 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.15

Hauling < 0.005 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 13.8 13.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 14.5

3.5. Grading (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.50 13.8 16.3 0.02 0.65 — 0.65 0.60 — 0.60 — 2,676 2,676 0.11 0.02 — 2,685

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — 5.31 5.31 — 2.57 2.57 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.08 0.76 0.90 < 0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.03 — 0.03 — 147 147 0.01 < 0.005 — 147
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Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — 0.29 0.29 — 0.14 0.14 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.14 0.16 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 24.3 24.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 24.4

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — 0.05 0.05 — 0.03 0.03 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.06 0.07 0.80 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.16 0.00 0.04 0.04 — 167 167 0.01 0.01 0.02 169

Vendor < 0.005 0.04 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 32.3 32.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 33.6

Hauling 0.06 3.95 1.46 0.02 0.04 0.80 0.84 0.04 0.22 0.26 — 3,040 3,040 0.16 0.49 0.18 3,189

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 9.30 9.30 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 9.43

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.77 1.77 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.84

Hauling < 0.005 0.22 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.05 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 167 167 0.01 0.03 0.17 175

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.54 1.54 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.56

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.29 0.29 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.31
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Hauling < 0.005 0.04 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 27.6 27.6 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 29.0

3.6. Grading (2024) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.50 13.8 16.3 0.02 0.65 — 0.65 0.60 — 0.60 — 2,676 2,676 0.11 0.02 — 2,685

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — 1.38 1.38 — 0.67 0.67 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.08 0.76 0.90 < 0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.03 — 0.03 — 147 147 0.01 < 0.005 — 147

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — 0.08 0.08 — 0.04 0.04 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.14 0.16 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 24.3 24.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 24.4
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Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.06 0.07 0.80 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.16 0.00 0.04 0.04 — 167 167 0.01 0.01 0.02 169

Vendor < 0.005 0.04 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 32.3 32.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 33.6

Hauling 0.06 3.95 1.46 0.02 0.04 0.80 0.84 0.04 0.22 0.26 — 3,040 3,040 0.16 0.49 0.18 3,189

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 9.30 9.30 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 9.43

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.77 1.77 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.84

Hauling < 0.005 0.22 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.05 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 167 167 0.01 0.03 0.17 175

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.54 1.54 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.56

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.29 0.29 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.31

Hauling < 0.005 0.04 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 27.6 27.6 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 29.0

3.7. Building Construction (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.56 5.60 6.98 0.01 0.26 — 0.26 0.23 — 0.23 — 1,305 1,305 0.05 0.01 — 1,309

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.56 5.60 6.98 0.01 0.26 — 0.26 0.23 — 0.23 — 1,305 1,305 0.05 0.01 — 1,309

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.28 2.76 3.44 0.01 0.13 — 0.13 0.12 — 0.12 — 643 643 0.03 0.01 — 646

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.05 0.50 0.63 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 107 107 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 107

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.40 0.42 6.69 0.00 0.00 1.16 1.16 0.00 0.27 0.27 — 1,252 1,252 0.05 0.04 4.94 1,271

Vendor 0.02 0.59 0.29 < 0.005 0.01 0.13 0.14 0.01 0.04 0.04 — 504 504 0.02 0.07 1.37 527

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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—————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker 0.39 0.50 5.65 0.00 0.00 1.16 1.16 0.00 0.27 0.27 — 1,187 1,187 0.05 0.04 0.13 1,201

Vendor 0.01 0.62 0.30 < 0.005 0.01 0.13 0.14 0.01 0.04 0.04 — 504 504 0.02 0.07 0.04 526

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.19 0.25 2.93 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.57 0.00 0.13 0.13 — 594 594 0.03 0.02 1.05 602

Vendor 0.01 0.31 0.15 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.07 0.07 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 249 249 0.01 0.03 0.29 259

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.04 0.05 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 98.3 98.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.17 99.7

Vendor < 0.005 0.06 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 41.2 41.2 < 0.005 0.01 0.05 43.0

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.8. Building Construction (2024) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.56 5.60 6.98 0.01 0.26 — 0.26 0.23 — 0.23 — 1,305 1,305 0.05 0.01 — 1,309

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Off-Road
Equipment

0.56 5.60 6.98 0.01 0.26 — 0.26 0.23 — 0.23 — 1,305 1,305 0.05 0.01 — 1,309

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.28 2.76 3.44 0.01 0.13 — 0.13 0.12 — 0.12 — 643 643 0.03 0.01 — 646

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.05 0.50 0.63 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 107 107 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 107

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.40 0.42 6.69 0.00 0.00 1.16 1.16 0.00 0.27 0.27 — 1,252 1,252 0.05 0.04 4.94 1,271

Vendor 0.02 0.59 0.29 < 0.005 0.01 0.13 0.14 0.01 0.04 0.04 — 504 504 0.02 0.07 1.37 527

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.39 0.50 5.65 0.00 0.00 1.16 1.16 0.00 0.27 0.27 — 1,187 1,187 0.05 0.04 0.13 1,201

Vendor 0.01 0.62 0.30 < 0.005 0.01 0.13 0.14 0.01 0.04 0.04 — 504 504 0.02 0.07 0.04 526

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.19 0.25 2.93 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.57 0.00 0.13 0.13 — 594 594 0.03 0.02 1.05 602

Vendor 0.01 0.31 0.15 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.07 0.07 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 249 249 0.01 0.03 0.29 259
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.04 0.05 0.54 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 98.3 98.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.17 99.7

Vendor < 0.005 0.06 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 41.2 41.2 < 0.005 0.01 0.05 43.0

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Paving (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.53 4.52 5.32 0.01 0.21 — 0.21 0.19 — 0.19 — 823 823 0.03 0.01 — 826

Paving 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.12 0.15 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 22.6 22.6 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 22.6

Paving 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 0.02 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 3.73 3.73 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.75
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Paving 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.08 0.10 1.12 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 234 234 0.01 0.01 0.03 237

Vendor < 0.005 0.08 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 — 64.5 64.5 < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 67.3

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 6.51 6.51 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 6.60

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.77 1.77 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.84

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.08 1.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.09

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.29 0.29 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.31

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.10. Paving (2024) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.53 4.52 5.32 0.01 0.21 — 0.21 0.19 — 0.19 — 823 823 0.03 0.01 — 826

Paving 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.12 0.15 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 22.6 22.6 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 22.6

Paving 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 0.02 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 3.73 3.73 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.75

Paving 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.08 0.10 1.12 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 234 234 0.01 0.01 0.03 237

Vendor < 0.005 0.08 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 — 64.5 64.5 < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 67.3

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 6.51 6.51 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 6.60

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.77 1.77 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.84

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.08 1.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.09

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.29 0.29 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.31

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.11. Architectural Coating (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.14 0.91 1.15 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 134 134 0.01 < 0.005 — 134

Architectu
ral
Coatings

23.8 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.05 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 7.32 7.32 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 7.34

Architectu
ral
Coatings

1.30 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 1.21 1.21 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.22

Architectu
ral
Coatings

0.24 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.08 0.10 1.13 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 237 237 0.01 0.01 0.03 240

Vendor < 0.005 0.08 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 — 64.5 64.5 < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 67.3

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 13.2 13.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 13.4

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.54 3.54 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 3.69

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.18 2.18 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.22

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.59 0.59 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.61

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.12. Architectural Coating (2024) - Mitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.14 0.91 1.15 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 134 134 0.01 < 0.005 — 134

Architectu
ral
Coatings

19.1 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.05 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 7.32 7.32 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 7.34

Architectu
ral
Coatings

1.05 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 1.21 1.21 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.22

Architectu
ral
Coatings

0.19 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.08 0.10 1.13 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.23 0.00 0.05 0.05 — 237 237 0.01 0.01 0.03 240

Vendor < 0.005 0.08 0.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 — 64.5 64.5 < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 67.3

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 0.01 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 13.2 13.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 13.4

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.54 3.54 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 3.69

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.18 2.18 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.22

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.59 0.59 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.61

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use

4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land Use ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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1,6275.880.060.081,6001,600—0.110.100.010.560.550.010.026.920.610.84Apartmen
ts

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.84 0.61 6.92 0.02 0.01 0.55 0.56 0.01 0.10 0.11 — 1,600 1,600 0.08 0.06 5.88 1,627

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

0.82 0.67 6.40 0.01 0.01 0.55 0.56 0.01 0.10 0.11 — 1,533 1,533 0.08 0.07 0.15 1,555

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.82 0.67 6.40 0.01 0.01 0.55 0.56 0.01 0.10 0.11 — 1,533 1,533 0.08 0.07 0.15 1,555

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

0.15 0.12 1.20 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.10 0.10 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 257 257 0.01 0.01 0.42 261

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.15 0.12 1.20 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.10 0.10 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 257 257 0.01 0.01 0.42 261

4.1.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land Use ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Apartmen
Mid Rise

0.42 0.31 3.47 0.01 0.01 0.28 0.28 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 — 803 803 0.04 0.03 2.95 816

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.42 0.31 3.47 0.01 0.01 0.28 0.28 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 — 803 803 0.04 0.03 2.95 816

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

0.41 0.34 3.21 0.01 0.01 0.28 0.28 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 — 769 769 0.04 0.03 0.08 780

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.41 0.34 3.21 0.01 0.01 0.28 0.28 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 — 769 769 0.04 0.03 0.08 780

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

0.07 0.06 0.60 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 129 129 0.01 0.01 0.21 131

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.07 0.06 0.60 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.05 0.05 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 129 129 0.01 0.01 0.21 131

4.2. Energy

4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land Use ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — 677 677 0.05 0.01 — 680

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — — 169 169 0.01 < 0.005 — 170

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 846 846 0.06 0.01 — 850

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — 677 677 0.05 0.01 — 680

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — — 169 169 0.01 < 0.005 — 170

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 846 846 0.06 0.01 — 850

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — 112 112 0.01 < 0.005 — 113

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — — 28.1 28.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 28.2

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 140 140 0.01 < 0.005 — 141

4.2.2. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Land Use ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — 637 637 0.05 0.01 — 640

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — — 169 169 0.01 < 0.005 — 170

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 807 807 0.06 0.01 — 811

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — 637 637 0.05 0.01 — 640

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — — 169 169 0.01 < 0.005 — 170

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 807 807 0.06 0.01 — 811

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — 106 106 0.01 < 0.005 — 106

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — — 28.1 28.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 28.2

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 134 134 0.01 < 0.005 — 134

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land Use ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

0.02 0.27 0.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 347 347 0.03 < 0.005 — 348

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.02 0.27 0.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 347 347 0.03 < 0.005 — 348

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

0.02 0.27 0.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 347 347 0.03 < 0.005 — 348

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.02 0.27 0.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 347 347 0.03 < 0.005 — 348

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

< 0.005 0.05 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 57.4 57.4 0.01 < 0.005 — 57.6

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total < 0.005 0.05 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 57.4 57.4 0.01 < 0.005 — 57.6
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4.2.4. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land Use ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

0.02 0.27 0.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 344 344 0.03 < 0.005 — 345

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.02 0.27 0.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 344 344 0.03 < 0.005 — 345

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

0.02 0.27 0.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 344 344 0.03 < 0.005 — 345

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.02 0.27 0.12 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 344 344 0.03 < 0.005 — 345

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

< 0.005 0.05 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 56.9 56.9 0.01 < 0.005 — 57.1

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total < 0.005 0.05 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 56.9 56.9 0.01 < 0.005 — 57.1
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4.3. Area Emissions by Source

4.3.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Hearths 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Consume
r
Products

1.59 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architectu
ral
Coatings

0.13 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Landscap
e
Equipme
nt

0.73 0.07 7.23 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 20.9 20.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 20.9

Total 2.45 0.07 7.23 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.00 20.9 20.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 20.9

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Hearths 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Consume
r
Products

1.59 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architectu
ral
Coatings

0.13 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total 1.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Hearths 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
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Consume
Products

0.29 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architectu
ral
Coatings

0.02 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Landscap
e
Equipme
nt

0.09 0.01 0.90 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 2.37 2.37 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.38

Total 0.40 0.01 0.90 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.00 2.37 2.37 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.38

4.3.1. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Hearths 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Consume
r
Products

1.59 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architectu
ral
Coatings

0.10 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Landscap
e
Equipme
nt

0.73 0.07 7.23 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 20.9 20.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 20.9

Total 2.42 0.07 7.23 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.00 20.9 20.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 20.9

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Hearths 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
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————————————————1.59Consume
r

Architectu
ral
Coatings

0.10 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total 1.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Hearths 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Consume
r
Products

0.29 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Architectu
ral
Coatings

0.02 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Landscap
e
Equipme
nt

0.09 0.01 0.90 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 2.37 2.37 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.38

Total 0.40 0.01 0.90 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.00 2.37 2.37 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.38

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use

4.4.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land Use ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 7.79 52.6 60.3 0.80 0.02 — 86.2
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0.00—0.000.000.000.000.00——————————Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

Total — — — — — — — — — — 7.79 52.6 60.3 0.80 0.02 — 86.2

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 7.79 52.6 60.3 0.80 0.02 — 86.2

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — 7.79 52.6 60.3 0.80 0.02 — 86.2

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 1.29 8.70 9.99 0.13 < 0.005 — 14.3

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — 1.29 8.70 9.99 0.13 < 0.005 — 14.3

4.4.1. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land Use ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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62.1—0.010.5843.537.85.61——————————Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — 5.61 37.8 43.5 0.58 0.01 — 62.1

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 5.61 37.8 43.5 0.58 0.01 — 62.1

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — 5.61 37.8 43.5 0.58 0.01 — 62.1

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 0.93 6.27 7.20 0.10 < 0.005 — 10.3

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — 0.93 6.27 7.20 0.10 < 0.005 — 10.3

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.2. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land Use ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 43.5 0.00 43.5 4.35 0.00 — 152

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — 43.5 0.00 43.5 4.35 0.00 — 152

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 43.5 0.00 43.5 4.35 0.00 — 152

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — 43.5 0.00 43.5 4.35 0.00 — 152

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 7.20 0.00 7.20 0.72 0.00 — 25.2

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — 7.20 0.00 7.20 0.72 0.00 — 25.2

4.5.1. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Land Use ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 43.5 0.00 43.5 4.35 0.00 — 152

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — 43.5 0.00 43.5 4.35 0.00 — 152

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 43.5 0.00 43.5 4.35 0.00 — 152

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — 43.5 0.00 43.5 4.35 0.00 — 152

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — 7.20 0.00 7.20 0.72 0.00 — 25.2

Enclosed
Parking
with
Elevator

— — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total — — — — — — — — — — 7.20 0.00 7.20 0.72 0.00 — 25.2

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
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4.6.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land Use ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.09 0.09

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.09 0.09

4.6.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land Use ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53
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Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.53 0.53

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Apartmen
ts
Mid Rise

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.09 0.09

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.09 0.09

4.7. Offroad Emissions By Equipment Type

4.7.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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4.7.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.8. Stationary Emissions By Equipment Type

4.8.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.8.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.9. User Defined Emissions By Equipment Type

4.9.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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—————————————————Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.9.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Equipme
nt
Type

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Vegetatio
n

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e
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—————————————————Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land Use ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Species ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequeste
red

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Removed — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequeste
red

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Removed — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequeste
red

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Removed — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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4.10.4. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Vegetatio
n

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.5. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land Use ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.6. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Mitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Species ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequeste
red

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Removed — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequeste
red

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Removed — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequeste
red

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Removed — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Days Per Week Work Days per Phase Phase Description

Demolition Demolition 1/8/2024 1/19/2024 5.00 10.0 —

Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/22/2024 2/2/2024 5.00 10.0 —

Grading Grading 2/5/2024 3/1/2024 5.00 20.0 —

Building Construction Building Construction 3/4/2024 11/8/2024 5.00 180 —

Paving Paving 11/11/2024 11/22/2024 5.00 10.0 —

Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 11/25/2024 12/20/2024 5.00 20.0 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Phase Name Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial
Saws

Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 33.0 0.73

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 1.00 367 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 2.00 6.00 84.0 0.37

Site Preparation Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 148 0.41
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Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 367 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 84.0 0.37

Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 4.00 367 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts Diesel Average 2.00 6.00 82.0 0.20

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Paving Cement and Mortar
Mixers

Diesel Average 4.00 6.00 10.0 0.56

Paving Pavers Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 81.0 0.42

Paving Rollers Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 36.0 0.38

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 84.0 0.37

Architectural Coating Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 37.0 0.48

Site Preparation Excavators Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 136 0.38

Grading Excavators Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 136 0.38

5.2.2. Mitigated

Phase Name Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

Demolition Concrete/Industrial
Saws

Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 33.0 0.73

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 1.00 367 0.40

Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 2.00 6.00 84.0 0.37

Site Preparation Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 148 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 367 0.40
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0.3784.07.001.00AverageDieselGrading Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Building Construction Cranes Diesel Average 1.00 4.00 367 0.29

Building Construction Forklifts Diesel Average 2.00 6.00 82.0 0.20

Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Paving Cement and Mortar
Mixers

Diesel Average 4.00 6.00 10.0 0.56

Paving Pavers Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 81.0 0.42

Paving Rollers Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 36.0 0.38

Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backh
oes

Diesel Average 1.00 7.00 84.0 0.37

Architectural Coating Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 37.0 0.48

Site Preparation Excavators Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 136 0.38

Grading Excavators Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 136 0.38

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Phase Name Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Demolition — — — —

Demolition Worker 10.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Demolition Vendor 1.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Demolition Hauling 12.7 20.0 HHDT

Demolition Onsite truck 0.00 — HHDT

Site Preparation — — — —

Site Preparation Worker 10.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Site Preparation Vendor 1.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Site Preparation Hauling 43.1 20.0 HHDT
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Site Preparation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Grading — — — —

Grading Worker 12.5 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Grading Vendor 1.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Grading Hauling 43.1 20.0 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck — — HHDT

Building Construction — — — —

Building Construction Worker 88.7 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Building Construction Vendor 15.6 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Building Construction Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

Paving — — — —

Paving Worker 17.5 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Paving Vendor 2.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating — — — —

Architectural Coating Worker 17.7 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Architectural Coating Vendor 2.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.3.2. Mitigated

Phase Name Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Demolition — — — —

Demolition Worker 10.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Demolition Vendor 1.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT
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Demolition Hauling 12.7 20.0 HHDT

Demolition Onsite truck 0.00 — HHDT

Site Preparation — — — —

Site Preparation Worker 10.0 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Site Preparation Vendor 1.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Site Preparation Hauling 43.1 20.0 HHDT

Site Preparation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Grading — — — —

Grading Worker 12.5 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Grading Vendor 1.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Grading Hauling 43.1 20.0 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck — — HHDT

Building Construction — — — —

Building Construction Worker 88.7 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Building Construction Vendor 15.6 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Building Construction Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Building Construction Onsite truck — — HHDT

Paving — — — —

Paving Worker 17.5 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Paving Vendor 2.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Paving Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Paving Onsite truck — — HHDT

Architectural Coating — — — —

Architectural Coating Worker 17.7 18.5 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Architectural Coating Vendor 2.00 10.2 HHDT,MHDT

Architectural Coating Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Architectural Coating Onsite truck — — HHDT
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5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Residential Exterior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Non-Residential Interior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

Architectural Coating 150,095 50,032 1,092 121 1,456

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Phase Name Material Imported (Cubic Yards) Material Exported (Cubic Yards) Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (Building
Square Footage)

Acres Paved (acres)

Demolition 0.00 0.00 0.00 11,000 —

Site Preparation — 3,446 5.00 0.00 —

Grading — 6,892 15.0 0.00 —

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.56

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.7. Construction Paving

Land Use Area Paved (acres) % Asphalt

Apartments Mid Rise — 0%

Enclosed Parking with Elevator 0.56 0%
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5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (lb/MWh)
Year kWh per Year CO2 CH4 N2O

2024 0.00 690 0.05 0.01

5.9. Operational Mobile Sources

5.9.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Apartments Mid Rise 247 247 247 90,312 1,988 1,988 1,988 725,777

Enclosed Parking
with Elevator

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.9.2. Mitigated

Land Use Type Trips/Weekday Trips/Saturday Trips/Sunday Trips/Year VMT/Weekday VMT/Saturday VMT/Sunday VMT/Year

Apartments Mid Rise 124 124 124 45,316 998 998 998 364,177

Enclosed Parking
with Elevator

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

5.10. Operational Area Sources

5.10.1. Hearths

5.10.1.1. Unmitigated

Hearth Type Unmitigated (number)

Apartments Mid Rise —

Wood Fireplaces 0
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Gas Fireplaces 0

Propane Fireplaces 0

Electric Fireplaces 0

No Fireplaces 109

Conventional Wood Stoves 0

Catalytic Wood Stoves 0

Non-Catalytic Wood Stoves 0

Pellet Wood Stoves 0

5.10.1.2. Mitigated

Hearth Type Unmitigated (number)

Apartments Mid Rise —

Wood Fireplaces 0

Gas Fireplaces 0

Propane Fireplaces 0

Electric Fireplaces 0

No Fireplaces 109

Conventional Wood Stoves 0

Catalytic Wood Stoves 0

Non-Catalytic Wood Stoves 0

Pellet Wood Stoves 0

5.10.2. Architectural Coatings

Residential Interior Area Coated (sq ft) Residential Exterior Area Coated (sq ft) Non-Residential Interior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

150095.025 50,032 1,092 121 1,456
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5.10.3. Landscape Equipment

Season Unit Value

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr 250

5.10.4. Landscape Equipment - Mitigated

Season Unit Value

Snow Days day/yr 0.00

Summer Days day/yr 250

5.11. Operational Energy Consumption

5.11.1. Unmitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N2O and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)
Land Use Electricity (kWh/yr) CO2 CH4 N2O Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Apartments Mid Rise 357,901 690 0.0489 0.0069 1,081,864

Enclosed Parking with Elevator 89,598 690 0.0489 0.0069 0.00

5.11.2. Mitigated

Electricity (kWh/yr) and CO2 and CH4 and N2O and Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)
Land Use Electricity (kWh/yr) CO2 CH4 N2O Natural Gas (kBTU/yr)

Apartments Mid Rise 336,958 690 0.0489 0.0069 1,072,442

Enclosed Parking with Elevator 89,598 690 0.0489 0.0069 0.00

5.12. Operational Water and Wastewater Consumption
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5.12.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Indoor Water (gal/year) Outdoor Water (gal/year)

Apartments Mid Rise 4,062,844 23,758

Enclosed Parking with Elevator 0.00 0.00

5.12.2. Mitigated

Land Use Indoor Water (gal/year) Outdoor Water (gal/year)

Apartments Mid Rise 2,930,001 11,940

Enclosed Parking with Elevator 0.00 0.00

5.13. Operational Waste Generation

5.13.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Waste (ton/year) Cogeneration (kWh/year)

Apartments Mid Rise 80.69 0.00

Enclosed Parking with Elevator 0.00 0.00

5.13.2. Mitigated

Land Use Waste (ton/year) Cogeneration (kWh/year)

Apartments Mid Rise 80.69 0.00

Enclosed Parking with Elevator 0.00 0.00

5.14. Operational Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment

5.14.1. Unmitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant GWP Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate Service Leak Rate Times Serviced
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Apartments Mid Rise Average room A/C &
Other residential A/C
and heat pumps

R-410A 2,088 < 0.005 2.50 2.50 10.0

Apartments Mid Rise Household refrigerators
and/or freezers

R-134a 1,430 0.12 0.60 0.00 1.00

5.14.2. Mitigated

Land Use Type Equipment Type Refrigerant GWP Quantity (kg) Operations Leak Rate Service Leak Rate Times Serviced

Apartments Mid Rise Average room A/C &
Other residential A/C
and heat pumps

R-410A 2,088 < 0.005 2.50 2.50 10.0

Apartments Mid Rise Household refrigerators
and/or freezers

R-134a 1,430 0.12 0.60 0.00 1.00

5.15. Operational Off-Road Equipment

5.15.1. Unmitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

5.15.2. Mitigated

Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

5.16. Stationary Sources

5.16.1. Emergency Generators and Fire Pumps

Equipment Type Fuel Type Number per Day Hours per Day Hours per Year Horsepower Load Factor

5.16.2. Process Boilers
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Equipment Type Fuel Type Number Boiler Rating (MMBtu/hr) Daily Heat Input (MMBtu/day) Annual Heat Input (MMBtu/yr)

5.17. User Defined

Equipment Type Fuel Type

— —

5.18. Vegetation

5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.1.2. Mitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Biomass Cover Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.1.2. Mitigated

Biomass Cover Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.2. Sequestration
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5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

Tree Type Number Electricity Saved (kWh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

5.18.2.2. Mitigated

Tree Type Number Electricity Saved (kWh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040–2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which assumes GHG
emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Climate Hazard Result for Project Location Unit

Temperature and Extreme Heat 7.60 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 5.70 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm

Sea Level Rise 0.00 meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 0.00 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from observed
historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about ¾ an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if received over a full
day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider different
increments of sea level rise coupled with extreme storm events. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROC5). Each grid cell is 50 meters (m) by 50 m, or about 164 feet (ft) by 164 ft.
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data of climate,
vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The four simulations make
different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of different rainfall and temperature
possibilities (MIROC5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score
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Temperature and Extreme Heat 1 0 3 1

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A

Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A

Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A

Drought 0 0 3 N/A

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation 0 0 3 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat 1 1 3 1

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A

Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A

Flooding N/A N/A N/A N/A

Drought 1 1 3 1

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation 1 1 3 1

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the greatest
exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction measures.
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6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Exposure Indicators —

AQ-Ozone 48.5

AQ-PM 87.8

AQ-DPM 85.2

Drinking Water 92.5

Lead Risk Housing 72.1

Pesticides 0.00

Toxic Releases 78.3

Traffic 72.3

Effect Indicators —

CleanUp Sites 37.6

Groundwater 4.42

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators 4.12

Impaired Water Bodies 0.00

Solid Waste 0.00

Sensitive Population —

Asthma 61.9

Cardio-vascular 62.4

Low Birth Weights 16.2

Socioeconomic Factor Indicators —
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Education 89.1

Housing 97.4

Linguistic 98.9

Poverty 90.9

Unemployment 59.4

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Economic —

Above Poverty 5.273963814

Employed 76.78686

Median HI 9.778005903

Education —

Bachelor's or higher 24.38085461

High school enrollment 11.40767355

Preschool enrollment 27.71718209

Transportation —

Auto Access 3.246503272

Active commuting 97.27960991

Social —

2-parent households 31.75927114

Voting 11.79263442

Neighborhood —

Alcohol availability 4.516874118

Park access 2.194276915

Retail density 92.30078275
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Supermarket access 94.25125112

Tree canopy 34.46682921

Housing —

Homeownership 1.167714616

Housing habitability 1.757987938

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden 2.579237777

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden 44.48864365

Uncrowded housing 0.641601437

Health Outcomes —

Insured adults 0.423456949

Arthritis 76.8

Asthma ER Admissions 34.9

High Blood Pressure 69.1

Cancer (excluding skin) 96.0

Asthma 34.7

Coronary Heart Disease 54.4

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 33.2

Diagnosed Diabetes 13.1

Life Expectancy at Birth 97.7

Cognitively Disabled 88.7

Physically Disabled 89.8

Heart Attack ER Admissions 63.0

Mental Health Not Good 12.4

Chronic Kidney Disease 45.1

Obesity 23.4

Pedestrian Injuries 19.6

Physical Health Not Good 9.8
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Stroke 34.3

Health Risk Behaviors —

Binge Drinking 84.3

Current Smoker 12.6

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity 6.8

Climate Change Exposures —

Wildfire Risk 0.0

SLR Inundation Area 0.0

Children 22.0

Elderly 86.3

English Speaking 0.3

Foreign-born 99.6

Outdoor Workers 13.6

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity —

Impervious Surface Cover 0.8

Traffic Density 86.8

Traffic Access 87.4

Other Indices —

Hardship 93.1

Other Decision Support —

2016 Voting 8.6

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

Metric Result for Project Census Tract

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 76.0

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 9.00

Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) Yes
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Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) Yes

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.

7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Screen Justification

Land Use Per Design Drawings & Calculations

Construction: Construction Phases Excavation of subterranean parking garage; larger size building

Construction: Off-Road Equipment Excavation for subterranean parking garage

Construction: Paving Subterranean parking garage - concrete floor

Operations: Vehicle Data Linscott, Law & Greenspan 2022, Table 2-1 Project Trip Generation Forecast (50%)

Operations: Hearths No Hearths
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TRANSPORTATION ASSESSMENT REPORT 
ARAPAHOE APARTMENTS PROJECT 

City of Los Angeles, California 
June 30, 2022 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Transportation Assessment Overview 
This transportation assessment report has been prepared to identify and evaluate the potential 
transportation impacts of the proposed Arapahoe Apartments project (“proposed project” herein) on 
the surrounding transportation system.  The proposed project site is located at 957-967 Arapahoe 
Street in the Wilshire Community Plan area of the City of Los Angeles, California.  The proposed 
project site is generally bounded by Arapahoe Street to the east and existing multi-family residential 
housing to the north, south and west.  The proposed Arapahoe Apartments project and general 
vicinity are shown in Figure 1-1. 

The transportation assessment follows City of Los Angeles (“City”) transportation assessment 
guidelines1 (TAG).  The City’s TAG are focused on transportation metrics that promote: the 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal networks and access to 
diverse land uses, as well as safety, sustainability and smart growth.  In compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the City’s TAG identifies vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) as the primary metric for evaluating a project’s significant transportation impacts along with 
whether the proposed project conflicts or is inconsistent with local plans and policies.  In addition, 
the City’s TAG require evaluation of non-CEQA mobility elements such as pedestrian, bicycle and 
transit access, project access and circulation, project construction, and the potential for residential 
street intrusion. 

This transportation assessment (i) presents a CEQA assessment of project-related VMT, (ii) provides 
a CEQA assessment of whether the project conflicts or is inconsistent with local plans and policies, 
(iii) presents a non-CEQA assessment of pedestrian, bicycle and transit access, (iv) provides a non-
CEQA evaluation of project access, safety and circulation, (v) provides a non-CEQA review of 
project construction activities, and (vi) recommends mitigation and improvement measures, where 
necessary. 

1.2 Study Methodology 
The CEQA and non-CEQA analysis criteria for this transportation assessment were identified in 
consultation with City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) staff.  The analysis 
criteria were determined based on the City’s TAG, the proposed project description and location, and 
the characteristics of the surrounding transportation system.  As defined by the City as Lead Agency 

 
1 Transportation Assessment Guidelines, City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation, July 2020. 
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under CEQA, LADOT confirmed the appropriateness of the analysis criteria when it entered into a 
transportation assessment Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) for the proposed project.  The 
approved transportation assessment MOU and the screening criteria set forth in the TAG are 
attached to this report in Appendix A. 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
2.1 Project Location 
The proposed project site is located at 957-967 Arapahoe Street in the Wilshire Community Plan 
area of the City of Los Angeles, California.  The proposed project site is generally bounded by 
Arapahoe Street to the east and existing multi-family residential housing to the north, south and 
west.  The proposed Arapahoe Apartments project and general vicinity are shown in Figure 1-1. 

The project site is situated along the west side of Arapahoe Street approximately mid-way between 
San Marino Street to the north and Olympic Boulevard to the south.  The project site is 
approximately 25,658 square feet and consists of three lots, with one currently vacant and the 
remaining two lots are occupied by one single-family residential unit and a four-unit apartment 
building.  The existing residential uses will be razed in order to accommodate construction of the 
proposed project.  It is noted that the existing site currently provides three driveways on Arapahoe 
Street for access to these lots.  The Arapahoe Apartments project site is highlighted in an aerial 
photograph presented in Figure 2-1. 

The Wilshire Community Plan2 area comprises approximately 14 square miles and known often as 
the Mid-City section of the City of Los Angeles.  The Community area is generally bounded by 
Melrose Avenue and Rosewood Avenue to the north; 18th Street, Venice Boulevard and Pico 
Boulevard to the south; Hoover Street to the east; and the Cities of West Hollywood and Beverly 
Hills to the west.  The Wilshire Community Plan area is surrounded by the City of Los Angeles 
community plan areas of Hollywood to the north; South Central Los Angeles and West Adams 
Leimert-Baldwin Hills to the south; Silverlake-Echo Park and Westlake to the east; and West Los 
Angeles to the west.  Refer to Figure 2-2 which shows the Wilshire Community Plan area.   

2.2 Proposed Project Description 
The proposed project consists of the development of a five-story multi-family residential housing 
building planned to contain a total of 109 units.  The residential unit mix will consist of 103 
studios/one-bedroom units, 4 two-bedroom units, and 2 four-bedroom units.  The residential building 
will contain various residential amenities for the use by the residents and their guests, such as a 
sundeck, fitness center, courtyard with fire pit, multi-purpose lounge, and common workspace area.  
The proposed project is planned to provide a total of 59 vehicular parking spaces, including three 
handicap accessible spaces, four compact spaces, 18 electric vehicle (EV) spaces, along with bicycle 
storage and general storage areas in a subterranean parking garage level.  The planned vehicular 
parking supply complies with the project per the City of Los Angeles Transit Oriented Communities 
(TOC) guidelines requirement of 0.5 spaces per unit (109 × 0.5 = 55 spaces) with no vehicle parking 
reduction by bicycle parking offset.  Also, a total of 90 bicycle parking spaces including 80 long-
term and 10 short-term bicycle parking spaces is planned to be provided in compliance with the 
requirements set forth in the Los Angeles Municipal Code (i.e., 80 long-term spaces required, 8 

 
2 Source: Westwood Community Plan; A Part of the General Plan-City of Los Angeles; http://cityplanning.cityofla.org. 
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short-term spaces required).  Construction of the proposed project is expected to commence in year 
2022 with occupancy in the year 2024 (i.e., project build-out year 2024).  The ground floor site plan 
for the proposed project is displayed in Figure 2-3.  The subterranean garage floor site plan for the 
proposed project is displayed in Figure 2-4.  

2.3 Vehicular Project Site Access 
As indicated in Figures 2-3 and 2-4, vehicular access to the proposed project site is planned to be 
located on Arapahoe Street (i.e., the easterly property frontage) at the northeast corner of the project 
site.  The project site driveway will provide a focused vehicular access point that accesses the 
subterranean parking garage at the site.  It is anticipated that the planned project site vehicular 
driveway on Arapahoe Street would continue to accommodate full access (i.e., right-turn and left-
turn ingress and egress movements) for motorists accessing the project site.  The planned project site 
driveway will be constructed to City of Los Angeles design standards. 

2.3.1 Vehicular Site Access Recommendations 
The following traffic management measures are recommended to facilitate access to and from the 
project site: 

• Install appropriate pavement markings (i.e., stop bar with STOP legend) on the project site
exit drive aisle just west of the public sidewalks along Arapahoe Street to ensure that
motorists stop prior to the sidewalk before exiting the site.

• Install a “STOP” sign facing exiting driveway motorists to enforce the pavement markings.

2.4 Project Parking 
A total of 59 vehicle parking spaces is planned to be provided within the subterranean parking 
garage, including 34 standard spaces, four (4) compact spaces, 18 electric vehicle spaces, and three 
(3) Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) parking spaces.  The planned vehicular parking supply
complies with the project per the City of Los Angeles TOC guidelines requirement of 0.5 spaces per
unit (109 × 0.5 = 55 spaces) with no vehicle parking reduction by bicycle parking offset.

Use of bicycles as a transportation mode to and from the project site will be encouraged by the 
provision of ample and safe bicycle parking (refer to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 12.21).  
As indicated in Figure 2-4, a bicycle storage area will be provided in a readily accessible location on 
Level 1 north of the multi-purpose lounge and workspace area.  Appropriate lighting will be 
provided to increase safety and provide theft deterrent during night-time parking.  Further, a total of 
90 bicycle parking spaces including 80 long-term and 10 short-term bicycle parking spaces are 
planned to be provided in compliance with the requirements set forth in the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (i.e., 80 long-term spaces required, 8 short-term spaces required).   

-7-
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2.5 Project Loading 
Loading activities associated with service and delivery operations, trash collection and waste 
management will be accommodated via Arapahoe Street in a manner similar to that which occurs for 
the existing site.  Curbside loading/unloading will continue to take place along Arapahoe Street by 
future residents for purposes of move-in/move-out loading activities. 

2.6 Project Trip Generation and Distribution 
As noted previously, a non-CEQA transportation analysis is required pursuant to the City’s current 
Transportation Assessment Guidelines.  For operational evaluation of land use projects, the City’s 
TAG requires a quantitative evaluation of the project’s expected access and circulation operations.  
In order to estimate the proposed project’s effect on intersection operations, a multi-step forecasting 
process has been utilized to determine the project trip generation, which estimates the total arriving 
and departing traffic volumes on a peak hour and daily basis, and the project trip distribution, which 
identifies the origins and destinations of inbound and outbound project traffic volumes, as described 
in the following section. 

2.6.1 Project Trip Generation 
Traffic generation is expressed in vehicle trip ends, defined as one-way vehicular movements, either 
entering or exiting the generating land use.  Traffic volumes to be generated by the proposed project 
were forecast for the weekday AM and PM peak hours.  Generation rates provided in the 
Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation Manual3 were utilized to forecast project traffic 
generation for the proposed project residential land use component.  ITE Land Use Code 221 (Multi-
Family Housing) and Land Use Code 210 (Single-Family Detached Housing) trip generation average 
rates were used to forecast the traffic volumes expected to be generated by the proposed project and 
existing site single-family residential land use, respectively. 

The trip generation rates and forecast of the vehicular trips anticipated to be generated by the 
proposed project are presented in Table 2-1.  As summarized in Table 2-1, the proposed project is 
expected to generate a net increase of 37 vehicle trips (9 inbound trips and 28 outbound trips) during 
the weekday AM peak hour.  During the weekday PM peak hour, the proposed project is expected to 
generate a net increase of 40 vehicle trips (24 inbound trips and 16 outbound trips). 

2.6.2 Project Trip Distribution and Assignment 
Project traffic volumes both entering and exiting the site have been distributed and assigned to the 
adjacent street system based on the following considerations: 

• The site's proximity to major traffic corridors (i.e., Olympic Boulevard, Hoover Street, etc.); 

• Expected localized traffic flow patterns based on adjacent roadway channelization and 
presence of traffic signals; 

 
3 Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition, Washington, D.C., 2021. 

-10-



Table 2-1
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION FORECAST

TRIP GENERATION RATES [1]
ITE WEEKDAY WEEKDAY

LAND USE WEEKDAY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
ITE LAND USE CATEGORY CODE VARIABLE DAILY IN (%) OUT (%) TOTAL IN (%) OUT (%) TOTAL

Multifamily Housing (Mid Rise) [Not 221 Per Dwelling Unit 4.54 23% 77% 0.37 61% 39% 0.39
Close to Rail] [3]

Single-Family Detached Housing [4] 210 Per Dwelling Unit 9.43 26% 74% 0.70 63% 37% 0.94
Multifamily Housing (Low Rise) [Not 220 Per Dwelling Unit 6.74 24% 76% 0.40 63% 37% 0.51

Close to Rail] [3]

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION FORECAST
ITE DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR

LAND USE TRIP ENDS [2] VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2]
LAND USE CODE SIZE VOLUMES IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL

Proposed Project

Apartments [3] 221 109 DU 495 9 31 40 26 17 43

Subtotal Proposed Project 495 9 31 40 26 17 43

Existing Uses

Single-Family Residential [4] 210 (1) DU (9) 0 (1) (1) (1) 0 (1)
Apartment 220 (4) DU (27) 0 (2) (2) (1) (1) (2)

Subtotal Existing Uses (36) 0 (3) (3) (2) (1) (3)

NET NEW PROJECT TRIPS 459 9 28 37 24 16 40

[1] Source: ITE "Trip Generation Manual", 11th Edition, 2021.
[2] Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving.
[3] ITE Land Use Code 221 Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise) trip generation average rates for General Urban/Suburban area.
[4] ITE Land Use Code 210 (Single-Family Detached Housing) trip generation average rates for General Urban/Suburban area.
[5] ITE Land Use Code 220 Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise) trip generation average rates for General Urban/Suburban area.

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 1-22-4472-1
Arapahoe Apartments Project
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• Existing intersection traffic volumes; 

• Existing site parcel access ingress/egress schemes; 

• Ingress/egress scheme planned for the proposed project;  

• Nearby population and employment centers; and 

• Input from LADOT staff. 

The general, directional traffic distribution pattern for the proposed project is presented in Figure 2-
5.  The forecast net new weekday AM and PM peak hour project traffic volumes at the study 
intersections associated with the proposed project are presented in Figures 2-6 and 2-7, respectively.  
The traffic volume assignments presented in Figures 2-6 and 2-7 reflect the traffic distribution 
characteristics shown in Figure 2-5 and the project traffic generation forecasts presented in Table 2-
1. 

2.7 Project Transportation Demand Management Features 
The project applicant will install and maintain a transportation information display kiosk in a 
common area at the project site that displays the following in order to facilitate and encourage use of 
public transportation: 

• Maps, routes, and schedules for public transit serving the site. 

• Materials publicizing internet and telephone numbers for referrals on transportation 
information. 

• Ridesharing promotional material supplied by Metro and/or other publicly supported 
transportation organizations. 
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3.0 PROJECT CONTEXT 
3.1 Non-Vehicle Transport System 
3.1.1 Pedestrian Framework 
Public sidewalks and pedestrian facilities are provided on all streets within the project vicinity.  A 
six-foot wide public sidewalk is provided on Arapahoe Street along with an eight-foot wide 
parkway.  Existing pedestrian destinations and transit facilities located within an approximately one-
quarter mile radius (i.e., 1,320 feet) from the project site are noted in Figure 3-1.  Figure 3-1 also 
shows potential pedestrian destinations near the project.  As presented in Figure 3-1, the following 
pedestrian facilities currently are provided near the project site: 

• American with Disabilities Act (ADA) handicap ramps are provided at the following 
intersections located near the project site: 

- Magnolia Avenue/San Marino Street 

- Arapahoe Street/San Marino Street 

- Elden Street/Olympic Boulevard 

- Arapahoe Street/Olympic Boulevard 

- Hoover Street/Olympic Boulevard 

• Traditional parallel bar or continental style pedestrian crosswalks with varying widths are 
provided at Olympic Boulevard and James M. Wood Boulevard intersections located in the 
project vicinity. 

• Intersection Bulb-outs: 

- No intersection bulb-outs have been documented in the immediate project vicinity. 

The project has been designed to encourage pedestrian activity and walking as a transportation 
mode4.  As indicated in Figure 2-3, walkways are planned within the proposed project which will 
connect to adjacent sidewalks in a manner that promotes walkability.  Walkability is a term for the 
extent to which walking is readily available as a safe, connected, accessible and pleasant mode of 
transport.  There are several criteria that are widely accepted as key aspects of the walkability of 
urban areas that should be satisfied.  The underlying principle is that pedestrians should not be 

 
4 For example, refer to http://www.walkscore.com/, which generates a walkability score of approximately 93 (Walker’s 
Paradise) out of 100 for the project site.  Walk Score calculates the walkability of an address by locating nearby stores, 
restaurants, schools, parks, etc. Walk Score measures how easy it is to live a car-lite lifestyle—not how pretty the area is 
for walking. 
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delayed, diverted, or placed in danger.  The widely accepted characteristics of walkability are as 
follows: 

• Connectivity: People can walk from one place to another without encountering major obstacles, 
obstructions, or loss of connectivity. 

• Convivial: Pedestrian routes are friendly and attractive, and are perceived as such by pedestrians. 

• Conspicuous: Suitable levels of lighting, visibility and surveillance over its entire length, with 
high quality delineation and signage. 

• Comfortable: High quality and well-maintained footpaths of suitable widths, attractive 
landscaping and architecture, shelter and rest spaces, and a suitable allocation of roadspace to 
pedestrians. 

• Convenient: Walking is a realistic travel choice, partly because of the impact of the other criteria 
set forth above, but also because walking routes are of a suitable length as a result of land use 
planning with minimal delays. 

A review of the proposed project pedestrian walkways indicates that these primary characteristics 
are accommodated within the project.  Proposed project features would include landscaped and 
lighted pedestrian walkways connecting facilities within the site, as well as connections with the 
adjacent public sidewalk on the Arapahoe Street project frontage.  Street trees and streetscape 
plantings should be introduced along the same public frontage in accordance with the City’s 
standards.  In addition, project signage could include general ground level and wayfinding pedestrian 
signage around the perimeter of the project site, building identification signs, and other sign types.  
Wayfinding signs would be located at access points to any on-site amenities and facilities, parking 
areas, corridors and elevator lobbies. 

3.1.2 Bicycle Network 
Bicycle access to the project site is facilitated by the City’s bicycle roadway network. Walk Score 
calculates a bike score based on the topography, number and proximity of bike lanes, etc., and 
generates a bike score for the project site of approximately 71 (Very Bikeable) out of 100.5  Existing 
and proposed bicycle facilities (e.g., Class I Bicycle Path, Class II Bicycle Lanes, Class III Bicycle 
Routes, Proposed Bicycle Routes, Bicycle Friendly Streets, etc.) identified in the City’s 2010 
Bicycle Plan are located within an approximate one-mile radius from the project site.6  It is 
important to note that the 2010 Bicycle Plan goals and policies have been folded into the Mobility 

 
5 Refer to http://www.walkscore.com/, which generates the bike score for the project site.  Walk Score calculates the bike 
score of an address by locating nearby bicycling facilities as well as connections to bus/rail transit routes and stops. Walk 
Score measures how easy it is to live a car-lite lifestyle—not how pretty the area is for bicycling. 
6 Sources: City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 (2015), and City of Los Angeles Bicycle Parking Plan; 
www.labikeplan.org.  As noted in the Mobility Plan 2035, the 2010 Bicycle Plan and policies have been folded into the 
Mobility Plan to reflect a commitment to a balanced, multi-modal viewpoint. 
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Plan 2035 to reflect a commitment to a balanced, multi-modal viewpoint.  The location of the City’s 
bicycle enhanced network (low stress network) in close proximity to the project site and in the 
surrounding area is shown in Figure 3-2.  The location of the City of Los Angeles’ proposed bicycle 
lane network in close proximity to the project site and in the surrounding area is illustrated in Figure 
3-3.   

The Federal and State transportation systems recognize three primary bikeway facilities: Bicycle 
Paths (Class I), Bicycle Lanes (Class II), and Bicycle Routes (Class III).  Bicycle Paths (Class I) are 
exclusive car free facilities that are typically not located within a roadway area.  Bicycle Lanes 
(Class II) are part of the street design that is dedicated only for bicycles and identified by a striped 
lane separating vehicle lanes from bicycle lanes.  Bicycle Routes (Class III) are preferably located on 
collector and lower volume arterial streets. 

3.2 Transit Framework 
Public bus transit service within the project study area is currently provided by the County of Los 
Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro).  A summary of the existing transit service, 
including the transit route, destinations and peak hour headways is presented in Table 3–1.  The 
existing public transit routes in the proposed project vicinity are illustrated in Figure 3–4.   

3.3 Vehicle Network 
3.3.1 Roadway Classifications 
The City utilizes the roadway categories recognized by regional, state, and federal transportation 
agencies.  There are four categories in the roadway hierarchy, ranging from freeways with the 
highest capacity to two-lane undivided roadways with the lowest capacity.  The roadway categories 
are summarized as follows: 

• Freeways are limited-access and high speed travel ways included in the state and federal 
highway systems.  Their purpose is to carry regional through-traffic.  Access is provided by 
interchanges with typical spacing of one mile or greater.  No local access is provided to 
adjacent land uses. 

• Arterial roadways are major streets (e.g., Boulevard and Avenue designations) that primarily 
serve through-traffic and provide access to abutting properties as a secondary function.  
Arterials are generally designed with two to six travel lanes and their major intersections are 
signalized.  This roadway type is divided into two categories: principal and minor arterials.  
Principal arterials are typically four-or-more lane roadways and serve both local and regional 
through-traffic.  Minor arterials are typically two-to-four lane streets that service local and 
commute traffic. 

• Collector roadways are streets that provide access and traffic circulation within residential 
and non-residential (e.g., commercial and industrial) areas.  Collector roadways connect local 
streets to arterials and are typically designed with two through travel lanes (i.e., one through 
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travel lane in each direction) that may accommodate on-street parking.  They may also 
provide access to abutting properties. 

• Local roadways distribute traffic within a neighborhood, or similar adjacent neighborhoods, 
and are not intended for use as a through-street or a link between higher capacity facilities 
such as collector or arterial roadways.  Local streets are fronted by residential uses and do not 
typically serve commercial uses. 

• Alleys are common throughout the City.  Alleys parallel to major and secondary highways 
provide an essential service function, enable limitations on curb cuts, and assist traffic flow 
on arterial streets. 

3.3.2 Roadway Descriptions 
Immediate access to the project site is provided via Arapahoe Street.  The existing roadway 
configurations and intersection controls at the study intersections are displayed in Figure 3-5 and 
descriptions of the existing roadways (e.g., number of travel lanes, median type, speed limit, etc.) are 
provided in Table 3-2. 

3.3.3 Regional Highway Access 
Regional access to the project site is provided mainly by the I-110 (Harbor) Freeway and the I-10 
(Santa Monica) Freeway as shown in Figure 1-1.  A brief description of the I-110 and I-10 Freeways 
is provided in the following paragraph. 

I-110 (Harbor) Freeway is a major north-south oriented freeway connecting the Pasadena area to the 
north with the San Pedro area to the south.  South of Downtown Los Angeles, I-110 Freeway 
generally contains four mainline lanes and two elevated carpool/transitway lanes in each direction.  
Northbound and southbound ramps are provided on the I-110 Freeway at 8th Street, 11th Street, and 
James M. Wood Boulevard, approximately one mile east of the project site.   

I-10 (Santa Monica) Freeway is a major east-west oriented freeway connecting Santa Monica to the 
west and the Inland Empire to the east.  The Santa Monica Freeway generally contains four mainline 
freeway lanes in each direction along with auxiliary lanes in the project vicinity.  Access to and from 
I-10 is available via ramp access connections via Hoover Street and Vermont Avenue.  The I-10 
Freeway is located approximately one mile south of the project site. 

3.3.4 City of Los Angeles High Injury Network 
Vision Zero7 is a citywide initiative which prioritizes the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists on 
public streets, with the understanding that roads which are safe for vulnerable users will be safer for 
all users, in an effort to eliminate traffic fatalities.  Key elements of the policy, such as reducing 
traffic speeds, are founded on the principles of engineering, education, enforcement, evaluation, and 

 
7 Vision Zero Los Angeles 2015-2025, August 2015. 
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Table 3-2
EXISTING ROADWAY DESCRIPTIONS

TRAVEL LANES MEDIAN SPEED
ROADWAY CLASSIFICATION [1] DIRECTION [2] NO. LANES [3] TYPES [4] LIMIT

Elden Avenue Local Street NB-SB 2 N/A 25

San Marino Street Local Street EB-WB 2 N/A 25

Arapahoe Street Local Street NB-SB 2 N/A 25

Hoover Street Avenue II NB-SB 4 N/A 35

Olympic Boulevard Boulevard II EB-WB 6 [5] 2WLT 35

Notes:
[1] Roadway classifications obtained from the City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan  2035, adopted September 2016.
[2] Direction of roadways in the project area: NB-SB = northbound and southbound; and EB-WB = eastbound and westbound.
[3] Number of lanes in both directions on the roadway. Variations in number of travel lanes due to time restricted on-street parallel parking are noted below.
[4] Median type of the road: RMI = Raised Median Island; 2WLT = 2-Way Left-Turn Lane; and N/A = Not Applicable.
[5] Tow Away No Stopping 7 AM to 9 AM and 3 PM to 7 PM in the eastbound direction and westbound directions.

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 1-22-4472-1
Arapahoe Apartments Project
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equity.  Originating in Sweden, the policy has been adopted in numerous other North American 
cities, including California cities such as San Francisco and San Diego. 

Mayor Eric Garcetti issued Executive Directive No. 10 in August 2015, formally launching the 
Vision Zero initiative in Los Angeles.  Vision Zero is also a stated safety objective in the Mobility 
Plan 2035, which sets the goal of zero traffic deaths by 2035.  Jointly directed by LADOT and the 
Police Department, Vision Zero takes a multi-disciplinary approach to identifying safety risk factors 
and implementing solutions on a citywide scale.  Using a methodology originally developed by the 
San Francisco Public Health Department, the Vision Zero Task Force has identified streets where 
investments in safety will have the most impact in reducing severe injuries and traffic fatalities in the 
City.  These roads are collectively known as the High Injury Network (HIN).  The HIN will be 
reviewed by the LADOT’s Vision Zero group for potential engineering re-design as well as 
educational and enforcement campaigns. 

The proposed project is located along the west side of Arapahoe Street between San Marino Street 
and Olympic Boulevard within the Wilshire Community Plan area.  As shown in Figure 3-6, 
roadways in the immediate vicinity of the proposed project which have been identified on the HIN 
are noted below: 

• Olympic Boulevard between La Brea Avenue and Spring Street 

• San Marino Street between Western Avenue and Vermont Avenue 

• Hoover Street between Olympic Boulevard and Jefferson Boulevard 

• 9th Street between Hoover Street and Westlake Avenue 

If a proposed project results in significant transportation impacts, LADOT’s Vision Zero group will 
review those specific locations and immediate vicinity for potential safety enhancements that are 
consistent with the City’s Vision Zero initiative. 

3.4 Traffic Count Data 
Manual counts of vehicular turning movements were researched for the following four intersections 
identified for review in consultation with LADOT staff: 

1. Elden Avenue/Olympic Boulevard 

2. Arapahoe Street/San Marino Street 

3. Arapahoe Street/Olympic Boulevard 

4. Hoover Street/Olympic Boulevard 

The manual counts were conducted by an independent traffic count subconsultant (City Traffic 
Counters) at the study intersections from 7:00 to 10:00 AM to determine the AM peak commute 
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hour, and from 3:00 to 6:00 PM to determine the PM peak commute hour.  In conjunction with the 
manual turning movement vehicle counts, a count of bicycle and pedestrian volumes were collected 
during the peak periods.  The traffic counts were conducted when local schools were in session.  
Traffic volumes at the study intersections show the typical peak periods between 7:00 to 10:00 AM 
and 3:00 to 6:00 PM generally associated with metropolitan Los Angeles peak commute hours.  The 
existing traffic volumes at the study intersections during the weekday AM and PM peak hours are 
shown in Figures 3-7 and 3-8, respectively.  Summary data worksheets of the traffic count data for 
the study intersections are contained in Appendix B. 

3.5 Cumulative Development Projects 
3.5.1 Related Projects 
A list of cumulative development projects (i.e., related projects) in the study area (i.e., within an 
approximate one-half (0.5) mile radius from the project site) was researched based on data available 
at the City of Los Angeles.  With this information, the potential impact of the proposed project can 
be evaluated within the context of the cumulative impacts of all ongoing development.  The related 
projects research was based on information on file with both LADOT and LADCP.  For LADOT, a 
list of related projects was obtained from the Department for an approximate 0.5-mile radius from 
the project site.  For LADCP, the research included, but was not limited to, a review of proposed 
development projects within the study area, proposed development projects within an approximate 
0.5-mile radius from the project site for which EIRs are being or have been prepared (as shown on 
the Major Projects section of LADCP’s website), and LADCP’s bi-weekly case filing reports.  In 
addition, related projects lists from recently approved transportation impact study MOU and 
transportation impact studies in the project vicinity were also reviewed.  The list of related projects 
in the project site area is presented in Table 3-3.  The location of the related projects is shown in 
Figure 3-9. 

Traffic volumes expected to be generated by the related projects were obtained from LADOT, 
calculated using rates provided in the ITE Trip Generation Manual, or they were obtained from 
other transportation impact studies recently approved by the City.  The related projects’ respective 
traffic generation for the weekday AM and PM peak hours, as well as on a daily basis for a typical 
weekday, is summarized in Table 3-3.  The related projects traffic volumes were distributed and 
assigned to the street system based on the projects’ locations in relation to the study intersections, 
their proximity to major traffic corridors, proposed land uses, nearby population and employment 
centers, etc. The distribution of the related projects traffic volumes to the study intersections during 
the weekday AM and PM peak hours are displayed in Figures 3-10 and 3-11, respectively. 

3.5.2 Ambient Traffic Growth 
Horizon year background traffic growth estimates have been calculated using an ambient traffic 
growth factor.  The ambient traffic growth factor is intended to include unknown related projects in 
the study area as well as account for typical growth in traffic volumes due to the development of 
projects outside the study area.  The ambient growth factor was based on general traffic growth 
factors provided in the 2010 Congestion Management Program for Los Angeles County (the “CMP 
manual”) and determined in consultation with City staff.  It is noted that based on review of the 
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general traffic growth factors provided in the CMP manual for the project study area (i.e., Regional 
Statistical Area 17 that includes Wilshire area), it is anticipated that the existing traffic volumes are 
expected to increase at an annual rate of less than 1.0% per year between the years 2020 and 2025.  
An annual growth rate of one percent (1.0%) until the year 2025 (i.e., the anticipated project build-
out year) was selected for this analysis in consultation with LADOT during the scoping process.  
Therefore, application of this one percent (1.0%) ambient growth factor in addition to the forecast 
traffic generated by the related projects allows for a conservative forecast of future traffic volumes in 
the project study area as incorporation of both (i.e., an ambient traffic growth rate and a detailed list 
of cumulative development projects) is expected to overstate potential future traffic volumes.  The 
cumulative development projects should already be incorporated as part of the growth rate projection 
per the adopted, local and regional planning documents (i.e., which account for the future 
population, housing, and employment [socio-economic data] projections). 
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4.0 CEQA ANALYSIS OF TRANSPORTATION IMPACTS 
4.1 Consistency With Adopted Plans, Programs, Ordinances or Policies (Threshold T-1) 
The City of Los Angeles aims to achieve an accessible and sustainable transportation system that 
meets the needs of all users.  The City’s adopted transportation-related plans and policies affirm that 
streets should be safe and convenient for all users of the transportation system, including pedestrians, 
bicyclists, motorists, public transit riders, disabled persons, senior citizens, children, and movers of 
commercial goods.  Therefore, the transportation requirements and mitigations for proposed 
developments should be consistent with the City's transportation goals and policies. 

Proposed projects shall be analyzed to identify potential conflicts with adopted City plans and 
policies and, if there is a conflict, improvements that prioritize access for and improve the comfort of 
people walking, bicycling, and riding transit in order to provide safe and convenient streets for all 
users should be identified.  Projects designed to encourage sustainable travel help to reduce vehicle 
miles traveled.  This section provides a review of the screening criteria and a summary of the 
consistency of the proposed Arapahoe Apartments project with the City’s adopted plans and policies. 

4.1.1 Screening Criteria 
If the project requires a discretionary action, and the answer is yes to any of the following questions, 
further analysis is required to assess whether the proposed project would conflict with adopted City 
plans, programs, ordinances, or policies that establish the transportation planning framework for all 
travel modes: 

• Does the project require a discretionary action that requires the decision-maker to find that 
the decision substantially conforms to the purpose, intent and provisions of the General Plan? 

◘ Yes, the project requires a discretionary action. 

• Is the project known to directly conflict with a transportation plan, policy, or program 
adopted to support multimodal transportation options or public safety? 

◘ No. 

• Is the project required to or proposing to make any voluntary modifications to the public 
right-of-way (i.e., dedications and/or improvements in the right-of-way, reconfigurations of 
curb line, etc.)? 

◘ No 

As the answer is yes to at least one of the screening criteria (i.e., project requires a discretionary 
action), further analysis is required to assess whether the proposed project would conflict with 
adopted City plans, programs, ordinances, or policies. 
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4.1.2 Impact Criteria and Methodology 
The impact criteria set forth in the City’s TAG for conflicts with plans, programs, ordinances, or 
policies (referred to as Threshold T-1) is defined as follows: 

• Would the project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 
circulation system, including transit, roadways, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

The threshold test is to assess whether a project would conflict with an adopted program, policy, 
plan, or ordinance that is adopted to protect the environment.  In general, transportation policies or 
standards adopted to protect the environment are those that support multimodal transportation 
options and a reduction in VMT.  Conversely, a project would not be shown to result in an impact 
merely based on whether a project would not implement a particular program, plan, policy, or 
ordinance.  Many of these programs must be implemented by the City itself over time, and over a 
broad area, and it is the intention of this threshold test to ensure that proposed development projects 
and plans do not preclude the City from implementing adopted programs, plans and policies.  This 
determination may require consultation with LADCP and LADOT. 

The methodology for determining project impacts associated with conflicts with plans, programs, 
ordinances, or policies is defined per the City’s TAG as follows: 

• A project that generally conforms with, and does not obstruct, the City’s development 
policies and standards will generally be considered to be consistent.  The Project Applicant 
should review the documents and ordinances identified in the TAG (refer to Table 2.1-1 on 
pages 2-3 and 2-11) for City plans, policies, programs, ordinances and standards relevant to 
determining project consistency.  The list highlights City documents that establish the 
regulatory framework.  Attachment D of TAG contains a Plan Consistency Worksheet which 
provides a specific list of questions that must be answered in order to help guide whether the 
project conflicts with City circulation system policies.  A ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answer to these 
questions does not determine a conflict.  Rather, as indicated in Attachment D of the TAG, 
the Project Applicant must provide substantiating information to help determine whether the 
proposed project precludes the City’s implementation of any adopted policy and/or program 
that was adopted to protect the environment.  A mere conflict with adopted transportation-
related policies, or standards that requires administrative relief or legislative change does not 
in itself constitute an impact. 

• If vacation of a public right-of-way, or relief from a required street dedication is sought as 
part of a proposed project, an assessment should be made as to whether the right-of-way in 
question is necessary to serve a long-term mobility need, as defined in the Mobility Plan 
2035, transportation specific plan, or other planned improvement in the future. 

• The analysis of cumulative impacts may be quantitative or qualitative.  Each of the plans, 
ordinances and policies reviewed to assess potential conflicts with proposed projects should 
be reviewed to assess cumulative impacts that may result from the proposed project in 
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combination with other development projects in the study area.  In addition, the cumulative 
analysis should also consider known development projects and planned transportation system 
improvements within the study area as identified in consultation with LADOT. 

As noted in Subsection 2.1.4, based on current guidelines, related projects considered in the 
cumulative analysis are known development projects located within one-quarter mile (1,320 
foot) radius of the project site.  Please refer to the list of related projects identified in Table 3-
3 and Figure 3-9 for the location of the related projects in relation to the proposed project 
site. 

4.1.3 Review of Project Consistency 
This section provides a summary of the consistency review comparing the characteristics of the 
proposed project and site design features (i.e., including the site access and circulation scheme) with 
the City’s adopted plans and policies.  The following paragraphs provide more detail with respect to 
the documents listed in Table 2.1-1 of the TAG, which are the series of City documents or plans that 
establish the regulatory framework for development in the City. Each of the documents listed in 
Table 2.1-1 of the TAG was reviewed for applicability to the Project, and the relevant transportation-
related policies are summarized below, along with the Project’s conformance. 

Mobility Plan 

The Mobility Plan combines “complete street” principles with the following goals and objectives 
that define the City’s mobility priorities: 

• Safety First: Design and operate streets in a way that enables safe access for all users, 
regardless of age, ability, or transportation mode choice. 

• World Class Infrastructure: A well-maintained and connected network of streets, paths, 
bikeways, trails, and more provides Angelenos with the optimum variety of mode choices. 

• Access for all Angelenos: A fair and equitable system must be accessible to all and must pay 
particularly close attention to the most vulnerable users. 

• Collaboration, Communication, and Informed Choices: The impact of new technologies on our 
day-to-day mobility demands will continue to become increasingly important to the future. 

• Clean Environments and Healthy Communities: Active transportation modes such as bicycling 
and walking can significantly improve personal fitness and create new opportunities for social 
interaction, while lessening impacts on the environment. 

The proposed project is being designed to be consistent with these mobility goals.  The proposed 
project design does not result in modifying, removing, or otherwise affecting existing bicycle 
infrastructure, and the project driveways are not proposed along streets with existing bicycle 
facilities. The proposed project would maintain the designated driveway and roadway width 
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requirements as indicated in the Mobility Plan.  The proposed project encourages non-motorized 
travel through provision of bicycle parking and will promote transit usage by complying with the 
City’s TDM Ordinance. 

All sidewalks, curb ramps and ADA ramps along the project frontage would be designed in 
compliance with ADA standards.  The proposed project also would provide sufficient off-street 
parking to accommodate the project’s typical daily parking demand.  The proposed project does not 
hinder other goals and policies identified in the Mobility Plan. Therefore, the proposed project is 
consistent with and would not obstruct the implementation of the Mobility Plan. 

Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles 

Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles: A Health and Wellness Element of the General Plan (Los Angeles 
Department of City Planning, March 2015) introduces guidelines for the City to follow to enhance 
the City’s position as a regional leader in health and equity, encourage healthy design and equitable 
access, and increase awareness of equity and environmental issues. 

The proposed project will be consistent with the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles by prioritizing 
safety and access for all individuals utilizing the project site by complying with all ADA 
requirements and providing clearly distinct pedestrian and vehicular access points.  Further, the 
proposed project supports healthy lifestyles by providing bicycle parking and enhancing the 
pedestrian environment by providing trees and landscaped plaza/s internal to the site to create a more 
comfortable environment for pedestrians.  Thus, the proposed project would be consistent with the 
goals of the Plan for a Healthy Los Angeles. 

Land Use Element of the General Plan 

The City General Plan’s Land Use Element contains 35 Community Plans that establish specific 
goals and strategies for the various neighborhoods across Los Angeles. The proposed project is 
located in the Wilshire Community Plan area. A detailed analysis of the proposed project’s 
consistency with the Wilshire Community Plan area will be provided in the environmental 
documentation for the project’s entitlement process. The proposed project is also consistent with the 
circulation standards and criteria of the Wilshire Community Plan as the transportation system 
adjacent to the project site would adequately serve the traffic generated by the project without major 
congestion, as demonstrated by the proposed project’s transportation assessments. Therefore, the 
proposed project would be consistent with the Community Plan. 

Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC) Section 12.21A.16 

LAMC Section 12.21A.16 details the bicycle parking requirements for new developments. The 
proposed project’s bicycle parking supply will comply with LAMC requirements. 
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LAMC Section 12.26.J 

LAMC Section 12.26.J is the City’s TDM Ordinance, which establishes trip reduction requirements 
for non-residential projects in excess of 25,000 square feet.  Since the proposed project is residential 
LAMC Section 12.26.J would not apply to the project.  The proposed project therefore would not 
conflict with the requirements of LAMC Section 12.26.J. 

LAMC Section 12.37 

LAMC Section 12.37 states that a project must dedicate and improve adjacent streets to half-right-
of-way standards consistent with street designations from the Mobility Plan.  As no roadway 
dedications and/or widenings are required, the proposed project would be consistent with LAMC 
Section 12.37. 

Vision Zero Action and Corridor Plans 

Vision Zero implements projects that are designed to increase safety on the most vulnerable City 
streets. The City has identified a number of streets as part of the High Injury Network where City 
projects will be targeted. The project site is not located adjacent to streets identified as part of the 
High Injury Network.  The proposed project improvements to the pedestrian environment would not 
preclude future Vision Zero safety improvements by the City, should they be deemed necessary. 
Thus, the Project does not conflict with Vision Zero. 

Streetscape Plans 

There are no streetscape plans adjacent to the project site and, therefore, streetscape plans do not 
apply to the proposed project.  The proposed project will comply with any applicable landscaping 
and street tree requirements of the City of Los Angeles and the Wilshire Community Plan. 

Citywide Design Guidelines 

Citywide Design Guidelines (Los Angeles City Planning Urban Design Studio, October 2019) 
identifies urban design principles to guide architects and developers in designing high-quality 
projects that meet the City’s functional, aesthetic, and policy objectives and help foster a sense of 
community.  The design guidelines are organized around the following approaches: 

• Pedestrian-first Design 

Guideline 1:  Promote a safe, comfortable, and accessible pedestrian experience for all. 

Guideline 2:  Carefully  incorporate  vehicular  access  such  that  it  does  not  degrade  the 
pedestrian experience. 

Guideline 3: Design projects to actively engage with streets and public space and maintain 
human scale. 
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The proposed project would be consistent with the Design Guidelines. Adequate sidewalks will 
be provided in accordance with the City’s Living Streets design considerations. Additionally, 
street palm trees would remain to provide shade for a more comfortable mobility environment 
for pedestrians. Therefore, the proposed project would align with Citywide Design Guidelines 
to provide a safe, comfortable, and accessible experience for all transportation modes. 

As shown above, build-out (i.e., year 2024) of the proposed project has been found to be consistent 
with the relevant City plans, policies and programs and does not include any features that would 
preclude the City from completing and complying with these guiding documents and policy 
objectives.  Further, the Applicant will comply with existing applicable City ordinances and the 
other requirements pursuant to the City’s Municipal Code. 

4.1.4 Review of Cumulative Consistency 
This section requires consultation and confirmation with the City of Los Angeles Departments of 
Planning and Transportation (i.e., with LADCP and LADOT).  Based on the above project 
consistency conclusion and review of the guiding language contained in the City’s TAG, it can be 
concluded that this is sufficient documentation to demonstrate that there is also no cumulative 
inconsistency with the City’s plans, policies, ordinances and programs.  In addition, since the 
proposed project does not include any features that would preclude the City from completing and 
complying with these guiding documents and policy objectives, there is no cumulative inconsistency 
that can be determined. 

4.2 VMT Analysis (Threshold T-2.1) 
The State of California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) issued proposed updates 
to the CEQA guidelines in November 2017 and an accompanying technical advisory guidance 
finalized in December 2018 (OPR Technical Advisory) that amends the Appendix G question for 
transportation impacts to delete reference to vehicle delay and level of service and instead refer to 
Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines asking if the project will result in a 
substantial increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  The California Natural Resources Agency 
certified and adopted the CEQA Guidelines in December of 2018, and are now in effect.  
Accordingly, the City of Los Angeles has adopted significance criteria for transportation impacts 
based on VMT for land use projects and plans in accordance with the amended Appendix G 
question: 

• Threshold T-2.1: For a land use project, would the project conflict or be inconsistent with 
CEQA guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1)? 

For land use projects, the intent of this threshold is to assess whether a land use or plan causes 
substantial vehicle miles traveled.  The City has developed the following screening and impact 
criteria to address this question.  The criteria below is based on the OPR technical advisory but 
reflects local considerations. 
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4.2.1 Screening Criteria 
If the project requires discretionary action, and the answer is no to either T-2.1-1 or T-2.1-2, further 
analysis will not be required for CEQA Threshold T-2.1, and a “no impact” determination can be 
made for that threshold: 

• T-2.1-1: Would the land use project generate a net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle 
trips? 

For purposes of screening the daily vehicle trips, a proposed project’s daily vehicle trips should be 
estimated using the City’s VMT Calculator tool or the most recent edition of the ITE Trip 
Generation Manual.  TDM strategies that are to be applied as mitigation measures should not be 
considered for the purposes of screening.  If existing land uses are present on the project site or there 
were previously terminated land uses that meet the criteria for trip credits described in the trip 
generation methodology discussion (refer to Subsection 3.3.4.1 of the TAG), the daily vehicle trips 
generated by the existing or qualified terminated land uses can be estimated using the VMT 
Calculator tool and subtracted from the proposed project’s daily vehicle trips to determine the net 
increase in daily vehicle trips. 

• T-2.1-2: Would the project generate a net increase in daily VMT? 

For the purpose of screening the VMT, a project’s daily VMT should be estimated using the City’s 
VMT Calculator tool or the City’s Travel Demand Forecasting (TDF) model.  TDM strategies 
should not be considered for the purpose of screening.  If existing land uses are present on the 
project site or there were previously terminated land uses that meet the criteria for trip credits 
description in the trip generation methodology discussion (refer to Subsection 3.3.4.1 of the TAG), 
the daily VMT generated by the existing or qualified terminated land uses can be estimated using the 
City VMT Calculator tool and subtracted from the project’s daily VMT to determine the net increase 
in daily VMT. 

In addition to the above screening criteria, the portion of, or the entirety of a project that contains 
small-scale or local serving retail uses8 are assumed to have less than significant VMT impacts.  If 
the answer to the following question is no, then that portion of the project meets the screening 
criteria and a no impact determination can be made for the portion of the project that contains retail 
uses.  However, if the retail project is part of a larger mixed-use project, then the remaining portion 
of the project may be subject to further analysis in accordance with the above screening criteria.  
Projects that include retail uses in excess of the screening criteria would need to evaluate the entirety 
of the project’s VMT, as specified in Subsection 2.2.4 of the TAG. 

• If the project includes retail uses, does the portion of the project that contain retail uses 
exceed a net 50,000 square feet? 

 
8 As noted in the TAG, the definition of retail for this purpose includes restaurant. 
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Independent of the above screening criteria, and the project requires a discretionary action, further 
analysis will be required if the following statement is true: 

• Would the Project or Plan located within a one-half mile of a fixed-rail or fixed-guideway 
transit station replace an existing number of residential units with a smaller number of 
residential units? 

For the purposes of screening for a proposed change in housing units located near fixed-rail or fixed-
guideway transit for development projects, the total number of housing units that exist on the project 
site should be counted and compared to the total number of housing units as proposed by the project 
to determine if the project would result in a net decrease in housing units. For the purposes of 
screening for a proposed change in housing units that are in proximity to transit for land use plans, 
the total number of existing housing units within a one-half mile of a fixed-rail transit station that 
fall within the land use plan area should be counted and compared to the total housing capacity 
within the same area that could be built as a result of the land use plan to determine if the plan could 
result in a net decrease in housing. 

4.2.2 Impact Criteria and Methodology 
For development projects, the proposed project will have a potential VMT impact if the project 
meets the following: 

• For residential projects, the project would generate household VMT per capita exceeding 
15% below the existing average household VMT per capita for the Area Planning 
Commission (APC) area in which the project is located. 

• For office projects, the project would generate work VMT per employee exceeding 15% 
below the existing average work VMT per employee for the APC in which the project is 
located. 

• For regional serving projects including retail projects, entertainment projects, and/or event 
centers, the project would result in a net increase in VMT. 

• For other land use types, measure VMT impacts for the work trip element using the criteria 
for office projects above. 

Different VMT significance thresholds have been established for each APC boundary area as the 
characteristics of each are distinct in terms of land use, density, transit availability, employment, etc.  
The City of Los Angeles significance thresholds (i.e., provided on a daily household VMT per capita 
basis and a daily work VMT per employee basis) for each of the seven (7) APC boundary areas are 
presented in Table 4-1.  As the project site is located in the Central APC, the VMT impact criteria 
(i.e., 15% below the APC average) applicable to the proposed project is 6.0 daily household VMT 
per capita for the proposed residential land use.   
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Table 4-1
CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT IMPACT CRITERIA [1]

15 PERCENT (15%) BELOW APC CRITERIA [2]
AREA PLANNING 

COMMISSION
DAILY HOUSEHOLD VMT 

PER CAPITA
DAILY WORK VMT PER 

EMPLOYEE

Central 6.0 7.6

East Los Angeles 7.2 12.7

Harbor 9.2 12.3

North Valley 9.2 15.0

South Los Angeles 6.0 11.6

South Valley 9.4 11.6

West Los Angeles 7.4 11.1

[1] Source: City of Los Angeles Transportation Assessment Guidelines, July 2020.
[2] The development project will have a potential impact if the project meets the following:

- For residential projects, the project would generate household VMT per capita exceeding 15%
   below the existing average household VMT per capita for the APC area in which the project

  (refer to above [source: Table 2.2-1 of the guidelines]).
- For office projects, the project would generate work VMT per employee exceeding 15% below
  the existing average work VMT per employee for the APC in which the project is located
  (refer to above [source: Table 2.2-1 of the guidelines]).
- For retail projects, the project would result in a net increase in VMT.
- For other land use types, measure VMT impacts for the work trip element using the criteria
  for office project above (source: Table 2.2-1 of the guidelines).

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 1-22-4472-1
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The impact methodology set forth in the TAG for a residential project such as the proposed 
Arapahoe Apartments project is as follows: 

• “For residential projects, the project would generate household VMT per capita exceeding 
15% below the existing average household VMT per capita for the Area Planning 
Commission (APC) area in which the project is located.” 

The proposed project is expected to generate 5.5 daily household VMT per capita and as such, would 
not exceed the significance threshold set forth for the Central APC area.   

4.2.3 Summary of Project VMT Analysis 
The net new daily vehicle trips expected to be generated by the proposed project and VMT screening 
assessment were forecast using the City’s latest VMT Calculator tool.  Copies of the detailed City of 
Los Angeles VMT Calculator worksheets for the proposed project are contained in Appendix C.  As 
indicated in the summary VMT Calculator worksheet, the proposed project is forecast to generate 
the following: 

• The proposed project is estimated to generate a total of 422 net new daily vehicle trips. 

• Based on the VMT Calculator, the proposed project is not expected to exceed the household 
VMT per capita of 6.0, which is established as 15% below the existing household VMT per 
capita for the Central APC area.  Thus, based on the above analyses, the project is not 
expected to result in a significant VMT impact.  Therefore, no mitigation is necessary as it 
relates to VMT. 

4.2.4 Summary of Cumulative VMT Analysis 
As stated in the City’s TAG document (refer to page 2-12 of the TAG), analyses should consider 
both short-term and long-term project effects on VMT.  Short-term effects are evaluated in the 
detailed project-level VMT analysis summarized above.  Long-term, or cumulative, effects are 
determined through a consistency check with the Southern California Association of Government’s 
(SCAG’s) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS).  The 
RTP/SCS is the regional plan that demonstrates compliance with air quality conformity requirements 
and greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction targets.  As such, projects that are consistent with this plan in 
terms of development, location, density, and intensity, are part of the regional solution for meeting 
air pollution and GHG reduction goals.  Projects that are deemed to be consistent would have a less 
than significant cumulative impact on VMT.  Development in a location where the RTP/SCS does 
not specify any development may indicate a significant impact on transportation.  However, as noted 
in the City’s TAG document, for projects that do not demonstrate a project impact by applying an 
efficiency-based impact threshold (i.e., VMT per capita, VMT per employee, or VMT per service 
population) in the impact analysis, a less than significant project impact conclusion is sufficient in 
demonstrating there is no cumulative VMT impact.  Projects that fall under the City’s efficiency-
based impact thresholds are already shown to align with the long-term VMT and GHG reduction 
goals of SCAG’s RTP/SCS.  The TAG also notes that projects which do demonstrate VMT impacts 
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through application of efficiency-based thresholds, and which are deemed inconsistent with the 
RTP/SCS, could contribute toward a significant cumulative impact on VMT. 

Based on the above project-related VMT analysis and the conclusions reported in Section 4.2.3 (i.e., 
which conclude that the proposed project falls under the City’s efficiency-based impact thresholds 
and thus are already shown to align with the long-term VMT and GHG reduction goals of SCAG’s 
RTP/SCS), no cumulative VMT impacts are anticipated. 

4.3 Geometric Design (Threshold T-3) 
As stated in the City’s TAG document (refer to page 2-19 of the TAG), impacts regarding the 
potential increase of hazards due to a geometric design feature generally relate to the design of 
access points to and from the project site, and may include safety, operational, or capacity impacts.  
Impacts can be related to vehicle/vehicle, vehicle/bicycle, or vehicle/pedestrian conflicts as well as 
to operational delays caused by vehicles slowing and/or queuing to access a project site.  These 
conflicts may be created by the driveway configuration or through the placement of project 
driveway(s) in areas of inadequate visibility, adjacent to bicycle or pedestrian facilities, or too close 
to busy or congested intersections.  Evaluation of access impacts require details relative to project 
land use, size, design, location of access points, etc.  These impacts are typically evaluated for 
permanent conditions after project completion, but can also be evaluated for temporary conditions 
during project construction.  Project access can be analyzed in qualitative and/or quantitative terms, 
and in conjunction with the review of internal site circulation and access to parking areas.  All 
proposed site access points should be evaluated. 

4.3.1 Screening Criteria 
If the project requires a discretionary action, and the answer is “yes” to either of the following 
questions, further analysis will be required to assess whether the project would result in impacts due 
to geometric design hazards or incompatible uses: 

• Is the project proposing new driveways, or introducing new vehicle access to the property 
from the public right-of-way? 

◘ Yes, the three existing driveways will be removed and a new driveway will be 
constructed at the northeast portion of the site to provide access to/from the site. 

• Is the project proposing to make any voluntary or required modifications to the public right-
of-way (i.e., street dedications, reconfigurations of curb line, etc.)?  

As stated in the City’s TAG document (refer to page 2-20 of the TAG), for the purpose of the 
screening for projects that are making physical changes to the public right-of-way, determine 
the street designation and improvement standard for any project frontage along streets 
classified as an Avenue or Boulevard (as designated in the City’s General Plan) using the 
Mobility Plan 2035, or NavigateLA.  If any street fronting the project site is an Avenue or 
Boulevard and it is determined that additional dedication, or physical modifications to the 
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public right-of-way are proposed or required, the answer to this question is yes.  For projects 
not subject to dedication and improvement requirements under the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, though the project does propose dedications or physical modifications to the public 
right-of-way, which may also include new physical modifications along streets classified as 
either Collectors or Locals, the answer to this question is yes.  Based on a review of the 
proposed project, the following answer is provided: 

◘ No.  While the City’s Bureau of Engineering (BOE) will make a final determination 
if any roadway dedications and/or widenings are required, based on the current street 
designation for Arapahoe Street as a Local roadway, it does not appear than any street 
dedications or reconfigurations of curb line are required. 

4.3.2 Impact Criteria and Methodology 
The impact criteria set forth in the City’s TAG for substantially increasing hazards due to a 
geometric design feature or incompatible use (referred to a Threshold T-3) is defined as follows: 

• Threshold T-3: Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

◘ No, the proposed project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric 
design feature. 

Preliminary project access plans are to be reviewed in light of commonly-accepted traffic 
engineering design standards to ascertain whether any deficiencies are apparent in the site access 
plans which would be considered significant. The determination of significance shall be on a case-
by-case basis, considering the following factors: 

• The relative amount of pedestrian activity at project access points. 

• Design features/physical configurations that affect the visibility of pedestrians and bicyclists 
to drivers entering and exiting the site, and the visibility of cars to pedestrians and bicyclists. 

• The type of bicycle facilities the project driveway(s) crosses and the relative level of 
utilization. 

• The physical conditions of the site and surrounding area, such as curves, slopes, walks, 
landscaping or other barriers, that could result in vehicle/pedestrian, vehicle/bicycle, or 
vehicle/vehicle safety hazards. 

• The project location, or project-related changes to the public right-of-way, relative to 
proximity to the High Injury Network or a Safe Routes to School program area. 
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• Any other conditions, including the approximate location of incompatible uses that would 
substantially increase a transportation hazard. 

For vehicle, bicycle and pedestrian safety impacts, the City’s TAG (refer to page 28) indicate that a 
review of all project access points, internal circulation, and parking access from an operational and 
safety perspective (for example, turning radii, driveway queuing, line of sight for turns into and out 
of project driveway[s]) should be conducted.  Where project driveways would cross pedestrian 
facilities or bicycle facilities (bike lanes or bike paths), operational and safety issues related to the 
potential for vehicle/pedestrian and vehicle/bicycle conflicts and the severity of consequences that 
could result should be considered.  In areas with moderate to high levels of pedestrian or bicycle 
activity, the collection of pedestrian or bicycle count data is required. 

4.3.3 Qualitative Review of Site Access Points 
As the proposed project driveway location on Araphaoe Street is essentially the same as what exists 
under current conditions and based on a review of the forecast net new weekday AM and PM peak 
hour project traffic volumes (i.e., those traffic volumes are summarized in Section 2.6 herein), no 
safety concerns related to geometric design are noted.  

4.4 CEQA Transportation Measures 
4.4.1 Mitigation Measures 
The proposed project is not expected to exceed the household VMT per capita of 6.0, which is 
established as 15% below the existing household VMT per capita for the Central APC area.  Based 
on the VMT Calculator, the proposed project is not expected to result in a significant VMT impact.  
Therefore, no mitigation is necessary as it relates to VMT. 

4.4.2 Transportation Demand Management 
The Applicant will comply with any existing applicable City ordinances and the other requirements 
per the City’s Municipal Code. 
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5.0 NON-CEQA ANALYSIS 
The authority for requiring non-CEQA transportation analysis and potentially requiring 
improvements to address identified deficiencies lies in the City of Los Angeles’ Site Plan Review 
authority as established in Section 16.05 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code (LAMC).  As provided 
in Section 16.05: 

“The purposes of site plan review are to promote orderly development, evaluate and 
mitigate significant environmental impacts, and promote public safety and the general 
welfare by ensuring that development projects are properly related to their sites, 
surrounding properties, traffic circulation, sewers, other infrastructure and 
environmental setting; and to control or mitigate the development of projects which 
are likely to have a significant adverse effect on the environment as identified in the 
City’s environmental review process, or on surrounding properties by reason of 
inadequate site planning or improvements.” 

Additional authority is found in other City ordinances, such as certain transportation specific plans.  
The impacts, also referred to as deficiencies, discussed in City’s TAG are not intended to be 
interpreted as thresholds of significance, or significance criteria for purposes of CEQA review unless 
otherwise specifically identified (refer to Section 2.0, CEQA Analysis of Transportation Impacts). 

5.1 Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Access 
The pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities assessment is intended to determine a project’s potential 
effect on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project. The 
deficiencies could be physical (through removal, modification, or degradation of facilities) or 
demand-based (by adding pedestrian or bicycle demand to inadequate facilities). 

5.1.1 Screening Criteria 
If the answer is yes to all of the following questions, further analysis will be required to assess 
whether the project would negatively affect existing pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities: 

• Does the land use project involve a discretionary action that would be under review by the 
Department of City Planning? 

◘ Yes. 

• Does the land use project include the construction, or addition of? 

- 50 (or more) dwelling units or guest rooms or combination thereof, or 

- 50,000 square feet (or more) of non-residential space 
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◘ Yes, the proposed project will contain a total of 109 apartment units with a total of 
134 individual bedrooms (i.e., where the bedrooms are considered as guest rooms for 
purposes of this screening question). 

• Would the project generate a net increase of 1,000 or more daily vehicle trips, or is the 
project’s frontage along an Avenue, Boulevard, or Collector (as designated in the City’s 
General Plan) 250 linear feet or more, or is the project’s building frontage encompassing an 
entire block along an Avenue or Boulevard (as designated in the City’s General Plan)?  

◘ No. 

While the answers to all of the above screening criteria are not yes, further analysis is provided for 
informational purposes to review whether the proposed project would negatively affect existing 
pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities. 

5.1.2 Evaluation Criteria 
Factors to consider when assessing a project’s potential effect on pedestrian, bicycle and transit 
facilities, include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• Would a project directly or indirectly result in a permanent removal or modification that 
would lead to the degradation of pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities, including but not 
limited to: 

◘ Removal or degradation of existing sidewalks, crosswalks, pedestrian refuge islands, 
and/or curb extensions/bulb-outs 

◘ Removal or degradation of existing bikeways and/or supporting facilities (e.g., 
bikeshare stations, on-street bike racks/parking, bike corrals, etc.) 

◘ Removal or degradation of existing transit and/or local circulator facilities including 
stop, bench, shelter, concrete pad, bus lane, or other amenities 

◘ Removal of other existing transportation system elements supporting sustainable 
mobility 

◘ Increase street crossing distance for pedestrians; increase in number of travel/turning 
lanes; increase in turning radius or turning speeds 

◘ Removal, degradation, or narrowing of an existing sidewalk, path, crossing, or 
pedestrian access way 

◘ Removal or narrowing of existing sidewalk-street buffering elements (e.g., curb 
extension, parkway, planting strip, street trees, etc.) 
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• Would a project intensify use of existing pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities, including 
but not limited to: 

◘ Increase in pedestrian or vehicle volume, and thereby increase the need or attraction 
to cross a street at unmarked pedestrian crossings or unsignalized or uncontrolled 
intersections where a crossing is not available without significant rerouting.  Refer to 
the Guidelines for Marked Crosswalks Across Uncontrolled Locations, in LADOT’s 
Manual of Policies and Procedures (MPP) Section 344, or Guidelines for Traffic 
Signals in MPP Section 353 to determine approval and warrant criteria for an 
additional crossing. 

◘ Result in new pedestrian demand between project site entries/exits and major 
destinations or transit stops expected to serve the development where there are 
missing pedestrian facilities (e.g., gaps in the sidewalk network) or substandard 
pedestrian facilities (e.g., narrow or uneven sidewalks, no crosswalks at intersections 
or mid-block, no marked crossing, or push button crossing rather than actuated, etc.). 

◘ Increase transit demand at bus stops that lack marked crossings, with insufficient 
sidewalks, or are in isolated, or unlit areas. 

The locations and descriptions of pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities in the project vicinity that 
could be affected by project-related traffic or by users traveling between a project and nearby 
destinations is presented in Section 3.0 (Project Context) herein.  Existing and potential pedestrian 
facilities and destinations located within an approximately one-quarter mile (i.e., 1,320 feet) from 
the project site are noted in Figure 3-1.  In addition, transit facilities and amenities are also displayed 
in Figure 3-1.  The location of the City’s bicycle enhanced network (low stress network) in close 
proximity to the project site and in the surrounding area is shown in Figure 3-2.  The location of the 
City of Los Angeles proposed bicycle lane network in close proximity to the project site and in the 
surrounding area is illustrated in Figure 3-3. 

5.1.3 Results of Qualitative Access Review 
Table 5-1 summarizes the City’s criteria associated with the two guiding questions regarding the 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access assessment and the determination of potential project-related 
effect on the subject facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project.  The determination is based on 
whether the proposed project would create deficiencies that could be physical (through removal, 
modification, or degradation of facilities) or demand-based (by adding pedestrian or bicycle demand 
to inadequate facilities).  As indicated in Table 5-1, it is determined the proposed project does not 
include any features that would permanently remove, adversely modify, or degrade pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit facilities in the project vicinity.  As also noted in Table 5-1, it is determined that 
it is possible that the proposed project may intensify use of pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities 
in the project vicinity, however, such use is not expected to result in a deficient condition caused by 
the project.  Additionally, a qualitative assessment of the existing pedestrian, bicycle, and transit 
facilities in the project vicinity is included in Table 5-1 (i.e., as part of the responses to the criteria 

-54-



TA
BL

E 
5-

1
PR

O
JE

CT
 E

VA
LU

AT
IO

N 
O

F 
PE

DE
ST

RI
AN

, B
IC

YC
LE

, A
ND

 T
RA

NS
IT

 A
CC

ES
S

C
R

IT
ER

IA
PR

O
JE

C
T

 R
E

SP
O

N
SE

FU
R

T
H

E
R

 
Q

U
A

N
T

IT
A

T
IV

E
 

A
SS

E
SS

M
EN

T
?

PE
R

M
A

N
E

N
T 

R
E

M
O

VA
L 

O
R

 M
O

D
IF

IC
A

TI
O

N
 O

F
 F

A
C

IL
IT

IE
S

Re
m

ov
al

 o
r d

eg
ra

da
tio

n 
of

 e
xi

st
in

g 
si

de
w

al
ks

, c
ro

ss
w

al
ks

, p
ed

es
tri

an
 re

fu
ge

 is
la

nd
s, 

an
d/

or
 c

ur
b 

ex
te

ns
io

ns
/b

ul
bo

ut
s

N
o

N
o

Re
m

ov
al

 o
r d

eg
ra

da
tio

n 
of

 e
xi

st
in

g 
bi

ke
w

ay
s a

nd
/o

r s
up

po
rti

ng
 fa

ci
lit

ie
s (

e.
g.

, b
ik

es
ha

re
 st

at
io

ns
, o

n-
st

re
et

 b
ik

e 
ra

ck
s/

pa
rk

in
g,

 b
ik

e 
co

rr
al

s, 
et

c.
)

N
o

N
o

Re
m

ov
al

 o
r d

eg
ra

da
tio

n 
of

 e
xi

st
in

g 
tra

ns
it 

an
d/

or
 lo

ca
l c

irc
ul

at
or

 fa
ci

lit
ie

s i
nc

lu
di

ng
 st

op
, b

en
ch

, s
he

lte
r, 

co
nc

re
te

 
pa

d,
 b

us
 la

ne
, o

r o
th

er
 a

m
en

iti
es

N
o

N
o

Re
m

ov
al

 o
f o

th
er

 e
xi

st
in

g 
tra

ns
po

rta
tio

n 
sy

st
em

 e
le

m
en

ts
 su

pp
or

tin
g 

su
st

ai
na

bl
e 

m
ob

ili
ty

N
o

N
o

In
cr

ea
se

 st
re

et
 c

ro
ss

in
g 

di
st

an
ce

 fo
r p

ed
es

tri
an

s;
 in

cr
ea

se
 in

 n
um

be
r o

f t
ra

ve
l/t

ur
ni

ng
 la

ne
s;

 in
cr

ea
se

 in
 tu

rn
in

g 
ra

di
us

 o
r t

ur
ni

ng
 sp

ee
ds

N
o

N
o

Re
m

ov
al

, d
eg

ra
da

tio
n,

 o
r n

ar
ro

w
in

g 
of

 a
n 

ex
is

tin
g 

si
de

w
al

k,
 p

at
h,

 c
ro

ss
in

g,
 o

r p
ed

es
tri

an
 a

cc
es

s w
ay

N
o

N
o

Re
m

ov
al

 o
r n

ar
ro

w
in

g 
of

 e
xi

st
in

g 
si

de
w

al
k-

st
re

et
 b

uf
fe

rin
g 

el
em

en
ts

 (e
.g

., 
cu

rb
 e

xt
en

si
on

, p
ar

kw
ay

, p
la

nt
in

g 
st

rip
, s

tre
et

 tr
ee

s, 
et

c.
)

N
o

N
o

IN
TE

N
SI

F
Y 

U
SE

 O
F

 F
A

C
IL

IT
IE

S
In

cr
ea

se
 in

 p
ed

es
tri

an
 o

r v
eh

ic
le

 v
ol

um
e,

 a
nd

 th
er

eb
y 

in
cr

ea
se

 th
e 

ne
ed

 o
r a

ttr
ac

tio
n 

to
 c

ro
ss

 a
st

re
et

 a
t u

nm
ar

ke
d 

pe
de

st
ria

n 
cr

os
si

ng
s o

r u
ns

ig
na

liz
ed

 o
r u

nc
on

tro
lle

d 
in

te
rs

ec
tio

ns
 w

he
re

 a
cr

os
si

ng
 is

 n
ot

 a
va

ila
bl

e 
w

ith
ou

t s
ig

ni
fic

an
t r

er
ou

tin
g.

 R
ef

er
 to

 th
e 

G
ui

de
lin

es
 fo

r M
ar

ke
d

Cr
os

sw
al

ks
 A

cr
os

s U
nc

on
tro

lle
d 

Lo
ca

tio
ns

, i
n 

LA
D

O
T’

s M
an

ua
l o

f P
ol

ic
ie

s a
nd

 P
ro

ce
du

re
s (

M
PP

)
Se

ct
io

n 
34

4,
 o

r G
ui

de
lin

es
 fo

r T
ra

ff
ic

 S
ig

na
ls

 in
 M

PP
 S

ec
tio

n 
35

3 
to

 d
et

er
m

in
e 

ap
pr

ov
al

 a
nd

 w
ar

ra
nt

cr
ite

ria
 fo

r a
n 

ad
di

tio
na

l c
ro

ss
in

g.

Po
ss

ib
le

N
o

Re
su

lt 
in

 n
ew

 p
ed

es
tri

an
 d

em
an

d 
be

tw
ee

n 
pr

oj
ec

t s
ite

 e
nt

rie
s/

ex
its

 a
nd

 m
aj

or
 d

es
tin

at
io

ns
 o

r
tra

ns
it 

st
op

s e
xp

ec
te

d 
to

 se
rv

e 
th

e 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t w
he

re
 th

er
e 

ar
e 

m
is

si
ng

 p
ed

es
tri

an
 fa

ci
lit

ie
s (

e.
g.

,
ga

ps
 in

 th
e 

si
de

w
al

k 
ne

tw
or

k)
 o

r s
ub

st
an

da
rd

 p
ed

es
tri

an
 fa

ci
lit

ie
s (

e.
g.

, n
ar

ro
w

 o
r u

ne
ve

n
si

de
w

al
ks

, n
o 

cr
os

sw
al

ks
 a

t i
nt

er
se

ct
io

ns
 o

r m
id

-b
lo

ck
, n

o 
m

ar
ke

d 
cr

os
si

ng
, o

r p
us

h 
bu

tto
n 

cr
os

si
ng

ra
th

er
 th

an
 a

ct
ua

te
d,

 e
tc

.).

Po
ss

ib
le

N
o

In
cr

ea
se

 tr
an

si
t d

em
an

d 
at

 b
us

 st
op

s t
ha

t l
ac

k 
m

ar
ke

d 
cr

os
si

ng
s, 

w
ith

 in
su

ff
ic

ie
nt

 si
de

w
al

ks
, o

r a
re

in
 is

ol
at

ed
, u

ns
ha

de
d,

 o
r u

nl
it 

ar
ea

s.
N

o
N

o

LI
NS

CO
TT

, L
AW

 &
 G

RE
EN

SP
AN

, e
ng

in
ee

rs
LL

G
 R

ef
. 1

-2
2-

44
72

-1
A

ra
pa

ho
e 

A
pa

rtm
en

ts
 P

ro
je

ct

-55-



 
 

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers  LLG Ref. 1-22-4472-1 
Arapahoe Apartments Project 

O:\JOB_FILE\4472\Report\4472-Rpt2.doc 

questions).  Based on this analysis, no project-specific actions or improvements are recommended as 
it relates to pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access. 

5.2 Project Access and Circulation Review 
Project access and circulation constraints relate to the provision of access to and from the project 
site, and may include safety, operational, or capacity constraints.  Constraints can be related to 
vehicular/vehicular, vehicular/bicycle, or vehicular/pedestrian constraints as well as to operational 
delays.  These conflicts may be created by the driveway configuration or through the placement of 
project driveway(s) in areas of inadequate visibility, adjacent to bicycle or pedestrian facilities, or 
too close to an intersection or crosswalk.  The project access and circulation has been evaluated for 
permanent conditions after project completion.  Table 5-2 summarizes the vehicle queuing analysis 
prepared for each of the study locations for the representative intersection traffic movements for the 
weekday AM and PM peak hours.  Appendix D contains the analysis data worksheets for the study 
intersections. 

5.2.1 Screening Criteria 
For land use projects, if the answer is yes to all of the following questions, further analysis will be 
required to assess whether the project would negatively affect project access and circulation: 

• Does the land use project involve a discretionary action that would be under review by the 
Department of City Planning? 

◘ Yes, the project will require a discretionary action. 

• Would the land use project generate a net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle trips? 

◘ Yes, the project will generate a net increase of 250 or more daily vehicle trips. 

As the answer is yes to both of the screening criteria questions (i.e., the project will require a 
discretionary action and the project will generate more than 250 daily trips), further analysis is 
required to evaluate project access, safety and circulation. 

5.2.2 Evaluation Criteria 
For operational evaluation of land use projects, the City’s TAG requires a quantitative evaluation of 
the project’s expected access and circulation operations.  Project access is considered constrained if 
the project’s traffic would contribute to unacceptable queuing on an Avenue or Boulevard (as 
designated in the Mobility Plan 2035) at project driveway(s) or would cause or substantially extend 
queuing at nearby signalized intersections. Unacceptable or extended queuing may be defined as 
follows: 

• Spill over from turn pockets into through lanes. 

• Block cross streets or alleys. 
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Table 5-2
SUMMARY OF VEHICLE QUEUING [1]
WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOURS

95th PERCENTILE QUEUES (FEET PER LANE) [2]
YEAR 2024 YEAR 2024

TRAFFIC PEAK  FUTURE W/O FUTURE W/ CHANGE
NO. INTERSECTION CONTROL MOVEMENT HOUR EXISTING PROJECT PROJECT IN QUEUE [3]

1 Elden Avenue/ Signalized EB Left AM 5 5 5 0
Olympic Boulevard PM 8 8 8 0

WB Left AM 3 5 5 0
PM 25 33 33 0

2 Arapahoe Street/ Unsignalized NB Left/Right AM 8 8 10 2
San Marino Street PM 5 8 8 0

EB Thru/Right AM 0 0 0 0
PM 0 0 0 0

WB Thru/Left AM 3 3 3 0
PM 3 3 3 0

3 Arapahoe Street/ Unsignalized EB Left AM 3 5 5 0
Olympic Boulevard PM 5 8 8 0

WB Left AM 30 38 38 0
PM 25 33 33 0

4 Hoover Street/ Signalized NB Left AM 120 128 133 5
Olympic Boulevard PM 185 198 215 17

SB Left AM 778 943 943 0
PM 763 875 875 0

EB Left AM 310 360 360 0
PM 230 305 305 0

WB Left AM 70 73 73 0
PM 80 80 80 0

[1] Pursuant to LADOT's Transportation Assessment Guidelines , July 2020, the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology for
signalized and unsignalized study intersections was utilized to calculate vehicle queuing.

[2] The 95th percentile queue is the maximum back of queue with 95th percentile traffic volumes. The HCM 6th Edition methodology
worksheets report queues in number of vehicles per lane, however an average vehicle length of 25 feet was assumed for analysis purposes.
The reported queues therefore represent the calculated maximum back of queue in feet per lane.

[3] Represents the change in calculated maximum back of queue (in feet per lane) due to the addition of project-related traffic.

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 1-22-4472-1
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• Contribute to gridlock congestion.  For the purposes of this section, “gridlock” is defined as 
the condition where traffic queues between closely-spaced intersections and impedes the 
flow of traffic through upstream intersections. 

For land use and transportation projects, the City’s TAG also requires identification as to whether project-
related traffic queuing is expected to increase traffic diversion so as to burden neighborhood streets if 
the proposed project is located in proximity to residential areas (refer to TAG Section 3.5).  Since 
nearby residential streets do not offer to congested access routes to/from the project site, no 
residential street cut-through analysis is required as part of this transportation assessment report. 

The City’s TAG acknowledges that demand for curbside space has substantially increased due to the 
continued expansion of driver-for-hire transportation network companies (TNCs) and shared 
mobility services.  As such, the TAG states that a transportation assessment should characterize the 
on-site loading demand of the project frontage and answer the following questions: 

• Would the project result in passenger loading demand that could not be accommodated within 
any proposed on-site passenger loading facility? 

◘ Not Anticipated.  While it is envisioned that passenger loading/unloading will occur 
on-site within the subterranean parking garage, it is envisioned that some curbside 
loading/unloading would likely occur along the Arapahoe Avenue project frontage. 

• Would accommodating the passenger loading demand create pedestrian or bicycle conflicts? 
Which curbside management options should be explored to better address passenger loading 
needs in the public right-of-way? 

◘ No pedestrian or bicycle conflicts due to potential loading/unloading activities are 
anticipated to occur.  For any curbside loading/unloading zones that may be proposed 
by the Applicant, appropriate signage and pavement/curb markings will be required 
by the City and installed by the Applicant.  Any installations that fall within the 
City’s (public) right-of-way will require prior review and approval by LADOT. 

5.2.3 Operational and Passenger Loading Evaluation Methodology 
Based on coordination with LADOT staff and as presented in the transportation assessment MOU, 
the following four (4) study intersections were identified for operational evaluation of whether the 
project’s traffic would contribute to unacceptable queuing on an Avenue or Boulevard: 

1. Elden Avenue/Olympic Boulevard 

2. Arapahoe Street/San Marino Street 

3. Arapahoe Street/Olympic Boulevard 

4. Hoover Street/Olympic Boulevard 
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Two of the four study locations are currently controlled with traffic signals.  The study locations 
were determined based on proximity to the proposed project site and its driveway location on 
Arapahoe Street, and the importance of the intersections in terms of the project’s site access and 
circulation scheme. 

The analysis was prepared based on the Highway Capacity Manual9 (HCM) operational analysis 
methodology pursuant to the City’s TAG.  Intersection analyses were prepared utilizing the Synchro 
11 software package, which implements the Highway Capacity Manual operational methods.  A 
Synchro network was created based on existing conditions field reviews at the above four study 
intersections.  In addition, specifics such as traffic volume data, lane configurations, available 
vehicle storage lengths, crosswalk locations, posted speed limits, traffic signal timing and phasing 
for signalized locations, etc., were coded to complete the roadway network. The operational analysis 
was prepared utilizing the following data previously presented herein: 

• Project Peak Hour Traffic Generation: Refer to Subsection 2.6.1 

• Project Trip Distribution and Assignment: Refer to Subsection 2.6.2 

• Existing Roadway Network: Refer to Subsection 3.3 

• Existing Weekday AM and PM Hour Traffic Count Data: Refer to Subsection 3.4 

• Related Projects (i.e., with a one-half mile radius) and Ambient Traffic Growth: Refer to 
Subsection 3.5 

LADOT confirmed the appropriateness of the above data when it entered into a transportation 
assessment MOU for the proposed project. 

The operational analysis of vehicle queuing at the study intersections was prepared for the following 
conditions: 

[a] Existing conditions. 

[b] Condition [a] plus one percent (1.0%) annual ambient traffic growth through year 
2024 (i.e., project build-out) and with completion and occupancy of the related 
projects (i.e., future without project conditions). 

[c] Condition [b] with completion and occupancy of the proposed project. 

Pursuant to the City’s TAG, the HCM methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersections 
was utilized to calculate vehicle queuing.  The operational analysis reports the 95th percentile queues 
(in feet) for all approaches for the signalized intersections and unsignalized intersections.  The 95th 

 
9 Highway Capacity Manual 6th Edition, Transportation Research Board of the National Academies of Sciences-
Engineering-Medicine, 2016. 
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percentile queue is the maximum back of queue with 95th percentile traffic volumes.  The HCM 6th 
Edition methodology worksheets report queues in number of vehicles.  As such, an average vehicle 
length of 25 feet, which includes the length of the vehicle and spacing between vehicles, was 
assumed for analysis purposes.  The reported queues therefore represent the calculated maximum 
back of queue in feet.  The summary of the operational analysis of the study intersections is provided 
in Table 5-2.  The HCM methodology worksheets for the analyzed intersections are contained in 
Appendix D. 

5.2.4 Results of Operational and Passenger Loading Evaluation 
As presented in Table 5-2, it is concluded the proposed project weekday AM and PM peak hour 
traffic volumes will not cause or substantially extend vehicle queuing at the four study intersections.  
The change in queue length associated with the proposed project at the signalized intersections 
ranges from no change to a maximum of 17 feet (i.e., less than one vehicle/car length).  Based on the 
results of the operation evaluation, no recommended actions are necessary as it relates to project 
access. 

While it is envisioned that passenger loading/unloading will occur on-site within the subterranean 
parking garage, it is envisioned that some curbside loading/unloading would likely occur along the 
Arapahoe Street project frontage.  No pedestrian or bicycle conflicts due to potential 
loading/unloading activities are anticipated to occur.  For any curbside loading/unloading zones that 
may be proposed by the Applicant, appropriate signage and pavement/curb markings will be 
required by the City and installed by the Applicant.  Any installations that fall within the City’s 
(public) right-of-way will require prior review and approval by LADOT. 

5.3 Project Construction Effect on Nearby Mobility 
The project construction evaluation addresses activity associated with project construction and major 
in-street construction of infrastructure projects. 

5.3.1 Screening Criteria 
For land use projects, if the answer is yes to any of the following questions, further analysis will be 
required to assess whether project construction would negatively affect pedestrian, bicycle, transit, 
or vehicle circulation: 

• Would a project that requires construction activities to take place within the right-of-way of a 
Boulevard or Avenue (as designated in the Mobility Plan 2035) which would necessitate 
temporary lane, alley, or street closures for more than one day (including day and evening 
hours, and overnight closures if on a residential street)? 

◘ As a general contractor has not yet been hired at this point in the entitlement process, 
it is indeterminant if any construction activity would require a temporary lane closure 
along Avenue II roadways.  Further, the project is not located along an Avenue II 
roadway. 
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• Would a project require construction activities to take place within the right-of-way of a 
Collector or Local Street (as designated in the Mobility Plan 2035) which would necessitate 
temporary lane, alley, or street closures for more than seven days (including day and evening 
hours, and including overnight closures if on a residential street)? 

◘ No. 

• Would in-street construction activities result in the loss of regular vehicle, bicycle, or 
pedestrian access, including loss of existing bicycle parking to an existing land use for more 
than one day, including day and evening hours and overnight closures if access is lost to 
residential units?  

◘ No.  It is expected that the construction of the new driveway approach will not require 
a full sidewalk closure. 

• Would in-street construction activities result in the loss of regular ADA pedestrian access to 
an existing transit station, stop, or facility (e.g., layover zone) during revenue hours?  

◘ No. 

• Would in-street construction activities result in the temporary loss for more than one day of 
an existing bus stop or rerouting of a bus route that serves the project site?  

◘ No. 

• Would construction activities result in the temporary removal and/or loss of on-street 
metered parking for more than 30 days?  

◘ No. 

• Would the project involve a discretionary action to construct new buildings or additions of 
more than 1,000 square feet that require access for hauling construction materials and 
equipment from streets of less than 24-feet wide in a hillside area?  

◘ No. 

As the answer is no to all of the screening criteria questions, further analysis is not required to 
evaluate whether project construction would negatively affect pedestrian, bicycle, transit, or vehicle 
circulation.  However, a review of whether the proposed project would adversely affect mobility in 
the project area during the construction process is presented in the following subsections. 

5.3.2 Evaluation Criteria and Methodology 
The evaluation criteria for project construction are focused on whether the proposed project would 
adversely affect mobility in the project vicinity during the construction process.  Specifically, the 
City’s TAG asks the following question: “Would construction of a project substantially interfere 
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with pedestrian, bicycle, transit, or vehicle circulation and accessibility to adjoining areas?”  Factors 
to be considered are the location of the project site, the functional classification of the adjacent 
street(s), the availability of alternate routes or additional capacity, temporary loss of bicycle parking, 
the operational constraints of the streets needed to access the construction sites in hillside areas that 
inhibit access by other residents and emergency service responders, the affected land uses, and the 
magnitude of the temporary construction activities. 

Factors to consider when assessing a project construction’s potential effect on mobility in the project 
area include the following: 

• Temporary transportation constraints: 

◘ The length of time of temporary street closures or closures of two or more travel 
lanes; 

◘ The classification of the street (major arterial, state highway) affected; 

◘ The existing congestion levels on the affected street segments and intersections; 

◘ The operational constraints of substandard hillside streets needing to access 
construction sites; 

◘ Whether the affected street directly leads to a freeway on- or off-ramp or other state 
highway, substandard hillside local or collector, etc.) affected; 

◘ Potential safety issues involved with street or lane closures; and 

◘ The presence of emergency services (fire, hospital, etc.) located nearby that regularly 
use the affected street. 

• Temporary loss of access: 

◘ The length of time of any loss of pedestrian or bicycle circulation past a construction 
area; 

◘ The length of time of any loss of vehicular, bicycle, or pedestrian access to a parcel 
fronting the construction area; 

◘ The length of time of any loss or impedance of access by emergency vehicles or area 
residents to hillside properties; 

◘ The length of time of any loss of ADA pedestrian access to a transit station, stop, or 
facility; 
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◘ The availability of nearby vehicular or pedestrian access within ¼ mile of the lost 
access; and 

◘ The type of land uses affected, and related safety, convenience, and/or economic 
issues. 

• Temporary Loss of Bus Stops or Rerouting of Bus Lines: 

◘ The length of time that an existing bus stop would be unavailable or that existing 
service would be interrupted; 

◘ The availability of a nearby location (within ¼ mile) to which the bus stop or route 
can be temporarily relocated; 

◘ The existence of other bus stops or routes with similar routes/destinations within a ¼- 
mile radius of the affected stops or routes; and 

◘ Whether the interruption would occur on a weekday, weekend or holiday, and 
whether the existing bus route typically provides service that/those day(s). 

Descriptions of the project location and physical setting are provided in Subsection 2.1, Project 
Location, and Section 3.0, Project Context, herein for reference purposes in the project construction 
evaluation.  The project location and project setting data items such as adjacent street classifications, 
public bicycle parking, inventory of existing transit lines, bus stops, etc. are provided in Section 3.0.   
The evaluation of the project construction includes a review of whether construction activity within 
the street right-of-way would require any of the following: 

• Street, sidewalk, or lane closures. 

• Block existing vehicle, bicycle, or pedestrian access along a street or to parcels fronting the 
street. 

• Modification of access to transit stations, stops, or facilities during revenue hours. 

• Closure or movement of an existing bus stop or rerouting of an existing bus line. 

• Creation of transportation hazards. 

The TAG also notes that for construction on hillside properties that exceed the screening criteria, 
review of the hillside streets needed for access to the property for hauling materials and equipment is 
necessary in order to determine if temporary access would be constrained during project 
construction.  This assessment should: 

• Map the full extent of routes within hillside areas used for hauling materials and equipment 
that need to access the property from non-hillside areas. 
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• Identify any portion of a street along those routes that are less than 24 feet in width curb to 
curb. 

• Identify the portion of routes used for hauling that are less than 24 feet in width and are in a 
Very High Fire Severity Hazard Zone. 

• Identify the availability, regulatory limits, and the existing use of on-street parking supply 
along those routes that are less than 24 feet in width. 

• Collect the existing peak hour volumes from between 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM along those 
routes that are less than 24 feet in width within hillside areas. 

• Evaluate the cumulative effects on emergency access, deliveries, residential circulation, and 
street parking from other construction activity from both ministerial and other discretionary 
projects (related projects) with overlapping construction schedules and that are located within 
a ½ mile radius from the project site. 

The City’s TAG notes that a comparison of the results to the evaluation criteria are to be provided in 
order to determine the level of impact.  The summary of the project construction evaluation criteria 
review in order to determine level of impact is provided in Table 5-3. 

5.3.3 Summary of Results of Qualitative Review of Project Construction 
As presented in Table 5-3, it is concluded the proposed project would not result in the closure of two 
or more travel lanes, would not relocate existing bus transit stops or routes, and would not impede 
emergency access.  Further, as required by the State of California Vehicle Code (i.e., specifically 
Section 21806, Authorized Emergency Vehicles), “upon the immediate approach of an authorized 
emergency vehicle which is sounding a siren and which has at least one lighted lamp exhibiting red 
light that is visible, under normal atmospheric conditions, from a distance of 1,000 feet in front of a 
vehicle, the surrounding traffic shall, except as otherwise directed by a traffic officer, do the 
following: 

(a) (1) Except as required under paragraph (2), the driver of every other vehicle shall yield the 
right-of-way and shall immediately drive to the right-hand edge or curb of the highway, 
clear of any intersection, and thereupon shall stop and remain stopped until the authorized 
emergency vehicle has passed. 

(2) A person driving a vehicle in an exclusive or preferential use lane shall exit that lane 
immediately upon determining that the exit can be accomplished with reasonable safety. 

(b) The operator of every street car shall immediately stop the street car, clear of any 
intersection, and remain stopped until the authorized emergency vehicle has passed. 
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(c) All pedestrians upon the highway shall proceed to the nearest curb or place of safety and 
remain there until the authorized emergency vehicle has passed.”10 

During construction of the proposed project, it is expected that emergency vehicles will continue to 
utilize the surrounding street system (i.e., particularly Olympic Boulevard) even though a travel lane 
along certain portions of some roadways may be temporarily used for construction purposes.  If 
required, drivers of emergency vehicles are also trained to utilize center turn lanes, or travel in 
opposing through lanes (on two-way streets) to pass through crowded intersections or streets.  Thus, 
the respect entitled to emergency vehicles and driver training allow emergency vehicles to negotiate 
typical street conditions in urban areas including areas near any temporary travel lane closure(s).  
Construction activities associated with the proposed project are not expected to have a detrimental 
effect on emergency response times.  Therefore, effects to emergency access during project 
construction would be less than significant. 

Having stated the above, the following section summarizes recommendations pertaining to 
construction activities.  

5.4 Non-CEQA Transportation Measures 
Due to the short-term nature of construction activities and the variable characteristics and needs of a 
specific project’s construction phase(s), it is recommended that a construction work site traffic 
control plan be submitted to LADOT’s Citywide Temporary Traffic Control Section or Permit Plan 
Review Section for review and approval prior to the start of construction activity.  The construction 
work site traffic control plan is required to identify the location of all temporary roadway lane and/or 
sidewalk closures needed during project construction.  Additionally, if pedestrian detours and/or 
temporary travel lane closures are proposed, LADOT requires submission and approval of a traffic 
control/management plan prior to the issuance of building permits. 

Consistent with LADOT’s recommendation and requirements, the project applicant would prepare a 
detailed Construction Staging and Traffic Management Plan (CSTMP), which would include any 
applicable street/lane/sidewalk closure information, a detour plan, haul route(s), and a staging plan.  
The plan would be based on the nature and timing of the Project’s specific construction activities and 
would consider other projects under construction in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site.  The 
CSTMP also would include features such as notification to adjacent project owners and occupants of 
upcoming construction activities, advance notification regarding any temporary transit stop 
relocations, and limitation of any potential roadway lane closure(s) to off-peak travel periods, to the 
extent feasible. 

 
10 Source: State of California Department of Motor Vehicles website; https://www.dmv.ca.gov/portal/dmv; Amended 
Sec. 68, Ch. 1154, Stats 1996 Effective September 30, 1996. 
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Specifically, the CSTMP will include, but not be limited to, the following measures: 

• Advance notification of adjacent property owners and occupants of upcoming construction 
activities, including durations and daily hours of operation. 

• Temporary traffic control during all construction activities adjacent to public rights-of-way to 
improve traffic flow on public roadways (e.g., flag men). 

• Scheduling of construction activities to reduce the effect on traffic flow on surrounding 
arterial streets. 

• Potential sequencing of construction activity for the Project to reduce the amount of 
construction-related traffic on arterial streets. 

• Containment of construction activity within the Project Site boundaries, per the Worksite 
Traffic Control Plan. 

• Prohibition on construction-related vehicles/equipment parking on surrounding public streets. 

• Coordination with Metro to address any potential conflicts with existing transit service. 

• Safety precautions for pedestrians and bicyclists through such measures as alternate routing 
and protection barriers shall be implemented as appropriate. 

• Schedule delivery of construction materials and hauling/transport of oversize loads to non-
peak travel periods, to the extent possible.  No hauling or transport shall be allowed during 
nighttime hours, Sundays, or federal holidays unless required by Caltrans or LADOT. 

• Installation of appropriate traffic signs around the project site to ensure pedestrian, bicycle, 
and vehicle safety, as may be necessary. 

• Installation of truck crossing signs within 300 feet of the exit of the Project Site in each 
direction. 

• Securing of loads by trimming and watering or covering to prevent the spilling or blowing of 
the earth material. 

• Cleaning of trucks and loads at the export site to prevent blowing dirt and spilling of loose 
earth. 

• Identification of a construction manager and provision of a telephone number for any 
inquiries or complaints from residents regarding construction activities.  The telephone 
number shall be posted at the site readily visible to any interested party during site 
preparation, grading, and construction. 
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• Obtain a Caltrans transportation permit for use of oversized transport vehicles on Caltrans 
facilities, if needed. 

Any lane closures are expected to occur outside of the weekday AM and PM commute peak hours, 
however, so as to maintain roadway capacity when the street system is typically most heavily 
constrained. 

In addition to the CSTMP, approvals required by the City of Los Angeles for implementation of the 
proposed project include a Truck Haul Route program.  The proposed haul routes would require 
review and approval by the City of Los Angeles. 
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6.0  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
• Project Description – The proposed project consists of the development of a five-story multi-

family residential housing building planned to contain a total of 109 units.  The residential unit 
mix will consist of 103 studios/one-bedroom units, 4 two-bedroom units, and 2 four-bedroom 
units.  The residential building will contain various residential amenities for the use by the 
residents and their guests, such as a sundeck, fitness center, courtyard with fire pit, multi-purpose 
lounge, and common workspace area.  The proposed project is planned to provide a total of 59 
vehicular parking spaces, including three handicap accessible spaces, 34 standard spaces, four 
compact spaces, and 18 electric vehicle (EV) spaces, along with bicycle storage and general 
storage areas in a subterranean parking garage level.  The planned vehicular parking supply 
complies with the project per the City of Los Angeles TOC guidelines requirement of 0.5 spaces 
per unit (109 × 0.5 = 55 spaces) with no vehicle parking reduction by bicycle parking offset.  
Also, a total of 90 bicycle parking spaces including 80 long-term and 10 short-term bicycle 
parking spaces are planned to be provided in compliance with the requirements set forth in the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code (i.e., 80 long-term spaces required, 8 short-term spaces required).  
Construction and occupancy of the proposed project is expected by the year 2024 (i.e., project 
build-out year 2024).   

• Study Scope – This transportation assessment (i) presents a CEQA assessment of project-related 
VMT, (ii) provides a CEQA assessment of whether the project conflicts or is inconsistent with 
local plans and policies, (iii) presents a non-CEQA assessment of pedestrian, bicycle and transit 
access, (iv) provides a non-CEQA evaluation of project access, safety and circulation, (v) 
provides a non-CEQA review of project construction activities, and (vi) recommends mitigation 
and improvement measures, where necessary.  As defined by the City as Lead Agency under 
CEQA, LADOT confirmed the appropriateness of the analysis criteria when it entered into a 
transportation assessment MOU for the proposed project. 

• Project Trip Generation – The proposed project is expected to generate a net increase of 37 
vehicle trips (9 inbound trips and 28 outbound trips) during the weekday AM peak hour.  During 
the weekday PM peak hour, the proposed project is expected to generate a net increase of 40 
vehicle trips (24 inbound trips and 16 outbound trips). 

• CEQA Analysis 

◘  Project Consistency with Local Plans and Policies:  The proposed project has been found to 
be consistent with the relevant City plans, policies and programs and does not include any 
features that would preclude the City from completing and complying with these guiding 
documents and policy objectives.  Further, the Applicant will comply with existing 
applicable City ordinances and the other requirements pursuant to the City’s Municipal Code. 

◘ VMT Analysis:  The project is not expected to result in a significant VMT impact.  Further, 
based on the project-related VMT analysis and the conclusions reported in Section 4.2.3 (i.e., 
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which conclude that the proposed project falls under the City’s efficiency-based impact 
thresholds and thus are already shown to align with the long-term VMT and GHG reduction 
goals of SCAG’s RTP/SCS), no cumulative VMT impacts are anticipated. 

◘ Geometric Design Review:  As the proposed project driveway location is consolidating the 
driveways what exists under current conditions and based on a review of the forecast net new 
weekday AM and PM peak hour project traffic volumes (i.e., those traffic volumes are 
summarized in Section 2.6 herein), no safety concerns have been noted related to geometric 
design.  The following traffic management measures are recommended to facilitate access to 
and from the planned project site: 

- Install appropriate pavement markings (i.e., stop bar with STOP legend) on the project 
site exit drive aisle just west of the public sidewalks along Arapahoe Street to ensure that 
motorists stop prior to the sidewalk before exiting the site. 

- Install a “STOP” sign facing exiting driveway motorists to enforce the pavement 
markings. 

◘ CEQA Transportation Measures:  The proposed project is not expected to result in a 
significant VMT impact.  Therefore, no mitigation is necessary as it relates to VMT or 
geometric design.  However, the Applicant will comply with existing applicable City 
ordinances and the other requirements per the City’s Municipal Code. 

• Non-CEQA Analysis 

◘ Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Access:  It is determined the proposed project does not 
include any features that would permanently remove, adversely modify, or degrade 
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit facilities in the project vicinity.  As noted herein, it is 
determined that it is possible that the proposed project may intensify use of pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit facilities in the project vicinity, however, such use is not expected to 
result in a deficient condition caused by the project. 

◘ Project Access and Circulation Review:  It is concluded the proposed project weekday AM 
and PM peak hour traffic volumes will not cause or substantially extend vehicle queuing at 
the four (4) study intersections. 

◘ Project Construction Effect on Nearby Mobility:  While it is concluded the proposed project 
would not result in the closure of two or more travel lanes, would not relocate existing bus 
transit stops or routes, and would not impede emergency access, it is recommended that a 
construction work site traffic control plan be submitted to LADOT’s Citywide Temporary 
Traffic Control Section or Permit Plan Review Section for review and approval prior to the 
start of construction activity should any lane closure/s be proposed.  Consistent with 
LADOT’s recommendation and requirements, the project applicant would also prepare a 
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detailed Construction Staging and Traffic Management Plan, which includes any applicable 
street/lane/sidewalk closure information, a detour plan, haul route(s), and a staging plan. 

◘ Non-CEQA Transportation Measures:  For any curbside loading/unloading zones that may 
be proposed by the Applicant, appropriate signage and pavement/curb markings will be 
required by the City and installed by the Applicant.  Any installations that fall within the 
City’s (public) right-of-way will require prior review and approval by LADOT. 
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Transportation Assessment Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
This MOU acknowledges that the Transportation Assessment for the following Project will be prepared in accordance 
with the latest version of LADOT’s Transportation Assessment Guidelines: 

I. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project Name: _________________________________________________________________________________

Project Address: _______________________________________________________________________________

Project Description:  ____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________________________

LADOT Project Case Number:    Project Site Plan attached? (Required)   Yes   No

II. TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT (TDM) MEASURES

Select any of the following TDM measures, which may be eligible as a Project Design Feature1, that are being 
considered for this project:  

Reduced Parking Supply2  Bicycle Parking and Amenities  Parking Cash Out 

List any other TDM measures (e.g. bike share kiosks, unbundled parking, microtransit service, etc.) below that are 
also being considered and would require LADOT staff’s determination of its eligibility as a TDM measure.  LADOT 
staff will make the final determination of the TDM measure's eligibility for this project. 

1  4 

2  5 

3  6 

III. TRIP GENERATION

Trip Generation Rate(s) Source: ITE 10th Edition / Other   _____________________________

Trip Generation Adjustment  
(Exact amount of credit subject to approval by LADOT) 

Yes  No 

Transit Usage     

Existing Active or Previous Land Use     

Internal Trip     

Pass‐By Trip     

Transportation Demand Management (See above)     

Trip generation table including a description of the existing and proposed land uses, rates, estimated morning and 
afternoon peak hour volumes (ins/outs/totals), proposed trip credits, etc. attached? (Required)   Yes   No 

 IN              OUT              TOTAL

AM Trips  ______    ______    ______ 
PM Trips      ______    ______    ______  

1 At this time Project Design Features are only those measures that are also shown to be needed to comply with a local ordinance, 
affordable housing incentive program, or State law.  
2Select if reduced parking supply is pursued as a result of a parking incentive as permitted by the City’s Bicycle Parking Ordinance, State 
Density Bonus Law, or the City’s Transit Oriented Community Guidelines.  

NET Daily Vehicle Trips (DVT) 
  __ __    DVT (ITE       ed.) 

         ___  _   DVT (VMT Calculator ver.    _   ) 

Refer to Figure 2-2.

Refer to Table 2-1 & VMT

Refer to Figure 6-2, Project Trip Distribution and Figures 2-7 & 2-8 Weekday AM/
PM Project Traffic Volumes 

ITE 221 Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise)

CEN22-53325
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1  4 

2  5 

3  6 

Provide a separate list if more than six study intersections and/or street segments. 

Is this Project located on a street within the High Injury Network?   Yes   No 

If a study intersection is located within a ¼‐mile of an adjacent municipality’s jurisdiction, signature approval from 
said municipality is required prior to MOU approval.  

V. ACCESS ASSESSMENT

a. Does the project exceed 1,000 net DVT?   Yes   No
b. Is the project’s frontage 250 linear feet or more along an Avenue or Boulevard as classified by the City’s

General Plan?   Yes   No
c. Is the project’s building frontage encompassing an entire block along an Avenue or Boulevard as classified

by the City’s General Plan?   Yes   No

VI. ACCESS ASSESSMENT CRITERIA

If Yes to any of the above questions a., b., or c., complete Attachment C.1: Access Assessment Criteria.

VII. SITE PLAN AND MAP OF STUDY AREA

Please note that the site plan should also be submitted to the Department of City Planning for cursory review.

Does the attached site plan and/or map of study area show  Yes  No  Not 
Applicable 

Each study intersection and/or street segment       

*Project Vehicle Peak Hour trips at each study intersection      

*Project Vehicle Peak Hour trips at each project access point      

*Project trip distribution percentages at each study intersection    

Project driveways designed per LADOT MPP 321 (show widths 
and directions or lane assignment)     

Pedestrian access points and any pedestrian paths       

Pedestrian loading zones       

Delivery loading zone or area       

Bicycle parking onsite       

Bicycle parking offsite (in public right‐of‐way)       

*For mixed‐use projects, also show the project trips and project trip distribution by land use category.

IV. STUDY AREA AND ASSUMPTIONS

Project Buildout Year: Ambient Growth Rate:              % Per Yr. Refer to Table 3-3 & Figure 3-8

Related Projects List, researched by the consultant and approved by LADOT, attached? (Required)   Yes   No

STUDY INTERSECTIONS and/or STREET SEGMENTS: 
(May be subject to LADOT revision after access, safety, and circulation evaluation.) 

Refer to Figure 3-6

Refer to Figure 1-1, 2-2, 2-7 & 2-8
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City of Los Angeles Transportation Assessment MOU 
LADOT Project Case No: _______________ 

March 2021 |Page 3 of 3 

VIII. FREEWAY SAFETY ANALYSIS SCREENING

Will the project add 25 or more trips to any freeway off‐ramp in either the AM or PM peak hour?     YES   NO

Provide a brief explanation or graphic identifying the number of project trips expected to be added to the nearby 
freeway off‐ramps serving the project site.  If Yes to the question above, a freeway ramp analysis is required. 

IX. CONTACT INFORMATION

CONSULTANT  DEVELOPER 

Name:  ____________________________________________ 

Address:  __________________________________________ 

Phone Number:  ____________________________________ 

E‐Mail:  ____________________________________________ 

Approved by:  X  X 

Consultant’s Representative  Date  LADOT Representative  **Date 

Adjacent 
Municipality:  Approved by: 

 (if applicable)  Representative  Date 

**MOUs are generally valid for two years after signing.  If after two years a transportation assessment has not been submitted 
to LADOT, the developer’s representative shall check with the appropriate LADOT office to determine if the terms of this MOU 
are still valid or if a new MOU is needed. 

5/20/22

Refer to Figures 2-7 and 2-8.  The nearest freeway off-ramps are located east of the project site.  Project 

volumes on Olympic Boulevard east of Hoover Street are expected to be below 25 trips during the AM 

and PM peak hours.

CEN22-53325

5/20/22













Table 2-1
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION FORECAST

TRIP GENERATION RATES [1]
ITE WEEKDAY WEEKDAY

LAND USE WEEKDAY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
ITE LAND USE CATEGORY CODE VARIABLE DAILY IN (%) OUT (%) TOTAL IN (%) OUT (%) TOTAL

Single-Family Detached Housing 210 Per Dwelling Unit 9.43 26% 74% 0.70 63% 37% 0.94
Multifamily Housing (Low Rise) [Not 220 Per Dwelling Unit 6.74 24% 76% 0.40 63% 37% 0.51

Close to Rail]
Multifamily Housing (Mid Rise) [Not 221 Per Dwelling Unit 4.54 23% 77% 0.37 61% 39% 0.39

Close to Rail] [3]

PROJECT TRIP GENERATION FORECAST
ITE DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR

LAND USE TRIP ENDS [2] VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2]
LAND USE CODE SIZE VOLUMES IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL

Proposed Project

Apartments [3] 221 109 DU 495 9 31 40 26 17 43

Subtotal Proposed Project 495 9 31 40 26 17 43

Existing Uses

Single-Family Residential 210 (2) DU (19) 0 (1) (1) (1) (1) (2)

Subtotal Existing Uses (19) 0 (1) (1) (1) (1) (2)

NET NEW PROJECT TRIPS 476 9 30 39 25 16 41

[1] Source: ITE "Trip Generation Manual", 11th Edition, 2021.
[2] Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving.
[3] ITE Land Use Code 221 Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise) Not Close to Rail Transit trip generation average rates for General Urban/

Suburban area.

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 1-22-4472-1
Arapahoe Apartments Project
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Net Daily Trips

Net Daily VMT

DU

DU

If you are seeing this message. Please ensure your 
macros are enabled and you have connection to the 

Internet. If you don't have connection to the 
Internet, you may still use lat,long in the Address bar 

to locate your project.

eg.) 34.053755,-118.2432042

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Version 1.3

957 S ARAPAHOE ST, 90006Address:

Arapahoe ApartmentsProject:

Project Information

109Housing | Multi-Family

Scenario:

Housing | Multi-Family 109 DU

UnitValueLand Use Type

Click here to add a single custom land use type (will be included in the above list)

Is the project replacing an existing number of 
residential units with a smaller number of 
residential units AND is located within one-half 
mile of a fixed-rail or fixed-guideway transit 
station?

Yes No

Project Screening Criteria: Is this project required to conduct a vehicle miles traveled analysis?
Project Screening Summary

The proposed project is required to perform 
VMT analysis.

Project will have less residential units compared 
to existing residential units & is within one-half 
mile of a fixed-rail station.



The net increase in daily trips < 250 trips 432

The net increase in daily VMT ≤ 0 2,710

Proposed Project Land Use

2Housing | Single Family
Housing | Single Family 2 DU

UnitValueLand Use Type

Click here to add a single custom land use type (will be included in the above list)

Existing Land Use

The proposed project consists of only retail 
land uses ≤ 50,000 square feet total.

Tier 1 Screening Criteria

Tier 2 Screening Criteria

Daily VMT
82

Existing
Land Use

Proposed

Daily VMT
2,792

Daily Vehicle Trips
13

Daily Vehicle Trips
445

ksf
0.000

WWW

5/9/2022



Table 3-3
RELATED PROJECTS LIST AND TRIP GENERATION [1]

PROJECT DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
MAP PROJECT PROJECT NAME/NUMBER LAND USE DATA DATA TRIP ENDS [2] VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2]
NO. STATUS ADDRESS/LOCATION LAND-USE SIZE SOURCE VOLUMES IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL

1 Proposed 950 S. Berendo Street Apartments 77 DU [1] 333 6 17 23 16 11 27

2 Proposed 3216 W. 8th Street Hotel 80 Rooms [3] 639 21 16 37 24 23 47
Condominiums 8 DU [4] 54 1 2 3 3 1 4

Retail 7,273 GLSF [5] 396 10 7 17 24 24 48

3 Proposed 958 S. Menlo Avenue Hotel 96 Rooms [1] 498 24 14 38 25 24 49

4 Proposed 3160 W. Geneva Street Medical Office 141,164 GSF [1] 3,320 195 57 252 127 319 446
Senior Housing 40 DU

5 Proposed 550 S. Shatto Place Apartments 367 DU [1] 2,446 10 136 146 170 70 240
Office 11,965 GSF

Restaurant 24,435 GSF

6 Proposed 1700 W. Olympic Boulevard Charter Middle School 450 Students [1] 941 186 119 305 28 36 64

7 Proposed 1025 S. Mariposa Avenue Apartments 100 DU [1] 392 7 19 26 19 11 30

8 Proposed 2859 Francis Avenue Apartments 110 DU [1] 508 10 30 40 29 19 48

9 Proposed 1612 W. Pico Boulevard Charter (K-4) School 1,000 Students [1] 2,182 434 280 714 65 82 147

10 Proposed 1224 S. Menlo Avenue Affordable Housing 131 DU [1] 349 18 38 56 24 13 37

11 Proposed 2405 W. 8th Street Apartments 264 DU [1] 950 23 64 87 68 43 111
Retail 5,982 GLSF

12 Proposed 2870 W. Olympic Boulevard Apartments 126 DU [1] 825 8 44 52 47 22 69
Retail 6,000 GLSF

13 Proposed 905 S. Beacon Avenue Apartments 145 DU [1] 589 20 40 60 42 27 69
Retail 2,400 GLSF

14 Proposed 825 S. Coronado Street Apartments 77 DU [1] 508 7 24 31 24 15 39

15 Proposed 3440 W. Wilshire Boulevard Apartments 640 DU [1] 2,348 30 123 153 137 65 202
Retail 5,538 GLSF

High-Turnover Restaurant 4,600 GSF
Fast Casual Restaurant 2,000 GSF

16 Proposed 619 Westlake Avenue Apartments 78 DU [1] 233 11 16 27 11 9 20

17 Proposed 1124 S. Normandie Avenue Apartments 84 DU [1] 526 10 25 35 26 15 41

18 Proposed 525 S. Virgil Avenue Apartments 113 DU [1] 604 (5) 37 32 34 6 40
Affordable Housing 19 DU

Office 34,600 GSF

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 1-22-4472-1
Arapahoe Apartments Project



Table 3-3 (Continued)
RELATED PROJECTS LIST AND TRIP GENERATION [1]

PROJECT DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
MAP PROJECT PROJECT NAME/NUMBER LAND USE DATA DATA TRIP ENDS [2] VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2]
NO. STATUS ADDRESS/LOCATION LAND-USE SIZE SOURCE VOLUMES IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL

19 Proposed 625 S. La Fayette Park Place Bridge Housing 70 Beds [1] 89 4 5 9 5 4 9

20 Proposed 2972 W. 7th Street Apartments 228 DU [1] 1,631 32 61 93 77 53 130
Retail 4,105 GLSF

High-Turnover Restaurant 3,738 GSF

21 Proposed 2501 W. 7th Street Charter Middle School 450 Students [1] 502 99 63 162 16 20 36

22 Proposed 689 S. Catalina Street Apartments 61 DU [1] 365 5 23 28 22 12 34

23 Proposed 840 S. Mariposa Avenue Apartments 173 DU [1] 978 15 60 75 61 31 92

24 Proposed 2005 W. James M. Wood Boulevard Hotel 100 Rooms [1] 545 24 18 42 20 18 38

25 Proposed 2250 W. Pico Boulevard Hotel 125 Rooms [1] 409 26 19 45 10 9 19

26 Proposed 329 S. Rampart Boulevard Apartments 53 DU [1] 279 6 17 23 17 9 26
Affordable Housing 8 DU

27 Proposed 1030 S. Lake Street Assisted Living 338 Beds [1] 939 39 23 62 49 48 97
Senior Housing 34 DU

28 Proposed 923 S. Kenmore Avenue Apartments 68 DU [1] 432 7 26 33 26 15 41

29 Proposed 1810 W. Venice Boulevard Self-Storage 154,024 GSF [1] 385 12 10 22 20 20 40

30 Proposed 1420 S. Bonnie Brae Street Apartments 26 DU [1] 193 3 12 15 12 6 18

31 Proposed 966 S. Dewey Avenue Hotel 99 Rooms [1] 677 28 15 43 24 24 48

32 Proposed 926 S. Kingsley Drive Apartments 69 DU [1] 408 6 25 31 25 13 38

33 Proposed 668 S. Coronado Street Apartments 122 DU [1] 947 14 48 62 56 34 90
Retail 1,182 GLSF

34 Proposed 631 S. Vermont Avenue Hotel 200 Rooms [1] 2,599 95 95 190 115 120 235
Condominiums 250 DU

Office 49,227 GSF
Retail 21,320 GLSF

35 Proposed 510 S. Vermont Avenue Office 2,166 Emp [1] 3,215 216 104 320 121 293 414
Retail 17,500 GLSF

Senior Housing 72 DU
Community Center 13,200 GSF

Apartments 246 DU

36 Proposed 3240 W. Wilshire Boulevard Hotel 162 Rooms [1] 1,353 15 173 188 89 23 112
Apartments 545 DU

Retail 5,222 GLSF

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 1-22-4472-1
Arapahoe Apartments Project



Table 3-3 (Continued)
RELATED PROJECTS LIST AND TRIP GENERATION [1]

PROJECT DAILY AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR
MAP PROJECT PROJECT NAME/NUMBER LAND USE DATA DATA TRIP ENDS [2] VOLUMES [2] VOLUMES [2]
NO. STATUS ADDRESS/LOCATION LAND-USE SIZE SOURCE VOLUMES IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL

37 Proposed 1930 W. Wilshire Boulevard Apartments 478 DU [1] 1,355 (44) 128 84 103 (41) 62
Theater 850 Seats

Classroom 50 Students
Hotel 220 Rooms

38 Proposed 2501 W. Olympic Boulevard Apartments 173 DU [1] 1,911 27 72 99 100 73 173
Retail 36,180 GLSF

39 Proposed 605 S. Vermont Avenue Apartments 103 DU [1] 755 17 39 56 42 37 79
Museum 30,937 GSF

40 Proposed 1322 W. Linwood Avenue Apartments 84 DU [1] 449 5 30 35 28 14 42

41 Proposed 1017 S. Mariposa Avenue Apartments 79 DU [1] 373 5 23 28 23 12 35

42 Proposed 616 S. Westmoreland Avenue Apartments 77 DU [1] 446 1 30 31 31 5 36
Restaurant 2,360 GSF

Retail 745 GLSF

43 Proposed 2649 W. San Marino Avenue Apartments 45 DU [1] 246 4 15 19 15 8 23

44 Proposed 2965 W. 6th Street Hotel 99 Rooms [1] 688 26 18 44 25 25 50
Restaurant 545 GSF

45 Proposed 1011 S. Park View Street Apartments 108 DU [1] 594 9 38 47 38 19 57

46 Proposed 1728 W. 7th Street Restaurant 9,600 GSF [1] 362 (30) (40) (70) 50 14 64
Bar 3,500 GSF

47 Under 2850 W. 7th Street Condominiums 160 DU [1] 1,057 20 72 92 72 42 114
Construction Hotel 40 Rooms

Retail 3,600 GLSF

48 Under 820 S. Hoover Street Condominiums 32 DU [1] 414 75 15 90 18 14 32
Construction Retail 4,500 GLSF

49 Proposed 805 S. Catalina Street Condominiums 300 DU [1] 1,935 24 119 143 110 57 167
Retail 5,000 GLSF

TOTAL 45,172 1,811 2,464 4,275 2,363 1,866 4,229

[1] Source: City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) and Department of City Planning (LADCP), except as noted below. The peak hour traffic volumes were forecast on trip data provided by LADOT
and by applying trip rates as provided in the ITE "Trip Generation", 11th Edition, 2021. For those related projects that LADOT provided trip data, the peak hour directional distribution data provided in the ITE "Trip Generation" 
manual were utilized.

[2] Trips are one-way traffic movements, entering or leaving.
[3] ITE Land Use Code 310 (Hotel) trip generation average rates.
[4] ITE Land Use Code 220 (Multifamily Housing [Low-Rise] Not Close to Rail Transit) trip generation average rates.
[5] ITE Land Use Code 822 (Strip Retail Plaza [<40k]) trip generation average rates.

LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers LLG Ref. 1-22-4472-1
Arapahoe Apartments Project
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File Name : EldenAve_OlympicBlvd
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 1

Groups Printed- Vehicles
Elden Avenue
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Elden Avenue
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Int. Total
07:00 AM 7 3 2 0 236 7 5 2 6 6 128 4 406
07:15 AM 5 2 7 2 276 5 6 3 10 2 185 2 505
07:30 AM 9 3 2 6 279 9 11 0 19 5 241 6 590
07:45 AM 10 4 5 2 350 2 7 7 28 2 288 7 712

Total 31 12 16 10 1141 23 29 12 63 15 842 19 2213

08:00 AM 5 1 0 3 339 4 15 3 22 4 314 6 716
08:15 AM 7 5 11 4 264 0 3 2 16 2 279 2 595
08:30 AM 3 0 3 5 297 1 3 0 14 1 282 5 614
08:45 AM 4 2 1 3 347 2 3 1 14 5 295 2 679

Total 19 8 15 15 1247 7 24 6 66 12 1170 15 2604

09:00 AM 6 3 2 4 263 3 9 1 10 6 212 5 524
09:15 AM 3 1 2 2 262 6 3 0 9 2 188 8 486
09:30 AM 2 0 2 4 228 1 2 0 8 1 196 2 446
09:45 AM 4 0 0 3 279 5 5 1 12 0 163 2 474

Total 15 4 6 13 1032 15 19 2 39 9 759 17 1930

03:00 PM 3 3 2 9 233 11 10 2 11 5 302 3 594
03:15 PM 2 6 3 10 221 8 5 4 23 4 349 9 644
03:30 PM 4 3 0 7 211 2 3 3 14 2 329 6 584
03:45 PM 2 6 4 10 227 4 10 2 6 4 375 2 652

Total 11 18 9 36 892 25 28 11 54 15 1355 20 2474

04:00 PM 11 8 4 21 208 3 4 7 14 6 370 5 661
04:15 PM 2 3 5 7 255 7 6 6 13 3 356 6 669
04:30 PM 2 7 9 15 237 8 5 9 19 0 340 12 663
04:45 PM 2 2 3 11 242 6 6 2 9 4 353 2 642

Total 17 20 21 54 942 24 21 24 55 13 1419 25 2635

05:00 PM 4 6 3 19 245 13 11 3 13 6 380 4 707
05:15 PM 6 4 8 5 259 9 14 1 14 3 333 14 670
05:30 PM 6 2 3 11 246 7 11 14 16 3 340 4 663
05:45 PM 5 5 0 14 279 8 7 9 14 3 406 4 754

Total 21 17 14 49 1029 37 43 27 57 15 1459 26 2794

Grand Total 114 79 81 177 6283 131 164 82 334 79 7004 122 14650
Apprch % 41.6 28.8 29.6 2.7 95.3 2 28.3 14.1 57.6 1.1 97.2 1.7  

Total % 0.8 0.5 0.6 1.2 42.9 0.9 1.1 0.6 2.3 0.5 47.8 0.8

    CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
   WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM



File Name : EldenAve_OlympicBlvd
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 2

Elden Avenue
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Elden Avenue
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 09:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:45 AM

07:45 AM 10 4 5 19 2 350 2 354 7 7 28 42 2 288 7 297 712
08:00 AM 5 1 0 6 3 339 4 346 15 3 22 40 4 314 6 324 716
08:15 AM 7 5 11 23 4 264 0 268 3 2 16 21 2 279 2 283 595
08:30 AM 3 0 3 6 5 297 1 303 3 0 14 17 1 282 5 288 614

Total Volume 25 10 19 54 14 1250 7 1271 28 12 80 120 9 1163 20 1192 2637
% App. Total 46.3 18.5 35.2  1.1 98.3 0.6  23.3 10 66.7  0.8 97.6 1.7   

PHF .625 .500 .432 .587 .700 .893 .438 .898 .467 .429 .714 .714 .563 .926 .714 .920 .921
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File Name : EldenAve_OlympicBlvd
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 3

Elden Avenue
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Elden Avenue
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 03:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 05:00 PM

05:00 PM 4 6 3 13 19 245 13 277 11 3 13 27 6 380 4 390 707
05:15 PM 6 4 8 18 5 259 9 273 14 1 14 29 3 333 14 350 670
05:30 PM 6 2 3 11 11 246 7 264 11 14 16 41 3 340 4 347 663
05:45 PM 5 5 0 10 14 279 8 301 7 9 14 30 3 406 4 413 754

Total Volume 21 17 14 52 49 1029 37 1115 43 27 57 127 15 1459 26 1500 2794
% App. Total 40.4 32.7 26.9  4.4 92.3 3.3  33.9 21.3 44.9  1 97.3 1.7   

PHF .875 .708 .438 .722 .645 .922 .712 .926 .768 .482 .891 .774 .625 .898 .464 .908 .926
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File Name : EldenAve_OlympicBlvd_BP
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 1

Groups Printed- Pedestrians and Bikes
Elden Avenue
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Elden Avenue
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Bikes Peds Bikes Peds Bikes Peds Bikes Peds Int. Total
07:00 AM 1 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
07:15 AM 2 9 0 1 0 1 0 3 16
07:30 AM 0 11 1 0 0 2 1 7 22
07:45 AM 1 6 0 2 1 2 0 9 21

Total 4 32 1 3 1 5 1 19 66

08:00 AM 0 5 0 0 0 1 0 9 15
08:15 AM 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 2 5
08:30 AM 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 3
08:45 AM 1 7 1 0 2 0 0 7 18

Total 1 15 1 0 2 2 1 19 41

09:00 AM 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 1 5
09:15 AM 1 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 5
09:30 AM 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 4
09:45 AM 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 1 5

Total 1 6 0 0 3 5 0 4 19

03:00 PM 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 6
03:15 PM 0 8 1 5 2 8 0 4 28
03:30 PM 0 6 0 4 0 6 0 9 25
03:45 PM 2 6 0 12 1 4 0 11 36

Total 3 21 1 22 3 18 0 27 95

04:00 PM 0 12 0 6 2 9 0 6 35
04:15 PM 1 4 0 13 0 9 1 6 34
04:30 PM 0 20 0 7 0 5 0 12 44
04:45 PM 1 8 1 6 1 9 0 13 39

Total 2 44 1 32 3 32 1 37 152

05:00 PM 2 18 0 12 0 4 0 6 42
05:15 PM 0 1 0 16 1 0 0 8 26
05:30 PM 0 17 0 11 0 5 0 5 38
05:45 PM 1 6 0 8 0 4 0 8 27

Total 3 42 0 47 1 13 0 27 133

Grand Total 14 160 4 104 13 75 3 133 506
Apprch % 8 92 3.7 96.3 14.8 85.2 2.2 97.8  

Total % 2.8 31.6 0.8 20.6 2.6 14.8 0.6 26.3

    CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
   WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM



File Name : EldenAve_OlympicBlvd_BP
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 2

Elden Avenue
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Elden Avenue
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Bikes Peds App. Total Bikes Peds App. Total Bikes Peds App. Total Bikes Peds App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 09:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15 AM

07:15 AM 2 9 11 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 3 3 16
07:30 AM 0 11 11 1 0 1 0 2 2 1 7 8 22
07:45 AM 1 6 7 0 2 2 1 2 3 0 9 9 21
08:00 AM 0 5 5 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 9 9 15

Total Volume 3 31 34 1 3 4 1 6 7 1 28 29 74
% App. Total 8.8 91.2  25 75  14.3 85.7  3.4 96.6   

PHF .375 .705 .773 .250 .375 .500 .250 .750 .583 .250 .778 .806 .841
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File Name : EldenAve_OlympicBlvd_BP
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 3

Elden Avenue
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Elden Avenue
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 03:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 04:15 PM

04:15 PM 1 4 5 0 13 13 0 9 9 1 6 7 34
04:30 PM 0 20 20 0 7 7 0 5 5 0 12 12 44
04:45 PM 1 8 9 1 6 7 1 9 10 0 13 13 39
05:00 PM 2 18 20 0 12 12 0 4 4 0 6 6 42

Total Volume 4 50 54 1 38 39 1 27 28 1 37 38 159
% App. Total 7.4 92.6  2.6 97.4  3.6 96.4  2.6 97.4   

PHF .500 .625 .675 .250 .731 .750 .250 .750 .700 .250 .712 .731 .903
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Peak Hour Begins at 04:15 PM
 
Pedestrians and Bikes

Peak Hour Data

North

    CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
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File Name : ArapahoeSt_SanMarinoSt
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 1

Groups Printed- Vehicles

Southbound
San Marino Street

Westbound
Arapahoe Street

Northbound
San Marino Street

Eastbound
Start Time Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Int. Total
07:00 AM 0 0 0 3 8 0 6 0 10 0 11 2 40
07:15 AM 0 0 0 3 9 0 3 0 8 0 14 4 41
07:30 AM 0 0 0 3 15 0 8 0 15 0 26 4 71
07:45 AM 0 0 0 7 29 0 6 0 8 0 38 5 93

Total 0 0 0 16 61 0 23 0 41 0 89 15 245

08:00 AM 0 0 0 11 33 0 7 0 10 0 14 5 80
08:15 AM 0 0 0 5 25 0 6 0 6 0 7 2 51
08:30 AM 0 0 0 3 11 0 4 0 8 0 15 1 42
08:45 AM 0 0 0 3 11 0 4 0 8 0 15 5 46

Total 0 0 0 22 80 0 21 0 32 0 51 13 219

09:00 AM 0 0 0 2 16 0 6 0 5 0 11 2 42
09:15 AM 0 0 0 4 13 0 5 0 2 0 15 4 43
09:30 AM 0 0 0 5 8 0 1 0 11 0 11 7 43
09:45 AM 0 0 0 5 20 0 5 0 5 0 16 1 52

Total 0 0 0 16 57 0 17 0 23 0 53 14 180

03:00 PM 0 0 0 4 19 0 5 0 7 0 16 5 56
03:15 PM 0 0 0 6 21 0 2 0 7 0 18 5 59
03:30 PM 0 0 0 5 23 0 3 0 8 0 5 4 48
03:45 PM 0 0 0 10 27 0 6 0 6 0 18 9 76

Total 0 0 0 25 90 0 16 0 28 0 57 23 239

04:00 PM 0 0 0 8 23 0 2 0 3 0 21 6 63
04:15 PM 0 0 0 4 21 0 6 0 7 0 16 11 65
04:30 PM 0 0 0 3 20 0 9 0 9 0 15 7 63
04:45 PM 0 0 0 11 19 0 4 0 9 0 19 6 68

Total 0 0 0 26 83 0 21 0 28 0 71 30 259

05:00 PM 0 0 0 6 22 0 5 0 9 0 23 6 71
05:15 PM 0 0 0 7 21 0 3 0 7 0 9 4 51
05:30 PM 0 0 0 8 26 0 7 0 9 0 16 7 73
05:45 PM 0 0 0 7 19 0 5 0 6 0 16 9 62

Total 0 0 0 28 88 0 20 0 31 0 64 26 257

Grand Total 0 0 0 133 459 0 118 0 183 0 385 121 1399
Apprch % 0 0 0 22.5 77.5 0 39.2 0 60.8 0 76.1 23.9  

Total % 0 0 0 9.5 32.8 0 8.4 0 13.1 0 27.5 8.6

    CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
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File Name : ArapahoeSt_SanMarinoSt
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 2

Southbound
San Marino Street

Westbound
Arapahoe Street

Northbound
San Marino Street

Eastbound
Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 09:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30 AM

07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 3 15 0 18 8 0 15 23 0 26 4 30 71
07:45 AM 0 0 0 0 7 29 0 36 6 0 8 14 0 38 5 43 93
08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 11 33 0 44 7 0 10 17 0 14 5 19 80
08:15 AM 0 0 0 0 5 25 0 30 6 0 6 12 0 7 2 9 51

Total Volume 0 0 0 0 26 102 0 128 27 0 39 66 0 85 16 101 295
% App. Total 0 0 0  20.3 79.7 0  40.9 0 59.1  0 84.2 15.8   

PHF .000 .000 .000 .000 .591 .773 .000 .727 .844 .000 .650 .717 .000 .559 .800 .587 .793
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Peak Hour Begins at 07:30 AM
 
Vehicles

Peak Hour Data

North
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File Name : ArapahoeSt_SanMarinoSt
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 3

Southbound
San Marino Street

Westbound
Arapahoe Street

Northbound
San Marino Street

Eastbound
Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 03:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 03:45 PM

03:45 PM 0 0 0 0 10 27 0 37 6 0 6 12 0 18 9 27 76

04:00 PM 0 0 0 0 8 23 0 31 2 0 3 5 0 21 6 27 63
04:15 PM 0 0 0 0 4 21 0 25 6 0 7 13 0 16 11 27 65
04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 3 20 0 23 9 0 9 18 0 15 7 22 63

Total Volume 0 0 0 0 25 91 0 116 23 0 25 48 0 70 33 103 267
% App. Total 0 0 0  21.6 78.4 0  47.9 0 52.1  0 68 32   

PHF .000 .000 .000 .000 .625 .843 .000 .784 .639 .000 .694 .667 .000 .833 .750 .954 .878
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Peak Hour Begins at 03:45 PM
 
Vehicles

Peak Hour Data

North
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   WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM



File Name : ArapahoeSt_SanMarinoSt_BP
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 1

Groups Printed- Pedestrians and Bikes

Southbound
San Marino Street

Westbound
Arapahoe Street

Northbound
San Marino Street

Eastbound
Start Time Bikes Peds Bikes Peds Bikes Peds Bikes Peds Int. Total
07:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
07:15 AM 0 0 0 2 0 8 0 0 10
07:30 AM 0 0 0 10 0 9 0 4 23
07:45 AM 0 0 1 21 0 25 0 2 49

Total 0 0 1 33 0 43 0 6 83

08:00 AM 0 0 0 4 2 9 0 0 15
08:15 AM 0 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 7
08:30 AM 0 0 0 2 2 3 0 0 7
08:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 0 4

Total 0 0 0 9 4 20 0 0 33

09:00 AM 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
09:15 AM 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1

09:45 AM 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 0 5
Total 0 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 8

03:00 PM 0 0 0 3 0 5 0 0 8
03:15 PM 0 0 0 0 1 6 0 0 7
03:30 PM 0 0 0 0 1 5 0 0 6
03:45 PM 0 0 0 5 0 11 0 0 16

Total 0 0 0 8 2 27 0 0 37

04:00 PM 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 1 8
04:15 PM 0 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 7
04:30 PM 0 0 0 3 0 4 0 2 9
04:45 PM 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 5

Total 0 0 0 6 0 19 0 4 29

05:00 PM 0 0 1 0 0 6 0 1 8
05:15 PM 0 0 0 1 0 8 0 1 10
05:30 PM 0 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 8
05:45 PM 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 5

Total 0 0 1 4 0 23 0 3 31

Grand Total 0 0 2 61 6 139 0 13 221
Apprch % 0 0 3.2 96.8 4.1 95.9 0 100  

Total % 0 0 0.9 27.6 2.7 62.9 0 5.9
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File Name : ArapahoeSt_SanMarinoSt_BP
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 2

Southbound
San Marino Street

Westbound
Arapahoe Street

Northbound
San Marino Street

Eastbound
Start Time Bikes Peds App. Total Bikes Peds App. Total Bikes Peds App. Total Bikes Peds App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 09:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:15 AM

07:15 AM 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 8 8 0 0 0 10
07:30 AM 0 0 0 0 10 10 0 9 9 0 4 4 23
07:45 AM 0 0 0 1 21 22 0 25 25 0 2 2 49

08:00 AM 0 0 0 0 4 4 2 9 11 0 0 0 15
Total Volume 0 0 0 1 37 38 2 51 53 0 6 6 97
% App. Total 0 0  2.6 97.4  3.8 96.2  0 100   

PHF .000 .000 .000 .250 .440 .432 .250 .510 .530 .000 .375 .375 .495
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Peak Hour Begins at 07:15 AM
 
Pedestrians and Bikes

Peak Hour Data

North

    CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
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File Name : ArapahoeSt_SanMarinoSt_BP
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 3

Southbound
San Marino Street

Westbound
Arapahoe Street

Northbound
San Marino Street

Eastbound

Start Time Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 03:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 03:45 PM

03:45 PM 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 11 11 0 0 0 16
04:00 PM 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 6 6 0 1 1 8
04:15 PM 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 5 5 0 0 0 7
04:30 PM 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 4 4 0 2 2 9

Total Volume 0 0 0 0 11 11 0 26 26 0 3 3 40
% App. Total 0 0  0 100  0 100  0 100   

PHF .000 .000 .000 .000 .550 .550 .000 .591 .591 .000 .375 .375 .625
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Peak Hour Begins at 03:45 PM
 
Pedestrians and Bikes

Peak Hour Data

North
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File Name : ArapahoeSt_OlympicBlvd
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 1

Groups Printed- Vehicles
Arapahoe Street

Southbound
Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Arapahoe Street
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Int. Total
07:00 AM 1 0 6 8 244 8 1 0 22 3 131 10 434
07:15 AM 4 0 7 10 275 2 2 0 21 2 202 7 532
07:30 AM 5 0 4 24 281 6 5 0 30 4 264 9 632
07:45 AM 3 2 13 25 333 3 2 1 34 0 283 28 727

Total 13 2 30 67 1133 19 10 1 107 9 880 54 2325

08:00 AM 7 2 14 18 321 1 3 0 28 3 320 7 724
08:15 AM 4 2 9 16 269 2 3 1 28 5 311 7 657
08:30 AM 3 1 6 12 304 6 5 0 29 1 285 7 659
08:45 AM 0 0 10 7 322 3 4 1 15 2 311 5 680

Total 14 5 39 53 1216 12 15 2 100 11 1227 26 2720

09:00 AM 5 0 7 12 256 5 7 0 26 3 208 10 539
09:15 AM 3 0 5 7 281 2 2 0 18 4 197 8 527
09:30 AM 1 0 5 5 250 1 1 0 15 2 204 12 496
09:45 AM 2 0 6 14 253 3 4 0 18 5 162 5 472

Total 11 0 23 38 1040 11 14 0 77 14 771 35 2034

03:00 PM 2 2 5 9 234 5 5 4 22 2 313 15 618
03:15 PM 0 1 2 14 247 8 2 0 16 5 372 7 674
03:30 PM 0 1 7 13 204 4 2 0 31 3 352 11 628
03:45 PM 2 1 2 11 245 4 5 0 24 7 357 13 671

Total 4 5 16 47 930 21 14 4 93 17 1394 46 2591

04:00 PM 0 0 6 12 231 3 3 1 20 4 388 15 683
04:15 PM 2 1 2 6 258 9 1 1 32 5 365 10 692
04:30 PM 2 0 7 12 264 3 1 0 31 6 330 16 672
04:45 PM 1 1 7 15 260 5 1 1 20 9 367 10 697

Total 5 2 22 45 1013 20 6 3 103 24 1450 51 2744

05:00 PM 1 1 6 9 255 7 1 2 30 6 401 15 734
05:15 PM 0 0 3 8 272 8 1 0 31 3 370 13 709
05:30 PM 2 0 11 13 260 5 6 1 28 4 351 13 694
05:45 PM 1 2 4 13 290 7 0 1 24 4 396 16 758

Total 4 3 24 43 1077 27 8 4 113 17 1518 57 2895

Grand Total 51 17 154 293 6409 110 67 14 593 92 7240 269 15309
Apprch % 23 7.7 69.4 4.3 94.1 1.6 9.9 2.1 88 1.2 95.3 3.5  

Total % 0.3 0.1 1 1.9 41.9 0.7 0.4 0.1 3.9 0.6 47.3 1.8
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File Name : ArapahoeSt_OlympicBlvd
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 2

Arapahoe Street
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Arapahoe Street
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 09:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:45 AM

07:45 AM 3 2 13 18 25 333 3 361 2 1 34 37 0 283 28 311 727

08:00 AM 7 2 14 23 18 321 1 340 3 0 28 31 3 320 7 330 724
08:15 AM 4 2 9 15 16 269 2 287 3 1 28 32 5 311 7 323 657
08:30 AM 3 1 6 10 12 304 6 322 5 0 29 34 1 285 7 293 659

Total Volume 17 7 42 66 71 1227 12 1310 13 2 119 134 9 1199 49 1257 2767
% App. Total 25.8 10.6 63.6  5.4 93.7 0.9  9.7 1.5 88.8  0.7 95.4 3.9   

PHF .607 .875 .750 .717 .710 .921 .500 .907 .650 .500 .875 .905 .450 .937 .438 .952 .952
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Peak Hour Begins at 07:45 AM
 
Vehicles

Peak Hour Data

North
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File Name : ArapahoeSt_OlympicBlvd
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 3

Arapahoe Street
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Arapahoe Street
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 03:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 05:00 PM

05:00 PM 1 1 6 8 9 255 7 271 1 2 30 33 6 401 15 422 734
05:15 PM 0 0 3 3 8 272 8 288 1 0 31 32 3 370 13 386 709
05:30 PM 2 0 11 13 13 260 5 278 6 1 28 35 4 351 13 368 694
05:45 PM 1 2 4 7 13 290 7 310 0 1 24 25 4 396 16 416 758

Total Volume 4 3 24 31 43 1077 27 1147 8 4 113 125 17 1518 57 1592 2895
% App. Total 12.9 9.7 77.4  3.7 93.9 2.4  6.4 3.2 90.4  1.1 95.4 3.6   

PHF .500 .375 .545 .596 .827 .928 .844 .925 .333 .500 .911 .893 .708 .946 .891 .943 .955
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Peak Hour Begins at 05:00 PM
 
Vehicles

Peak Hour Data

North
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   WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM



File Name : ArapahoeSt_OlympicBlvd_BP
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 1

Groups Printed- Pedestrians and Bikes
Arapahoe Street

Southbound
Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Arapahoe Street
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Bikes Peds Bikes Peds Bikes Peds Bikes Peds Int. Total
07:00 AM 1 6 0 1 0 7 1 2 18
07:15 AM 2 5 0 0 0 4 0 1 12
07:30 AM 0 8 0 1 1 5 1 2 18
07:45 AM 0 8 0 0 0 25 0 1 34

Total 3 27 0 2 1 41 2 6 82

08:00 AM 1 6 0 1 0 17 0 0 25
08:15 AM 0 4 0 1 0 10 0 1 16
08:30 AM 0 6 0 2 0 8 0 1 17
08:45 AM 1 8 0 0 2 4 0 2 17

Total 2 24 0 4 2 39 0 4 75

09:00 AM 0 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 6
09:15 AM 1 12 0 1 2 6 0 0 22
09:30 AM 0 10 0 1 2 8 0 0 21
09:45 AM 0 9 0 2 0 10 0 1 22

Total 1 35 0 4 4 26 0 1 71

03:00 PM 1 3 0 2 0 7 0 0 13
03:15 PM 0 8 0 1 2 11 1 1 24
03:30 PM 0 17 0 0 0 8 0 0 25
03:45 PM 1 5 0 1 0 10 0 0 17

Total 2 33 0 4 2 36 1 1 79

04:00 PM 0 13 0 1 2 15 0 0 31
04:15 PM 1 13 0 4 0 14 0 0 32
04:30 PM 0 20 0 2 0 8 0 1 31
04:45 PM 0 4 0 1 0 6 0 3 14

Total 1 50 0 8 2 43 0 4 108

05:00 PM 2 20 0 0 0 10 0 0 32
05:15 PM 0 4 0 1 0 7 0 2 14
05:30 PM 0 4 0 0 0 7 0 0 11
05:45 PM 0 13 0 0 0 11 0 0 24

Total 2 41 0 1 0 35 0 2 81

Grand Total 11 210 0 23 11 220 3 18 496
Apprch % 5 95 0 100 4.8 95.2 14.3 85.7  

Total % 2.2 42.3 0 4.6 2.2 44.4 0.6 3.6
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File Name : ArapahoeSt_OlympicBlvd_BP
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 2

Arapahoe Street
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Arapahoe Street
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Bikes Peds App. Total Bikes Peds App. Total Bikes Peds App. Total Bikes Peds App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 09:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30 AM

07:30 AM 0 8 8 0 1 1 1 5 6 1 2 3 18
07:45 AM 0 8 8 0 0 0 0 25 25 0 1 1 34
08:00 AM 1 6 7 0 1 1 0 17 17 0 0 0 25
08:15 AM 0 4 4 0 1 1 0 10 10 0 1 1 16

Total Volume 1 26 27 0 3 3 1 57 58 1 4 5 93
% App. Total 3.7 96.3  0 100  1.7 98.3  20 80   

PHF .250 .813 .844 .000 .750 .750 .250 .570 .580 .250 .500 .417 .684
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Peak Hour Begins at 07:30 AM
 
Pedestrians and Bikes

Peak Hour Data

North
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File Name : ArapahoeSt_OlympicBlvd_BP
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 3

Arapahoe Street
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Arapahoe Street
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 03:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 03:45 PM

03:45 PM 1 5 6 0 1 1 0 10 10 0 0 0 17
04:00 PM 0 13 13 0 1 1 2 15 17 0 0 0 31
04:15 PM 1 13 14 0 4 4 0 14 14 0 0 0 32
04:30 PM 0 20 20 0 2 2 0 8 8 0 1 1 31

Total Volume 2 51 53 0 8 8 2 47 49 0 1 1 111
% App. Total 3.8 96.2  0 100  4.1 95.9  0 100   

PHF .500 .638 .663 .000 .500 .500 .250 .783 .721 .000 .250 .250 .867
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File Name : HooverSt_OlympicBlvd
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 1

Groups Printed- Vehicles
Hoover Street
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Hoover Street
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Left Thru Right Int. Total
07:00 AM 33 115 12 3 221 36 22 207 9 20 120 15 813
07:15 AM 31 141 13 5 262 33 25 269 7 26 184 11 1007
07:30 AM 49 173 20 13 251 47 21 220 11 42 226 13 1086
07:45 AM 58 176 16 14 296 45 31 265 6 48 271 22 1248

Total 171 605 61 35 1030 161 99 961 33 136 801 61 4154

08:00 AM 78 196 20 13 289 35 23 226 7 29 302 25 1243
08:15 AM 62 180 27 14 246 35 7 221 14 35 281 26 1148
08:30 AM 34 133 20 10 272 37 27 192 15 33 263 16 1052
08:45 AM 44 132 26 8 263 41 28 226 8 30 274 27 1107

Total 218 641 93 45 1070 148 85 865 44 127 1120 94 4550

09:00 AM 26 104 14 15 226 38 19 189 7 24 191 16 869
09:15 AM 20 111 27 11 236 27 12 194 6 10 199 17 870
09:30 AM 34 120 29 15 230 29 15 143 12 18 191 15 851
09:45 AM 29 164 29 12 242 34 11 210 11 9 154 19 924

Total 109 499 99 53 934 128 57 736 36 61 735 67 3514

03:00 PM 65 255 27 19 195 43 22 184 18 30 268 28 1154
03:15 PM 50 177 22 11 184 40 27 175 13 34 333 21 1087
03:30 PM 77 220 13 13 210 49 25 207 14 34 324 21 1207
03:45 PM 62 175 20 15 223 46 29 186 9 32 317 25 1139

Total 254 827 82 58 812 178 103 752 54 130 1242 95 4587

04:00 PM 68 210 25 10 193 53 41 239 12 33 339 32 1255
04:15 PM 62 197 15 14 259 55 25 161 10 23 366 20 1207
04:30 PM 53 223 13 10 229 50 25 262 16 20 293 37 1231
04:45 PM 73 197 19 13 242 52 33 164 9 26 328 23 1179

Total 256 827 72 47 923 210 124 826 47 102 1326 112 4872

05:00 PM 62 232 17 20 212 49 37 228 14 40 357 22 1290
05:15 PM 62 188 13 18 249 66 40 203 8 36 335 15 1233
05:30 PM 69 180 25 16 239 54 14 177 10 29 310 17 1140
05:45 PM 51 164 21 7 280 74 22 229 12 27 369 17 1273

Total 244 764 76 61 980 243 113 837 44 132 1371 71 4936

Grand Total 1252 4163 483 299 5749 1068 581 4977 258 688 6595 500 26613
Apprch % 21.2 70.6 8.2 4.2 80.8 15 10 85.6 4.4 8.8 84.7 6.4  

Total % 4.7 15.6 1.8 1.1 21.6 4 2.2 18.7 1 2.6 24.8 1.9

    CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
   WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM



File Name : HooverSt_OlympicBlvd
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 2

Hoover Street
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Hoover Street
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 09:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:30 AM

07:30 AM 49 173 20 242 13 251 47 311 21 220 11 252 42 226 13 281 1086
07:45 AM 58 176 16 250 14 296 45 355 31 265 6 302 48 271 22 341 1248
08:00 AM 78 196 20 294 13 289 35 337 23 226 7 256 29 302 25 356 1243
08:15 AM 62 180 27 269 14 246 35 295 7 221 14 242 35 281 26 342 1148

Total Volume 247 725 83 1055 54 1082 162 1298 82 932 38 1052 154 1080 86 1320 4725
% App. Total 23.4 68.7 7.9  4.2 83.4 12.5  7.8 88.6 3.6  11.7 81.8 6.5   

PHF .792 .925 .769 .897 .964 .914 .862 .914 .661 .879 .679 .871 .802 .894 .827 .927 .947
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File Name : HooverSt_OlympicBlvd
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 3

Hoover Street
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Hoover Street
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Left Thru Right App. Total Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 03:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 05:00 PM

05:00 PM 62 232 17 311 20 212 49 281 37 228 14 279 40 357 22 419 1290

05:15 PM 62 188 13 263 18 249 66 333 40 203 8 251 36 335 15 386 1233
05:30 PM 69 180 25 274 16 239 54 309 14 177 10 201 29 310 17 356 1140
05:45 PM 51 164 21 236 7 280 74 361 22 229 12 263 27 369 17 413 1273

Total Volume 244 764 76 1084 61 980 243 1284 113 837 44 994 132 1371 71 1574 4936
% App. Total 22.5 70.5 7  4.8 76.3 18.9  11.4 84.2 4.4  8.4 87.1 4.5   

PHF .884 .823 .760 .871 .763 .875 .821 .889 .706 .914 .786 .891 .825 .929 .807 .939 .957
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Peak Hour Begins at 05:00 PM
 
Vehicles
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File Name : HooverSt_OlympicBlvd_BP
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 1

Groups Printed- Pedestrians and Bikes
Hoover Street
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Hoover Street
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Bikes Peds Bikes Peds Bikes Peds Bikes Peds Int. Total
07:00 AM 3 8 1 13 0 3 0 5 33
07:15 AM 1 5 2 5 0 23 0 10 46
07:30 AM 1 16 0 17 0 7 0 8 49
07:45 AM 0 17 2 15 3 26 2 13 78

Total 5 46 5 50 3 59 2 36 206

08:00 AM 1 13 1 20 1 15 1 19 71
08:15 AM 0 17 0 12 1 10 0 16 56
08:30 AM 0 9 1 22 1 13 0 9 55
08:45 AM 3 4 0 11 2 12 0 2 34

Total 4 43 2 65 5 50 1 46 216

09:00 AM 0 4 0 11 0 7 0 1 23
09:15 AM 0 14 1 15 1 6 1 2 40
09:30 AM 0 5 0 13 0 6 0 7 31
09:45 AM 1 9 0 18 0 10 0 3 41

Total 1 32 1 57 1 29 1 13 135

03:00 PM 4 10 0 23 1 33 0 15 86
03:15 PM 6 26 1 8 1 5 1 17 65
03:30 PM 2 15 0 25 0 18 0 22 82
03:45 PM 2 16 3 21 1 28 0 4 75

Total 14 67 4 77 3 84 1 58 308

04:00 PM 1 14 1 17 1 19 0 6 59
04:15 PM 0 20 2 31 1 10 0 7 71
04:30 PM 3 24 2 31 0 15 0 10 85
04:45 PM 1 27 0 24 1 6 0 2 61

Total 5 85 5 103 3 50 0 25 276

05:00 PM 5 11 6 21 2 3 1 7 56
05:15 PM 0 11 3 15 0 20 1 2 52
05:30 PM 1 12 1 30 0 15 1 12 72
05:45 PM 2 28 0 26 0 9 1 10 76

Total 8 62 10 92 2 47 4 31 256

Grand Total 37 335 27 444 17 319 9 209 1397
Apprch % 9.9 90.1 5.7 94.3 5.1 94.9 4.1 95.9  

Total % 2.6 24 1.9 31.8 1.2 22.8 0.6 15

    CITY TRAFFIC COUNTERS
   WWW.CTCOUNTERS.COM



File Name : HooverSt_OlympicBlvd_BP
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 2

Hoover Street
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Hoover Street
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Bikes Peds App. Total Bikes Peds App. Total Bikes Peds App. Total Bikes Peds App. Total Int. Total
Peak Hour Analysis From 07:00 AM to 09:45 AM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 07:45 AM

07:45 AM 0 17 17 2 15 17 3 26 29 2 13 15 78

08:00 AM 1 13 14 1 20 21 1 15 16 1 19 20 71
08:15 AM 0 17 17 0 12 12 1 10 11 0 16 16 56
08:30 AM 0 9 9 1 22 23 1 13 14 0 9 9 55

Total Volume 1 56 57 4 69 73 6 64 70 3 57 60 260
% App. Total 1.8 98.2  5.5 94.5  8.6 91.4  5 95   

PHF .250 .824 .838 .500 .784 .793 .500 .615 .603 .375 .750 .750 .833
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Peak Hour Begins at 07:45 AM
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File Name : HooverSt_OlympicBlvd_BP
Site Code : 00000000
Start Date : 4/28/2022
Page No : 3

Hoover Street
Southbound

Olympic Blvd
Westbound

Hoover Street
Northbound

Olympic Blvd
Eastbound

Start Time Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Bikes Peds
App.
Total

Int. Total

Peak Hour Analysis From 03:00 PM to 05:45 PM - Peak 1 of 1
Peak Hour for Entire Intersection Begins at 03:00 PM

03:00 PM 4 10 14 0 23 23 1 33 34 0 15 15 86
03:15 PM 6 26 32 1 8 9 1 5 6 1 17 18 65
03:30 PM 2 15 17 0 25 25 0 18 18 0 22 22 82
03:45 PM 2 16 18 3 21 24 1 28 29 0 4 4 75

Total Volume 14 67 81 4 77 81 3 84 87 1 58 59 308
% App. Total 17.3 82.7  4.9 95.1  3.4 96.6  1.7 98.3   

PHF .583 .644 .633 .333 .770 .810 .750 .636 .640 .250 .659 .670 .895
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LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers  LLG Ref. 1-22-4472-1 
Arapahoe Apartments Project 

APPENDIX C 

VMT CALCULATOR DATA 



3

Net Daily Trips

Net Daily VMT

DU

DU

If you are seeing this message. Please ensure your 
macros are enabled and you have connection to the 

Internet. If you don't have connection to the 
Internet, you may still use lat,long in the Address bar 

to locate your project.

eg.) 34.053755,-118.2432042

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Version 1.3

957 S ARAPAHOE ST, 90006Address:

Arapahoe ApartmentsProject:

Project Information

109Housing | Multi-Family

Scenario:

Housing | Multi-Family 109 DU

UnitValueLand Use Type

Click here to add a single custom land use type (will be included in the above list)

Is the project replacing an existing number of 
residential units with a smaller number of 
residential units AND is located within one-half 
mile of a fixed-rail or fixed-guideway transit 
station?

Yes No

Project Screening Criteria: Is this project required to conduct a vehicle miles traveled analysis?
Project Screening Summary

The proposed project is required to perform 
VMT analysis.

Project will have less residential units compared 
to existing residential units & is within one-half 
mile of a fixed-rail station.



The net increase in daily trips < 250 trips 422

The net increase in daily VMT ≤ 0 2,648

Proposed Project Land Use

Housing | Multi-Family
Housing | Single Family 1 DU
Housing | Multi-Family 4 DU

UnitValueLand Use Type

Click here to add a single custom land use type (will be included in the above list)

Existing Land Use

The proposed project consists of only retail 
land uses ≤ 50,000 square feet total.

Tier 1 Screening Criteria

Tier 2 Screening Criteria

Daily VMT
144

Existing
Land Use

Proposed

Daily VMT
2,792

Daily Vehicle Trips
23

Daily Vehicle Trips
445

ksf
0.000

WWW

6/29/2022



If you are seeing this message. Please ensure your 
macros are enabled and you have connection to the 

Internet. If you don't have connection to the 
Internet, you may still use lat,long in the Address bar 

to locate your project.

eg.) 34.053755,-118.2432042

Retail VMT Retail VMT
0 0

Y

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR Version 1.3

957 S ARAPAHOE ST, 90006Address:

Arapahoe ApartmentsProject:

Project Information

N/A

Daily VMT

Work VMT
per Employee

2,792

Houseshold VMT
per Capita

5.5

Proposed
Project

With
Mitigation

Analysis Results

Scenario:

TDM Strategies

city code parking provision for the project site

actual parking provision for the project site

monthly parking cost (dollar) for the project 
site

Reduce Parking Supply

Unbundle Parking

100

74

175

Parking

Select each section to show individual strategies

Daily VMT

Work VMT
per Employee

Houseshold VMT
per Capita

N/A

2,792

5.5

Household: No
Threshold = 6.0
15% Below APC

Work: N/A
Threshold = 7.6
15% Below APC

Household: No
Threshold = 6.0
15% Below APC

Work: N/A
Threshold = 7.6
15% Below APC

Housing | Multi-Family 109 DU
UnitValueProposed Project Land Use Type

Neighborhood EnhancementG

A

Commute Trip ReductionsD

TransitB

Education & EncouragementC

Use       to denote if the TDM strategy is part of the proposed project or is a mitigation strategy

Proposed Prj Mitigation

Proposed Prj Mitigation

Shared MobilityE

Bicycle InfrastructureF

percent of employees eligible
Parking Cash-Out

50
Proposed Prj Mitigation

daily parking charge (dollar)
percent of employees subject to priced 
parking

Price Workplace Parking

50
Proposed Prj Mitigation

cost (dollar) of annual permit
Residential Area Parking 
Permits

Proposed Prj Mitigation
200

6.00

Daily Vehicle Trips
445

Daily Vehicle Trips
445

Significant VMT Impact?

No
No

Max Home Based TDM Achieved?
Max Work Based TDM Achieved?

No
No

Proposed Project With Mitigation

6/29/2022



Date:
Project Name:

Project Scenario:
Project Address: Version 1.3

Value Units
Single Family 0 DU
Multi Family 109 DU
Townhouse 0 DU
Hotel 0 Rooms
Motel 0 Rooms
Family 0 DU
Senior 0 DU
Special Needs 0 DU
Permanent Supportive 0 DU
General Retail 0.000 ksf
Furniture Store 0.000 ksf
Pharmacy/Drugstore 0.000 ksf
Supermarket 0.000 ksf
Bank 0.000 ksf
Health Club 0.000 ksf
High-Turnover Sit-Down 
Restaurant

0.000 ksf

Fast-Food Restaurant 0.000 ksf
Quality Restaurant 0.000 ksf
Auto Repair 0.000 ksf
Home Improvement 0.000 ksf
Free-Standing Discount 0.000 ksf
Movie Theater 0 Seats
General Office 0.000 ksf
Medical Office 0.000 ksf
Light Industrial 0.000 ksf
Manufacturing 0.000 ksf
Warehousing/Self-Storage 0.000 ksf
University 0 Students
High School 0 Students
Middle School 0 Students
Elementary 0 Students
Private School (K-12) 0 Students

Other 0 Trips

Project Information

Office

Industrial

Land Use Type

Housing

Retail

Affordable Housing

School

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR
Report 1: Project & Analysis Overview

June 29, 2022
Arapahoe Apartments

957 S ARAPAHOE ST, 90006

Project and Analysis Overview 
1 of 2



Date:
Project Name:

Project Scenario:
Project Address: Version 1.3

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR
Report 1: Project & Analysis Overview

June 29, 2022
Arapahoe Apartments

957 S ARAPAHOE ST, 90006

Total Employees: 0
Total Population: 246

445 Daily Vehicle Trips 445 Daily Vehicle Trips
2,792 Daily VMT 2,792 Daily VMT

5.5
Household VMT 
per Capita

5.5
Household VMT per 
Capita

N/A
Work VMT 
per Employee

N/A
Work VMT per 
Employee

VMT Threshold Impact VMT Threshold Impact
Household > 6.0 No Household > 6.0 No

Work > 7.6 N/A Work > 7.6 N/A

Proposed Project With Mitigation

Significant VMT Impact?

Analysis Results

APC: Central
Impact Threshold: 15% Below APC Average

Household = 6.0
Work = 7.6

Proposed Project With Mitigation

Project and Analysis Overview 
2 of 2



Date:
Project Name:

Project Scenario:
Project Address: Version 1.3

Unadjusted Trips MXD Adjustment MXD Trips Average Trip Length Unadjusted VMT MXD VMT
Home Based Work Production 98 -19.4% 79 7.7 755 608
Home Based Other Production 271 -48.0% 141 5.3 1,436 747
Non-Home Based Other Production 126 -4.0% 121 7.5 945 908
Home-Based Work Attraction 0 0.0% 0 7.6 0 0
Home-Based Other Attraction 129 -42.6% 74 4.8 619 355
Non-Home Based Other Attraction 31 -3.2% 30 5.8 180 174

TDM Adjustment Project Trips Project VMT TDM Adjustment Mitigated Trips Mitigated VMT
Home Based Work Production 0.0% 79 608 0.0% 79 608
Home Based Other Production 0.0% 141 747 0.0% 141 747
Non-Home Based Other Production 0.0% 121 908 0.0% 121 908
Home-Based Work Attraction 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0
Home-Based Other Attraction 0.0% 74 355 0.0% 74 355
Non-Home Based Other Attraction 0.0% 30 174 0.0% 30 174

Total Home Based Production VMT
Total Home Based Work Attraction VMT
Total Home Based VMT Per Capita
Total Work Based VMT Per Employee

MXD Methodology - Project Without TDM

Total Employees:
246
0

1,355

Central

5.5
N/A

5.5
N/A

MXD Methodology with TDM Measures
Project with Mitigation MeasuresProposed Project

MXD VMT Methodology Per Capita & Per Employee
Total Population:

0
1,355

0

Proposed Project Project with Mitigation Measures
APC:

CITY OF LOS ANGELES VMT CALCULATOR
Report 4: MXD Methodology

June 29, 2022
Arapahoe Apartments

957 S ARAPAHOE ST, 90006

Report 4: MXD Methodologies
1 of 1



LINSCOTT, LAW & GREENSPAN, engineers  LLG Ref. 1-22-4472-1 
Arapahoe Apartments Project 

APPENDIX D 

SYNCHRO ANALYSIS DATA WORKSHEETS –  
WEEKDAY AM AND PM PEAK HOURS 

 
 



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing Conditions
1: Elden Ave & Olympic Blvd Weekday AM Peak Hour

Arapahoe Apartments Project/1-22-4472-1 Synchro 11 Report
LLG Engineers Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 9 1163 20 14 1250 7 28 12 80 25 10 19
Future Volume (veh/h) 9 1163 20 14 1250 7 28 12 80 25 10 19
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 10 1264 22 15 1359 8 30 13 87 27 11 21
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 292 2858 50 247 2897 17 145 80 365 275 118 188
Arrive On Green 0.55 0.55 0.55 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35
Sat Flow, veh/h 398 5168 90 430 5238 31 290 231 1055 644 340 544
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 10 832 454 15 883 484 130 0 0 59 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 398 1702 1854 430 1702 1865 1576 0 0 1527 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.2 14.5 14.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.2 14.5 14.5 15.4 0.0 0.0 5.5 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.02 0.23 0.67 0.46 0.36
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 292 1882 1025 247 1882 1031 590 0 0 581 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.03 0.44 0.44 0.06 0.47 0.47 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 292 1882 1025 247 1882 1031 590 0 0 581 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 10.2 13.2 13.2 2.0 0.0 0.0 23.2 0.0 0.0 22.1 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.2 0.8 1.4 0.5 0.8 1.5 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 0.2 9.1 10.0 0.1 0.4 0.8 4.1 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 10.5 14.0 14.6 2.5 0.8 1.5 24.1 0.0 0.0 22.5 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS B B B A A A C A A C A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 1296 1382 130 59
Approach Delay, s/veh 14.2 1.1 24.1 22.5
Approach LOS B A C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 60.0 40.0 60.0 40.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s * 4.7 * 5.4 * 4.7 * 5.4
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s * 55 * 35 * 55 * 35
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 17.4 4.3 16.5 7.5
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 22.2 0.3 20.9 0.7

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 8.5
HCM 6th LOS A

Notes
* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.



HCM 6th Signalized Intersection Summary Existing Conditions
1: Elden Ave & Olympic Blvd Weekday PM Peak Hour

Arapahoe Apartments Project/1-22-4472-1 Synchro 11 Report
LLG Engineers Page 1

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 15 1459 26 49 1029 37 43 27 57 21 17 14
Future Volume (veh/h) 15 1459 26 49 1029 37 43 27 57 21 17 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 16 1586 28 53 1118 40 47 29 62 23 18 15
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 340 2857 50 183 2799 100 211 137 245 253 196 146
Arrive On Green 0.55 0.55 0.55 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35
Sat Flow, veh/h 485 5167 91 313 5061 181 470 397 707 586 567 422
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 16 1045 569 53 752 406 138 0 0 56 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 485 1702 1854 313 1702 1838 1574 0 0 1574 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.5 19.8 19.8 8.7 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.5 19.8 19.8 28.5 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.10 0.34 0.45 0.41 0.27
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 340 1882 1025 183 1882 1016 593 0 0 595 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.05 0.56 0.56 0.29 0.40 0.40 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 340 1882 1025 183 1882 1016 593 0 0 595 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 10.3 14.4 14.4 5.1 0.0 0.0 23.3 0.0 0.0 22.1 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 1.2 2.2 3.9 0.6 1.2 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 0.3 11.8 13.0 1.0 0.3 0.6 4.4 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 10.6 15.6 16.6 9.1 0.6 1.2 24.2 0.0 0.0 22.4 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS B B B A A A C A A C A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 1630 1211 138 56
Approach Delay, s/veh 15.9 1.2 24.2 22.4
Approach LOS B A C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 60.0 40.0 60.0 40.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s * 4.7 * 5.4 * 4.7 * 5.4
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s * 55 * 35 * 55 * 35
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 30.5 4.1 21.8 7.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 15.5 0.3 24.2 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 10.5
HCM 6th LOS B

Notes
* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 9 1305 20 14 1381 7 29 12 82 26 10 19
Future Volume (veh/h) 9 1305 20 14 1381 7 29 12 82 26 10 19
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 10 1418 22 15 1501 8 32 13 89 28 11 21
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 264 2864 44 215 2899 15 149 78 362 280 116 185
Arrive On Green 0.55 0.55 0.55 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35
Sat Flow, veh/h 347 5180 80 371 5241 28 303 226 1045 658 334 534
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 10 932 508 15 975 534 134 0 0 60 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 347 1702 1856 371 1702 1865 1574 0 0 1525 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.3 16.9 16.9 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.3 16.9 16.9 18.2 0.0 0.0 5.7 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.04 1.00 0.01 0.24 0.66 0.47 0.35
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 264 1882 1026 215 1882 1032 589 0 0 581 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.04 0.50 0.50 0.07 0.52 0.52 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 264 1882 1026 215 1882 1032 589 0 0 581 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 10.3 13.8 13.8 2.8 0.0 0.0 23.3 0.0 0.0 22.1 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 0.9 1.7 0.6 1.0 1.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 0.2 10.3 11.3 0.2 0.5 1.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 10.6 14.7 15.5 3.4 1.0 1.9 24.1 0.0 0.0 22.5 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS B B B A A A C A A C A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 1450 1524 134 60
Approach Delay, s/veh 14.9 1.3 24.1 22.5
Approach LOS B A C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 60.0 40.0 60.0 40.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s * 4.7 * 5.4 * 4.7 * 5.4
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s * 55 * 35 * 55 * 35
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 20.2 4.3 18.9 7.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 23.5 0.3 22.9 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 8.9
HCM 6th LOS A

Notes
* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 15 1601 27 50 1154 38 44 28 58 21 17 14
Future Volume (veh/h) 15 1601 27 50 1154 38 44 28 58 21 17 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 16 1740 29 54 1254 41 48 30 63 23 18 15
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 307 2861 48 160 2808 92 211 139 243 253 196 146
Arrive On Green 0.55 0.55 0.55 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35
Sat Flow, veh/h 426 5173 86 270 5079 166 470 401 704 586 567 422
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 16 1145 624 54 840 455 141 0 0 56 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 426 1702 1855 270 1702 1840 1575 0 0 1574 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.7 22.7 22.7 12.9 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.7 22.7 22.7 35.5 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.09 0.34 0.45 0.41 0.27
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 307 1882 1026 160 1882 1018 593 0 0 595 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.05 0.61 0.61 0.34 0.45 0.45 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 307 1882 1026 160 1882 1018 593 0 0 595 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 10.4 15.1 15.1 7.3 0.0 0.0 23.3 0.0 0.0 22.1 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 1.5 2.7 5.6 0.8 1.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 0.3 13.2 14.6 1.3 0.4 0.7 4.5 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 10.7 16.5 17.7 12.9 0.8 1.4 24.3 0.0 0.0 22.4 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS B B B B A A C A A C A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 1785 1349 141 56
Approach Delay, s/veh 16.9 1.5 24.3 22.4
Approach LOS B A C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 60.0 40.0 60.0 40.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s * 4.7 * 5.4 * 4.7 * 5.4
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s * 55 * 35 * 55 * 35
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 37.5 4.1 24.7 8.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 13.2 0.3 24.4 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 11.1
HCM 6th LOS B

Notes
* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 9 1307 20 14 1387 7 29 12 82 26 10 19
Future Volume (veh/h) 9 1307 20 14 1387 7 29 12 82 26 10 19
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 10 1421 22 15 1508 8 32 13 89 28 11 21
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 263 2864 44 214 2899 15 149 78 362 280 116 185
Arrive On Green 0.55 0.55 0.55 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35
Sat Flow, veh/h 345 5180 80 370 5242 28 303 226 1045 658 334 534
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 10 934 509 15 979 537 134 0 0 60 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 345 1702 1856 370 1702 1865 1574 0 0 1525 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.3 16.9 16.9 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.3 16.9 16.9 18.2 0.0 0.0 5.7 0.0 0.0 2.3 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.04 1.00 0.01 0.24 0.66 0.47 0.35
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 263 1882 1026 214 1882 1032 589 0 0 581 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.04 0.50 0.50 0.07 0.52 0.52 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 263 1882 1026 214 1882 1032 589 0 0 581 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 10.3 13.8 13.8 2.8 0.0 0.0 23.3 0.0 0.0 22.1 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 0.9 1.7 0.6 1.0 1.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 0.2 10.3 11.4 0.2 0.5 1.0 4.3 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 10.6 14.7 15.5 3.4 1.0 1.9 24.1 0.0 0.0 22.5 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS B B B A A A C A A C A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 1453 1531 134 60
Approach Delay, s/veh 14.9 1.4 24.1 22.5
Approach LOS B A C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 60.0 40.0 60.0 40.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s * 4.7 * 5.4 * 4.7 * 5.4
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s * 55 * 35 * 55 * 35
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 20.2 4.3 18.9 7.7
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 23.6 0.3 22.9 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 8.9
HCM 6th LOS A

Notes
* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 15 1606 27 50 1157 38 44 28 58 21 17 14
Future Volume (veh/h) 15 1606 27 50 1157 38 44 28 58 21 17 14
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 16 1746 29 54 1258 41 48 30 63 23 18 15
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 307 2861 48 159 2809 92 211 139 243 253 196 146
Arrive On Green 0.55 0.55 0.55 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35 0.35
Sat Flow, veh/h 424 5173 86 268 5079 166 470 401 704 586 567 422
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 16 1149 626 54 843 456 141 0 0 56 0 0
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 424 1702 1855 268 1702 1841 1575 0 0 1574 0 0
Q Serve(g_s), s 1.8 22.8 22.8 13.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 1.8 22.8 22.8 35.8 0.0 0.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.05 1.00 0.09 0.34 0.45 0.41 0.27
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 307 1882 1026 159 1882 1018 593 0 0 595 0 0
V/C Ratio(X) 0.05 0.61 0.61 0.34 0.45 0.45 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 307 1882 1026 159 1882 1018 593 0 0 595 0 0
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 10.4 15.1 15.1 7.4 0.0 0.0 23.3 0.0 0.0 22.1 0.0 0.0
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 0.3 1.5 2.7 5.7 0.8 1.4 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 0.3 13.2 14.6 1.3 0.4 0.7 4.5 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 10.7 16.6 17.8 13.1 0.8 1.4 24.3 0.0 0.0 22.4 0.0 0.0
LnGrp LOS B B B B A A C A A C A A
Approach Vol, veh/h 1791 1353 141 56
Approach Delay, s/veh 16.9 1.5 24.3 22.4
Approach LOS B A C C

Timer - Assigned Phs 2 4 6 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 60.0 40.0 60.0 40.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s * 4.7 * 5.4 * 4.7 * 5.4
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s * 55 * 35 * 55 * 35
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 37.8 4.1 24.8 8.0
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 13.1 0.3 24.4 0.8

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 11.1
HCM 6th LOS B

Notes
* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.8

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 85 16 26 102 27 39
Future Vol, veh/h 85 16 26 102 27 39
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 92 17 28 111 29 42
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 109 0 268 101
          Stage 1 - - - - 101 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 167 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1481 - 721 954
          Stage 1 - - - - 923 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 863 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1481 - 707 954
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 707 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 923 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 846 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1.5 9.7
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 835 - - 1481 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.086 - - 0.019 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.7 - - 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.3 - - 0.1 -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.4

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 70 33 25 91 23 25
Future Vol, veh/h 70 33 25 91 23 25
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 76 36 27 99 25 27
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 112 0 247 94
          Stage 1 - - - - 94 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 153 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1478 - 741 963
          Stage 1 - - - - 930 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 875 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1478 - 727 963
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 727 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 930 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 858 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1.6 9.6
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 833 - - 1478 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.063 - - 0.018 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.6 - - 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - 0.1 -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 89 21 32 105 29 41
Future Vol, veh/h 89 21 32 105 29 41
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 97 23 35 114 32 45
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 120 0 293 109
          Stage 1 - - - - 109 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 184 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1468 - 698 945
          Stage 1 - - - - 916 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 848 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1468 - 681 945
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 681 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 916 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 827 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1.8 9.9
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 814 - - 1468 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.093 - - 0.024 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.9 - - 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.3 - - 0.1 -



HCM 6th TWSC Future Pre-Project Condtions
2: Arapahoe St & San Marino St Weekday PM Peak Hour

Arapahoe Apartments Project/1-22-4472-1 Synchro 11 Report
LLG Engineers Page 2

Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 2.7

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 72 36 28 95 28 31
Future Vol, veh/h 72 36 28 95 28 31
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 78 39 30 103 30 34
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 117 0 261 98
          Stage 1 - - - - 98 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 163 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1471 - 728 958
          Stage 1 - - - - 926 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 866 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1471 - 712 958
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 712 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 926 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 847 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1.7 9.7
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 823 - - 1471 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.078 - - 0.021 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.7 - - 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.3 - - 0.1 -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3.3

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 89 22 35 105 32 50
Future Vol, veh/h 89 22 35 105 32 50
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 97 24 38 114 35 54
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 121 0 299 109
          Stage 1 - - - - 109 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 190 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1467 - 692 945
          Stage 1 - - - - 916 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 842 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1467 - 673 945
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 673 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 916 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 818 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 1.9 10
HCM LOS B
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 816 - - 1467 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.109 - - 0.026 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 10 - - 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS B - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.4 - - 0.1 -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 3

Movement EBT EBR WBL WBT NBL NBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 72 39 36 95 30 36
Future Vol, veh/h 72 39 36 95 30 36
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - - - - 0 -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 78 42 39 103 33 39
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1
Conflicting Flow All 0 0 120 0 280 99
          Stage 1 - - - - 99 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 181 -
Critical Hdwy - - 4.12 - 6.42 6.22
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.42 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.42 -
Follow-up Hdwy - - 2.218 - 3.518 3.318
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1468 - 710 957
          Stage 1 - - - - 925 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 850 -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver - - 1468 - 690 957
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 690 -
          Stage 1 - - - - 925 -
          Stage 2 - - - - 826 -
 

Approach EB WB NB
HCM Control Delay, s 0 2.1 9.9
HCM LOS A
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBT EBR WBL WBT
Capacity (veh/h) 814 - - 1468 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.088 - - 0.027 -
HCM Control Delay (s) 9.9 - - 7.5 0
HCM Lane LOS A - - A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.3 - - 0.1 -
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 25.9

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 9 1199 49 71 1227 12 13 2 119 17 7 42
Future Vol, veh/h 9 1199 49 71 1227 12 13 2 119 17 7 42
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 100 - - 80 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 10 1303 53 77 1334 13 14 2 129 18 8 46
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1347 0 0 1356 0 0 2042 2851 678 2037 2871 674
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1350 1350 - 1495 1495 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 692 1501 - 542 1376 -
Critical Hdwy 5.34 - - 5.34 - - 6.44 6.54 7.14 6.44 6.54 7.14
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 7.34 5.54 - 7.34 5.54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.74 5.54 - 6.74 5.54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.12 - - 3.12 - - 3.82 4.02 3.92 3.82 4.02 3.92
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 265 - - 262 - - 60 17 338 60 16 341
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 113 217 - 89 185 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 364 183 - 449 211 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 265 - - 262 - - 18 12 338 24 11 341
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 18 12 - 24 11 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 109 209 - 86 131 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 210 129 - 264 203 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.1 1.3 279.2 $ 493
HCM LOS F F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 108 265 - - 262 - - 45
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 1.349 0.037 - - 0.295 - - 1.594
HCM Control Delay (s) 279.2 19.1 - - 24.4 - - $ 493
HCM Lane LOS F C - - C - - F
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 10.1 0.1 - - 1.2 - - 7.1

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 15

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 17 1518 57 43 1077 27 8 4 113 4 3 24
Future Vol, veh/h 17 1518 57 43 1077 27 8 4 113 4 3 24
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 100 - - 80 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 18 1650 62 47 1171 29 9 4 123 4 3 26
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1200 0 0 1712 0 0 2281 3011 856 1978 3028 600
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1717 1717 - 1280 1280 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 564 1294 - 698 1748 -
Critical Hdwy 5.34 - - 5.34 - - 6.44 6.54 7.14 6.44 6.54 7.14
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 7.34 5.54 - 7.34 5.54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.74 5.54 - 6.74 5.54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.12 - - 3.12 - - 3.82 4.02 3.92 3.82 4.02 3.92
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 313 - - 175 - - 42 13 259 66 13 381
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 62 143 - 127 235 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 436 231 - 361 138 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 313 - - 175 - - 22 9 259 17 9 381
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 22 9 - 17 9 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 58 135 - 120 172 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 291 169 - 173 130 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.2 1.2 290.6 174.5
HCM LOS F F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 100 313 - - 175 - - 49
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 1.359 0.059 - - 0.267 - - 0.688
HCM Control Delay (s) 290.6 17.2 - - 32.9 - - 174.5
HCM Lane LOS F C - - D - - F
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 9.7 0.2 - - 1 - - 2.7
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 33

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 10 1341 50 72 1355 14 13 2 121 23 7 46
Future Vol, veh/h 10 1341 50 72 1355 14 13 2 121 23 7 46
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 100 - - 80 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 11 1458 54 78 1473 15 14 2 132 25 8 50
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1488 0 0 1512 0 0 2256 3151 756 2243 3171 744
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1507 1507 - 1637 1637 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 749 1644 - 606 1534 -
Critical Hdwy 5.34 - - 5.34 - - 6.44 6.54 7.14 6.44 6.54 7.14
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 7.34 5.54 - 7.34 5.54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.74 5.54 - 6.74 5.54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.12 - - 3.12 - - 3.82 4.02 3.92 3.82 4.02 3.92
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 226 - - 220 - - 44 11 301 45 10 306
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 87 182 - 71 157 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 336 156 - 411 177 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 226 - - 220 - - - 7 301 ~ 14 ~ 6 306
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - - 7 - ~ 14 ~ 6 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 83 173 - 68 101 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 168 101 - 217 168 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.2 1.5 $ 1295.1
HCM LOS - F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - 226 - - 220 - - 26
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.048 - - 0.356 - - 3.177
HCM Control Delay (s) - 21.7 - - 30.1 - - $ 1295.1
HCM Lane LOS - C - - D - - F
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 0.2 - - 1.5 - - 10.1

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 44.5

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 20 1659 58 44 1201 34 8 4 115 7 3 26
Future Vol, veh/h 20 1659 58 44 1201 34 8 4 115 7 3 26
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 100 - - 80 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 22 1803 63 48 1305 37 9 4 125 8 3 28
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1342 0 0 1866 0 0 2499 3317 933 2187 3330 671
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1879 1879 - 1420 1420 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 620 1438 - 767 1910 -
Critical Hdwy 5.34 - - 5.34 - - 6.44 6.54 7.14 6.44 6.54 7.14
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 7.34 5.54 - 7.34 5.54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.74 5.54 - 6.74 5.54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.12 - - 3.12 - - 3.82 4.02 3.92 3.82 4.02 3.92
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 267 - - 146 - - 31 8 230 48 8 342
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 47 119 - 101 201 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 403 197 - 328 115 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 267 - - 146 - - 10 5 230 ~ 4 5 342
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 10 5 - ~ 4 5 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 43 109 - 93 135 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 242 132 - 132 106 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.2 1.4 $ 742.1 $ 1249.4
HCM LOS F F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 60 267 - - 146 - - 15
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 2.301 0.081 - - 0.328 - - 2.609
HCM Control Delay (s) $ 742.1 19.7 - - 41.2 - - $ 1249.4
HCM Lane LOS F C - - E - - F
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 13.6 0.3 - - 1.3 - - 5.6

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 58.6

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 12 1341 50 72 1355 18 13 2 121 35 7 52
Future Vol, veh/h 12 1341 50 72 1355 18 13 2 121 35 7 52
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 100 - - 80 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 13 1458 54 78 1473 20 14 2 132 38 8 57
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1493 0 0 1512 0 0 2260 3160 756 2249 3177 747
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1511 1511 - 1639 1639 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 749 1649 - 610 1538 -
Critical Hdwy 5.34 - - 5.34 - - 6.44 6.54 7.14 6.44 6.54 7.14
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 7.34 5.54 - 7.34 5.54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.74 5.54 - 6.74 5.54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.12 - - 3.12 - - 3.82 4.02 3.92 3.82 4.02 3.92
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 225 - - 220 - - 44 10 301 44 10 305
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 87 181 - 70 157 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 336 155 - 409 176 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 225 - - 220 - - - 6 301 ~ 13 ~ 6 305
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - - 6 - ~ 13 ~ 6 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 82 171 - 66 101 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 163 100 - 214 166 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.2 1.5 $ 1891.4
HCM LOS - F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) - 225 - - 220 - - 23
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - 0.058 - - 0.356 - - 4.442
HCM Control Delay (s) - 22 - - 30.1 - - $ 1891.4
HCM Lane LOS - C - - D - - F
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - 0.2 - - 1.5 - - 12.9

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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Intersection
Int Delay, s/veh 63

Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Vol, veh/h 25 1659 58 44 1201 44 8 4 115 13 3 29
Future Vol, veh/h 25 1659 58 44 1201 44 8 4 115 13 3 29
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Free Free Free Free Free Free Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
RT Channelized - - None - - None - - None - - None
Storage Length 100 - - 80 - - - - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Grade, % - 0 - - 0 - - 0 - - 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 27 1803 63 48 1305 48 9 4 125 14 3 32
 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor1 Minor2
Conflicting Flow All 1353 0 0 1866 0 0 2509 3338 933 2202 3345 677
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 1889 1889 - 1425 1425 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 620 1449 - 777 1920 -
Critical Hdwy 5.34 - - 5.34 - - 6.44 6.54 7.14 6.44 6.54 7.14
Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - - - 7.34 5.54 - 7.34 5.54 -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - - - 6.74 5.54 - 6.74 5.54 -
Follow-up Hdwy 3.12 - - 3.12 - - 3.82 4.02 3.92 3.82 4.02 3.92
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 263 - - 146 - - 30 8 230 47 8 339
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 46 117 - 100 200 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 403 194 - 323 113 -
Platoon blocked, % - - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 263 - - 146 - - 9 5 230 ~ 4 5 339
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - - - 9 5 - ~ 4 5 -
          Stage 1 - - - - - - 41 105 - 90 134 -
          Stage 2 - - - - - - 239 130 - 127 101 -
 

Approach EB WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 0.3 1.4 $ 781.2 $ 2228.6
HCM LOS F F
 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBLn1 EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR SBLn1
Capacity (veh/h) 58 263 - - 146 - - 11
HCM Lane V/C Ratio 2.38 0.103 - - 0.328 - - 4.447
HCM Control Delay (s) $ 781.2 20.3 - - 41.2 - - $ 2228.6
HCM Lane LOS F C - - E - - F
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 13.8 0.3 - - 1.3 - - 7.3

Notes
~: Volume exceeds capacity       $: Delay exceeds 300s      +: Computation Not Defined      *: All major volume in platoon
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 154 1080 86 54 1082 162 82 932 38 247 725 83
Future Volume (veh/h) 154 1080 86 54 1082 162 82 932 38 247 725 83
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 167 1174 93 59 1176 176 89 1013 41 268 788 90
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 153 1682 133 100 1430 214 114 1030 42 151 1019 116
Arrive On Green 0.17 0.70 0.70 0.06 0.32 0.32 0.06 0.30 0.30 0.09 0.32 0.32
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 4824 382 1781 4483 671 1781 3481 141 1781 3214 367
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 167 828 439 59 893 459 89 517 537 268 436 442
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1702 1802 1781 1702 1750 1781 1777 1845 1781 1777 1804
Q Serve(g_s), s 8.6 14.4 14.4 3.2 24.2 24.2 4.9 28.9 28.9 8.5 22.2 22.2
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.6 14.4 14.4 3.2 24.2 24.2 4.9 28.9 28.9 8.5 22.2 22.2
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.21 1.00 0.38 1.00 0.08 1.00 0.20
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 153 1187 628 100 1086 558 114 526 546 151 563 572
V/C Ratio(X) 1.09 0.70 0.70 0.59 0.82 0.82 0.78 0.98 0.98 1.77 0.77 0.77
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 153 1187 628 153 1086 558 151 526 546 151 563 572
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 41.4 12.0 12.0 46.0 31.4 31.4 46.1 35.0 35.0 45.8 30.9 30.9
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 98.9 3.4 6.3 5.4 7.0 12.9 16.9 35.3 34.6 372.0 9.9 9.8
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 12.4 6.9 8.0 2.8 16.0 17.5 4.8 23.9 24.6 31.1 16.1 16.3
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 140.3 15.5 18.4 51.4 38.5 44.3 63.0 70.2 69.5 417.7 40.9 40.7
LnGrp LOS F B B D D D E E E F D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1434 1411 1143 1146
Approach Delay, s/veh 30.9 40.9 69.3 128.9
Approach LOS C D E F

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.0 37.0 11.9 37.1 11.0 40.0 14.0 35.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s * 5.4 5.1 * 5.5 * 5.4 * 5.4 5.1 * 5.5 * 5.4
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s * 8.6 31.9 * 8.5 * 30 * 8.6 31.9 * 8.5 * 30
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.6 26.2 6.9 24.2 5.2 16.4 10.5 30.9
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 4.8 0.0 2.5 0.0 11.0 0.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 64.1
HCM 6th LOS E

Notes
* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 132 1371 71 61 980 243 113 837 44 244 764 76
Future Volume (veh/h) 132 1371 71 61 980 243 113 837 44 244 764 76
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 143 1490 77 66 1065 264 123 910 48 265 830 83
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 153 1721 89 105 1302 323 151 1016 54 151 966 97
Arrive On Green 0.17 0.69 0.69 0.06 0.32 0.32 0.08 0.30 0.30 0.09 0.30 0.30
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 4971 257 1781 4081 1011 1781 3433 181 1781 3262 326
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 143 1020 547 66 888 441 123 471 487 265 452 461
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1702 1824 1781 1702 1688 1781 1777 1838 1781 1777 1812
Q Serve(g_s), s 7.9 23.0 23.0 3.6 24.0 24.1 6.8 25.4 25.4 8.5 24.0 24.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 7.9 23.0 23.0 3.6 24.0 24.1 6.8 25.4 25.4 8.5 24.0 24.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.14 1.00 0.60 1.00 0.10 1.00 0.18
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 153 1178 631 105 1086 539 151 526 544 151 526 536
V/C Ratio(X) 0.93 0.87 0.87 0.63 0.82 0.82 0.81 0.90 0.90 1.75 0.86 0.86
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 153 1178 631 153 1086 539 151 526 544 151 526 536
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 41.1 13.6 13.6 46.0 31.4 31.4 45.0 33.7 33.7 45.8 33.2 33.2
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 53.2 8.6 14.8 6.1 6.9 13.0 27.4 20.4 19.9 363.4 16.6 16.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 9.2 9.5 11.5 3.2 15.8 16.9 7.4 19.5 20.0 30.5 18.2 18.4
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 94.3 22.2 28.4 52.1 38.2 44.4 72.4 54.1 53.6 409.1 49.8 49.6
LnGrp LOS F C C D D D E D D F D D
Approach Vol, veh/h 1710 1395 1081 1178
Approach Delay, s/veh 30.2 40.8 56.0 130.5
Approach LOS C D E F

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.0 37.0 14.0 35.0 11.3 39.7 14.0 35.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s * 5.4 5.1 * 5.5 * 5.4 * 5.4 5.1 * 5.5 * 5.4
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s * 8.6 31.9 * 8.5 * 30 * 8.6 31.9 * 8.5 * 30
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 9.9 26.1 8.8 26.0 5.6 25.0 10.5 27.4
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 4.8 0.0 1.8 0.0 6.0 0.0 1.3

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 60.2
HCM 6th LOS E

Notes
* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 166 1214 91 55 1191 183 85 1003 39 279 879 102
Future Volume (veh/h) 166 1214 91 55 1191 183 85 1003 39 279 879 102
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 180 1320 99 60 1295 199 92 1090 42 303 955 111
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 153 1687 127 101 1424 219 117 1033 40 151 1012 118
Arrive On Green 0.17 0.70 0.70 0.06 0.32 0.32 0.07 0.30 0.30 0.09 0.32 0.32
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 4846 363 1781 4465 686 1781 3489 134 1781 3207 373
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 180 927 492 60 987 507 92 555 577 303 529 537
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1702 1805 1781 1702 1747 1781 1777 1846 1781 1777 1803
Q Serve(g_s), s 8.6 18.2 18.2 3.3 27.8 27.8 5.1 29.6 29.6 8.5 29.0 29.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.6 18.2 18.2 3.3 27.8 27.8 5.1 29.6 29.6 8.5 29.0 29.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.20 1.00 0.39 1.00 0.07 1.00 0.21
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 153 1185 629 101 1086 557 117 526 546 151 560 569
V/C Ratio(X) 1.17 0.78 0.78 0.59 0.91 0.91 0.79 1.06 1.06 2.00 0.94 0.94
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 153 1185 629 153 1086 557 151 526 546 151 560 569
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 41.4 12.6 12.7 46.0 32.7 32.7 46.0 35.2 35.2 45.8 33.4 33.4
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 127.5 5.2 9.4 5.4 12.7 21.3 18.4 54.7 54.0 473.2 26.4 26.2
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 14.4 8.1 9.4 2.9 18.8 20.8 5.1 28.6 29.5 37.7 22.7 22.9
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 168.9 17.8 22.0 51.5 45.3 53.9 64.4 89.9 89.2 518.9 59.8 59.6
LnGrp LOS F B C D D D E F F F E E
Approach Vol, veh/h 1599 1554 1224 1369
Approach Delay, s/veh 36.1 48.4 87.7 161.3
Approach LOS D D F F

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.0 37.0 12.1 36.9 11.1 39.9 14.0 35.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s * 5.4 5.1 * 5.5 * 5.4 * 5.4 5.1 * 5.5 * 5.4
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s * 8.6 31.9 * 8.5 * 30 * 8.6 31.9 * 8.5 * 30
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.6 29.8 7.1 31.0 5.3 20.2 10.5 31.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.4 0.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 80.2
HCM 6th LOS F

Notes
* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 152 1494 74 62 1095 269 118 946 45 266 851 88
Future Volume (veh/h) 152 1494 74 62 1095 269 118 946 45 266 851 88
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 165 1624 80 67 1190 292 128 1028 49 289 925 96
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 153 1724 85 105 1305 320 151 1022 49 151 962 100
Arrive On Green 0.17 0.69 0.69 0.06 0.32 0.32 0.09 0.30 0.30 0.09 0.30 0.30
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 4985 245 1781 4090 1004 1781 3453 165 1781 3249 337
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 165 1109 595 67 990 492 128 529 548 289 506 515
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1702 1826 1781 1702 1690 1781 1777 1841 1781 1777 1810
Q Serve(g_s), s 8.6 28.8 28.9 3.7 27.9 27.9 7.1 29.6 29.6 8.5 28.0 28.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.6 28.8 28.9 3.7 27.9 27.9 7.1 29.6 29.6 8.5 28.0 28.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.13 1.00 0.59 1.00 0.09 1.00 0.19
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 153 1177 632 105 1086 539 151 526 545 151 526 536
V/C Ratio(X) 1.08 0.94 0.94 0.64 0.91 0.91 0.85 1.01 1.01 1.91 0.96 0.96
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 153 1177 632 153 1086 539 151 526 545 151 526 536
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 41.4 14.5 14.5 46.0 32.7 32.7 45.1 35.2 35.2 45.8 34.6 34.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 94.8 15.5 24.1 6.2 13.0 22.2 33.3 40.7 40.0 432.5 30.8 30.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 12.2 11.6 14.2 3.2 18.9 20.5 7.9 25.3 26.0 35.0 22.7 23.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 136.2 30.0 38.7 52.2 45.7 54.9 78.4 75.9 75.2 478.3 65.5 65.1
LnGrp LOS F C D D D D E F F F E E
Approach Vol, veh/h 1869 1549 1205 1310
Approach Delay, s/veh 42.2 48.9 75.8 156.4
Approach LOS D D E F

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.0 37.0 14.0 35.0 11.3 39.7 14.0 35.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s * 5.4 5.1 * 5.5 * 5.4 * 5.4 5.1 * 5.5 * 5.4
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s * 8.6 31.9 * 8.5 * 30 * 8.6 31.9 * 8.5 * 30
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.6 29.9 9.1 30.0 5.7 30.9 10.5 31.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 76.0
HCM 6th LOS E

Notes
* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 166 1220 97 55 1193 183 87 1003 39 279 879 102
Future Volume (veh/h) 166 1220 97 55 1193 183 87 1003 39 279 879 102
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 180 1326 105 60 1297 199 95 1090 42 303 955 111
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 153 1680 133 101 1425 219 120 1033 40 151 1005 117
Arrive On Green 0.17 0.70 0.70 0.06 0.32 0.32 0.07 0.30 0.30 0.09 0.31 0.31
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 4824 382 1781 4466 685 1781 3489 134 1781 3207 373
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 180 936 495 60 989 507 95 555 577 303 529 537
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1702 1802 1781 1702 1747 1781 1777 1846 1781 1777 1803
Q Serve(g_s), s 8.6 18.5 18.5 3.3 27.9 27.9 5.3 29.6 29.6 8.5 29.1 29.1
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.6 18.5 18.5 3.3 27.9 27.9 5.3 29.6 29.6 8.5 29.1 29.1
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.21 1.00 0.39 1.00 0.07 1.00 0.21
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 153 1185 627 101 1086 557 120 526 546 151 557 565
V/C Ratio(X) 1.17 0.79 0.79 0.59 0.91 0.91 0.79 1.06 1.06 2.00 0.95 0.95
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 153 1185 627 153 1086 557 151 526 546 151 557 565
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 41.4 12.7 12.7 46.0 32.7 32.7 45.9 35.2 35.2 45.8 33.6 33.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 127.5 5.4 9.8 5.4 12.8 21.4 19.4 54.7 54.0 473.2 27.5 27.3
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 14.4 8.2 9.6 2.9 18.8 20.9 5.3 28.6 29.5 37.7 22.9 23.2
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 168.9 18.1 22.5 51.5 45.5 54.1 65.3 89.9 89.2 518.9 61.1 60.9
LnGrp LOS F B C D D D E F F F E E
Approach Vol, veh/h 1611 1556 1227 1369
Approach Delay, s/veh 36.3 48.5 87.7 162.4
Approach LOS D D F F

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.0 37.0 12.3 36.7 11.1 39.9 14.0 35.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s * 5.4 5.1 * 5.5 * 5.4 * 5.4 5.1 * 5.5 * 5.4
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s * 8.6 31.9 * 8.5 * 30 * 8.6 31.9 * 8.5 * 30
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.6 29.9 7.3 31.1 5.3 20.5 10.5 31.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.1 0.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 80.5
HCM 6th LOS F

Notes
* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 152 1497 77 62 1100 269 123 946 45 266 851 88
Future Volume (veh/h) 152 1497 77 62 1100 269 123 946 45 266 851 88
Initial Q (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Work Zone On Approach No No No No
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/ln 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870 1870
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 165 1627 84 67 1196 292 134 1028 49 289 925 96
Peak Hour Factor 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92
Percent Heavy Veh, % 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Cap, veh/h 153 1720 89 105 1306 319 151 1022 49 151 962 100
Arrive On Green 0.17 0.69 0.69 0.06 0.32 0.32 0.09 0.30 0.30 0.09 0.30 0.30
Sat Flow, veh/h 1781 4972 257 1781 4095 1000 1781 3453 165 1781 3249 337
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 165 1114 597 67 994 494 134 529 548 289 506 515
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/h/ln 1781 1702 1824 1781 1702 1690 1781 1777 1841 1781 1777 1810
Q Serve(g_s), s 8.6 29.2 29.2 3.7 28.1 28.1 7.4 29.6 29.6 8.5 28.0 28.0
Cycle Q Clear(g_c), s 8.6 29.2 29.2 3.7 28.1 28.1 7.4 29.6 29.6 8.5 28.0 28.0
Prop In Lane 1.00 0.14 1.00 0.59 1.00 0.09 1.00 0.19
Lane Grp Cap(c), veh/h 153 1177 631 105 1086 539 151 526 545 151 526 536
V/C Ratio(X) 1.08 0.95 0.95 0.64 0.92 0.92 0.89 1.01 1.01 1.91 0.96 0.96
Avail Cap(c_a), veh/h 153 1177 631 153 1086 539 151 526 545 151 526 536
HCM Platoon Ratio 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(I) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), s/veh 41.4 14.6 14.6 46.0 32.8 32.8 45.3 35.2 35.2 45.8 34.6 34.6
Incr Delay (d2), s/veh 94.8 16.1 24.9 6.2 13.3 22.7 41.6 40.7 40.0 432.5 30.8 30.5
Initial Q Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfQ(95%),veh/ln 12.2 11.7 14.4 3.2 19.0 20.6 8.6 25.3 26.0 35.0 22.7 23.0
Unsig. Movement Delay, s/veh
LnGrp Delay(d),s/veh 136.2 30.7 39.4 52.2 46.1 55.4 86.9 75.9 75.2 478.3 65.5 65.1
LnGrp LOS F C D D D E F F F F E E
Approach Vol, veh/h 1876 1555 1211 1310
Approach Delay, s/veh 42.7 49.3 76.8 156.4
Approach LOS D D E F

Timer - Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), s 14.0 37.0 14.0 35.0 11.3 39.7 14.0 35.0
Change Period (Y+Rc), s * 5.4 5.1 * 5.5 * 5.4 * 5.4 5.1 * 5.5 * 5.4
Max Green Setting (Gmax), s * 8.6 31.9 * 8.5 * 30 * 8.6 31.9 * 8.5 * 30
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+I1), s 10.6 30.1 9.4 30.0 5.7 31.2 10.5 31.6
Green Ext Time (p_c), s 0.0 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0

Intersection Summary
HCM 6th Ctrl Delay 76.4
HCM 6th LOS E

Notes
* HCM 6th computational engine requires equal clearance times for the phases crossing the barrier.
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TREE REPORT 

957-967 S Arapahoe St. 
Los Angeles, CA 90006 

SUMMARY

PROJECT OVERVIEW

Site Address 957-967 S Arapahoe St., Los Angeles, CA 90006

Location and/or Specific Plan  MacArthur Park

Project Description Multi-family housing

Number of Protected Trees on Site 0

Number of Recommended Removals 0

This Tree Report was prepared at the request of  the property owner, Sagar Reddy, who is preparing to 
build a multi-family housing on this property.  The subject three lots are located in the MacArthur Park area 
of  Los Angeles.  They are currently developed with single family residences which the owner is preparing 
to demolish.  

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. 186873. 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. Protected Shrubs are defined as 
Mexican elderberry (Sambucus mexicana); Toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia) which measure four inches or more in 
cumulative diameter, four and one-half  feet above the ground level at the base of  the shrub.  
 
There are NO trees or shrubs on this property that would be considered protected native within the City of  
Los Angeles Native Tree Protection Ordinance.



The Tree Resource ® August 2021

957-967 S Arapahoe St. 4

NEIGHBOR TREES 

I have also inspected the neighboring properties to confirm there are no protected tree or shrub species that 
are adjacent to the construction zone, or in areas of  impact. 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES STREET TREES, URBAN FORESTRY DIVISION 

At this time, I observed six (6) Los Angeles street trees in the parkway perimeter of  the property. These 
trees will be retained.  

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 five (5) Non-Protected Significant Trees on the property. These trees will be 
impacted by construction and are recommended for removal and replacement to the satisfaction of  the City 
of  Los Angeles Department of  City Planning. 
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ASSIGNMENT 

The Assignment included: 

LIMITS OF THE ASSIGNMENT 

The field inspection was a visual, grade level tree assessment. No special tools or equipment were used. No 
tree risk assessments were performed. My site examination and the information in this report is limited to 
the date and time the inspection occurred. The information in this report is limited to the condition of  the 
trees at the time of  my inspection.

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.

• Field Observation and Inventory of  Trees on 
Site

• Evaluation of  potential construction impacts

• Recommendations for the protection of  trees 
to remain

• A Tree Location Plot Map is included in 
Appendix A

• Photographs of  the subject trees are included 
in Appendix B

• Protected tree construction impact guidelines 

• Matrix of  proposed protected tree removals 
and protected trees to remain if  applicable



The Tree Resource ® August 2021

957-967 S Arapahoe St. 6

IMPACT ANALYSIS AND SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS 

STREET TREES 
Six (6) Mexican Fan Palm (Washingtonia robusta) street trees will be retained. The proposed new driveway will 
have no impact on the street trees. 

NON-PROTECTED TREES 
Five (5) non-protected significant trees will be impacted by the proposed construction and will be removed 
and replaced at a one-to-one (1:1) ratio, to the satisfaction of  the City of  Los Angeles Department of  City 
Planning. There is one California pepper tree #12 listed on the map and inventory that is dead and will not 
require replacement.  
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APPENDIX A.1  - TREE LOCATION - SURVEY MAP, REDUCED
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APPENDIX A.2 - TREE LOCATION MAP, SITE PLAN REDUCED
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APPENDIX B - PHOTOGRAPHS

PHOTO 1 - Shows the Mexican Fan Palm street trees. Theses trees will be retained. 
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APPENDIX B - PHOTOGRAPHS

PHOTO 2 - Shows the Mexican Fan Palm street trees. Theses trees will be retained. 
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APPENDIX B - PHOTOGRAPHS

PHOTO 3 - Shows non-protected Mexican Fan Palm trees. These trees will be impacted and removed. 
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APPENDIX B - PHOTOGRAPHS

PHOTO 4 - Shows non-protected pepper tree #12. This tree is dead and will be removed. 
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APPENDIX B - PHOTOGRAPHS

PHOTO 5 - Shows non-protected Ficus tree. This tree will be impacted and removed. 
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APPENDIX C - SUMMARY OF FIELD INSPECTION

Rating Code: A = Excellent, B = Good, C = Fair, D = Poor, E = Nearly Dead, F = Dead

Tree # Species Status DBH (”) Height (’) Spread (‘) Summary of Condition Retain or Remove

1 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 90 10 C Retain

2 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 90 10 C Retain

3 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 90 10 C Retain

4 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 90 10 C Retain

5 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 90 10 C Retain

6 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 90 10 C Retain

7 Weeping Fig                                            
Ficus benjamina

Non-Protected 10 25 12 C Remove

8 Arborvitae 
Thuja occidentalis

Non-Protected 10 10 10 C Remove

9 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Non-Protected 16 20 10 C Remove

10 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Non-Protected 16 40 10 C Remove

11 Weeping Fig                                            
Ficus benjamina

Non-Protected 12 35 25 C Remove

12 California Pepper 
Schinus molle

Non-Protected 30 20 F Remove
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APPENDIX D - SUMMARY OF DATA

Table 2. Schedule of Proposed Removals

RECOMMENDATION

Tree 
# Species Status Condition Retain or Remove Reason for Removal

7 Weeping Fig                                            
Ficus benjamina

Non-
Protected

Fair Remove
Grading, Soil removal and 

recompaction

8 Arborvitae 
Thuja occidentalis

Non-
Protected

Fair Remove
Grading, Soil removal and 

recompaction

9
Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia 
robusta

Non-
Protected

Fair Remove
Grading, Soil removal and 

recompaction

10
Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia 
robusta

Non-
Protected

Fair Remove
Grading, Soil removal and 

recompaction

11 Weeping Fig                                            
Ficus benjamina

Non-
Protected

Fair Remove
Grading, Soil removal and 

recompaction
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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. Guideline  

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 Board Certified Master Arborist #WE3782B 
ISA Tree Risk Assessor Qualified- Instructor 
American Society of  Consulting Arborists, Member
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Appendix A.1: Tree Locations on Project Survey

PROJECT SUMMARY

Site Address 957-967 S Arapahoe St.

Location and/or Specific Plan  MacArthur Park

Project Description Multi-family housing

Number of Protected Trees on Site 0

Number of Recommended Removals 0

KEY

Non-Protected Tree Street Tree

Tree For Removal

SUMMARY OF FIELD INSPECTION

Tree # Species Status DBH (”) Condition Retain or 
Remove

1 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 C Retain

2 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 C Retain

3 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 C Retain

4 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 C Retain

5 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 C Retain

6 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 C Retain

7 Weeping Fig                                            
Ficus benjamina

Non-Protected 10 C Remove

8 Arborvitae 
Thuja occidentalis

Non-Protected 10 C Remove

9 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Non-Protected 16 C Remove

10 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Non-Protected 16 C Remove

11 Weeping Fig                                            
Ficus benjamina

Non-Protected 12 C Remove

12 California Pepper     
Schinus molle

Non-Protected DEAD Remove

SUMMARY OF REPLACEMENT TREES

Existing Trees to Be Removed Replacement Trees

   NON-PROTECTED TREES 

REPLACED 1:1 
5 5

7

8

6

5

4

3

2

1

10
911

12
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Appendix A.2: Tree Locations on Project Site 
Plan

PROJECT SUMMARY

Site Address 957-967 S Arapahoe St.

Location and/or Specific Plan  MacArthur Park

Project Description Multi-family housing

Number of Protected Trees on Site 0

Number of Recommended Removals 0

KEY

Non-Protected Tree Street Tree

Tree For Removal

SUMMARY OF FIELD INSPECTION

Tree # Species Status DBH (”) Condition Retain or 
Remove

1 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 C Retain

2 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 C Retain

3 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 C Retain

4 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 C Retain

5 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 C Retain

6 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Street 16 C Retain

7 Weeping Fig                                            
Ficus benjamina

Non-Protected 10 C Remove

8 Arborvitae 
Thuja occidentalis

Non-Protected 10 C Remove

9 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Non-Protected 16 C Remove

10 Mexican Fan Palm                                                               
Washingtonia robusta

Non-Protected 16 C Remove

11 Weeping Fig                                            
Ficus benjamina

Non-Protected 12 C Remove

12 California Pepper     
Schinus molle

Non-Protected DEAD Remove

SUMMARY OF REPLACEMENT TREES
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INITIAL 
SUBMISSIONS 

The following submissions by the public are in compliance with the Commission Rules and 

Operating Procedures (ROPs), Rule 4.3a. Please note that “compliance” means that the 

submission complies with deadline, delivery method (hard copy and/or electronic) AND the 

number of copies.  The Commission’s ROPs can be accessed at 

http://planning.lacity.org, by selecting “Commissions & Hearings” and selecting the 

specific Commission. 

The following submissions are not integrated or addressed in the Staff Report but have 

been distributed to the Commission. 

Material which does not comply with the submission rules is not distributed to the 

Commission.  

ENABLE BOOKMARKS ONLINE: 

**If you are using Explorer, you will need to enable  the Acrobat  toolbar to see 
the bookmarks on the left side of the screen. 

If you are using Chrome, the bookmarks are on the upper right-side of the screen. If you 

do not want to use the bookmarks, simply scroll through the file. 

If you have any questions, please contact the Commission Office at (213) 978-1300. 

http://planning.lacity.org/


VIA EMAIL 

January 11, 2024 

Samantha Millman, President  

Monique Lawshe, Vice President  

Maria Cabildo, Commissioner  

Caroline Choe, Commissioner  

Ilissa Gold, Commissioner  

Helen Leung, Commissioner  

Karen Mack, Commissioner  

Jacob Noonan, Commissioner  

Elizabeth Zamora, Commissioner 

City Planning Commission 

200 North Spring St. 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

cpc@lacity.org 

Trevor Martin, City Planner   

City of Los Angeles 

200 North Spring Street, Room 763 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

trevor.martin@lacity.org 

Re: SAFER Appeal – CEQA Infill Exemption 

Arapahoe Apartments Project 

Case Nos.: DIR-2022-7885-SPR-HCA-1A; ENV-2022-7886-CE 

City Planning Commission Hearing Date: January 25, 2024   

Dear President Millman, Vice President Lawshe, and Honorable City Planning Commissioners: 

This correspondence is submitted on behalf of Supporters Alliance for Environmental 

Responsibility and its members living in and near the City of Los Angeles (“SAFER”) regarding 

SAFER’s appeal of the Planning Director’s September 7, 2023 decision to exempt the Arapahoe 

Apartments Project (Case Nos.: DIR-2022-7885-SPR-HCA-1A; ENV-2022-7886-CE) 

(“Project”)  from the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) pursuant to the Infill 

Exemption (14 CCR § 15332). SAFER’s appeal is scheduled to be heard at the City Planning 

Commission’s January 25, 2024 meeting.   

SAFER’s review of the Project has been assisted by air quality experts Patrick Sutton, 

P.E., and Yilin Tian, Ph.D., of Baseline Environmental Consulting (“Baseline”) and indoor air 
quality expert Francis Offermann, PE, CIH. The expert comments of Baseline and Mr. 
Offermann are attached as Exhibit A and Exhibit B, respectively. Baseline concluded that the 
Project would result in significant impacts to air quality from emissions of diesel particulate 
matter (“DPM”). Mr. Offermann concluded that the Project would result in significant health 
impacts to future residents from indoor off-gassing of formaldehyde. 
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            Because CEQA’s Infill exemption cannot apply where a project will result in 

significant air quality impacts, SAFER respectfully requests that the Commission grant 

SAFER’s appeal and direct staff to subject the Project to review under CEQA and prepare an 

environmental impact report (“EIR”) or mitigated negative declaration (“MND”) prior to 

approving the Project.   

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 

The Project proposes the demolition of a two-story single-family dwelling and a two-

story 4-unit apartment building, and the construction of a new five-story (60 feet) residential 

building with 109 dwelling units. The Project will have one level of subterranean parking (57 

stalls) and will require the grading and export of approximately 11,500 cubic yards of soil from 

the site.  

Under the City’s Transit Oriented Communities Affordable Housing Incentive Program, 

the Project requests incentives to exceed the density and Floor Area Ratio (“FAR”) to provide 

less parking than would otherwise be required for the site in exchange for reserving 15 units for 

Very Low Income households and 1 unit for Extremely Low Income households.  

On September 7, 2023, the Planning Director approved the Project with its requested 70 

percent increase in density, 50 percent increase in the maximum allowable FAR, and a minimum 

of zero parking spaces. The Director also determined that the Project was exempt from CEQA 

pursuant to the Infill Exemption, 14 CCR § 15332.  

SAFER timely appealed the Director’s decision on September 14, 2023 to ensure that the 

Project undergoes adequate environmental review under CEQA prior to its approval and 

construction.  

LEGAL STANDARD 

CEQA mandates that “the long-term protection of the environment . . . shall be the 

guiding criterion in public decisions” throughout California. (PRC § 21001(d).) A “project” is 

“the whole of an action” directly undertaken, supported, or authorized by a public agency “which 

may cause either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable 

indirect physical change in the environment.” (PRC § 21065; 14 CCR § 15378(a).) For this 

reason, CEQA is concerned with an action’s ultimate “impact on the environment.” (Bozung v. 

LAFCO (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 283.) CEQA requires environmental factors to be considered at 

the “earliest possible stage . . . before [the project] gains irreversible momentum,” (id. at 277), 

“at a point in the planning process where genuine flexibility remains.” (Sundstrom v. Mendocino 

County (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 307.)  

To achieve its objectives of environmental protection, CEQA has a three-tiered structure. 

(14 CCR § 15002(k); Committee to Save the Hollywoodland Specific Plan v. City of Los Angeles 

(2008) 161 Cal.App.4th 1168, 1185-86.) First, if a project falls into an exempt category, or it can 
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be seen with certainty that the activity in question will not have a significant effect on the 

environment, no further agency evaluation is required. (Id.) Second, if there is a possibility the 

project will have a significant effect on the environment, the agency must perform an initial 

threshold study. (Id.; 14 CCR § 15063(a).) If the study indicates that there is no substantial 

evidence that the project or any of its aspects may cause a significant effect on the environment 

the agency may issue a negative declaration. (14 CCR §§ 15063(b)(2), 15070.) Finally, if the 

project will have a significant effect on the environment, an EIR is required. (Id.) Since the 

Planning Director determined that the Project was exempt from CEQA entirely, we are at the 

first step of the CEQA process. 

 

CEQA identifies certain classes of projects which are exempt from the provisions of 

CEQA. These are called categorical exemptions. (14 CCR §§ 15300, 15354.) “Exemptions to 

CEQA are narrowly construed and “‘[e]xemption categories are not to be expanded beyond the 

reasonable scope of their statutory language.’” (Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish & Game 

Com. (1997) 16 Cal.4th 105, 125.) Here, the Planning Director determined that the Project is 

categorically exempt from the requirements of CEQA pursuant to Section 15332 of the CEQA 

Guidelines (“Infill Exemption”). 

 

Pursuant to the Infill Exemption, a project is categorically exempt from CEQA where: 

 

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all 

applicable general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and 

regulations. 

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more 

than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses. 

(c)  The project site has no value, as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species. 

(d)  Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to 

traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality. 

(e)  The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services. 

 

As discussed below, air quality experts Baseline and Mr. Offermann found that the 

Project would result in significant impacts to indoor and outdoor air quality. As such, pursuant to 

Section 15332(d), the Project does not qualify for the exemption and must undergo 

environmental review under CEQA prior to approval.  

 

DISCUSSION 

 

I. The Project Does Not Quality for CEQA’s Infill Exemption Because the Project Will 

Result in Significant Air Quality Impacts from Emissions of Diesel Particulate 

Matter.  

 

 A project cannot qualify for CEQA’s Infill Exemption if the project results in significant 

impacts to air quality. (14 CCR 15332(d).) Patrick Sutton, P.E., and Yilin Tian, Ph.D., from 



SAFER Appeal – Arapahoe Apartments Project 

Case Nos.: DIR-2022-7885-SPR-HCA-1A; ENV-2022-7886-CE 

City Planning Commission Hearing Date: January 25, 2024 

January 11, 2024 

Page 4 
 

Baseline reviewed the air quality analysis prepared for the Project and found that it failed to 

disclose the true extent of the Project’s impacts. Baseline’s comment and CVs is attached as 

Exhibit A. As discussed below, Baseline concluded that the Project would result in significant 

emissions of diesel particulate matter (“DPM”). Due to this significant air quality impact, the 

Project cannot be exempted from CEQA under the Infill Exemption.  

 

Heavy-duty equipment used in construction of the Project will result in emissions of 

DPM, which will expose the residences located to the north, south, and west of the Project site to 

these DPM emissions. (Ex. A, p. 1.) As explained by Baseline, 

 

In 1998, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) identified diesel particulate 

matter (DPM) from diesel-powered engines as a toxic air contaminant (TAC) based 

on its potential to cause cancer and other adverse health effects. Adverse health 

effects associated with particulate matter can vary based on factors such as particle 

size, source, and chemical composition. DPM is typically composed of carbon 

particles and a variety of organic compounds including more than 40 known cancer-

causing organic substances. Additionally, over 90 percent of DPM is less than 1 

micron in diameter and can deposit in the deepest regions of the lungs where the 

lungs are most susceptible to injury.    

 

(Id.) The Project’s air quality analysis concluded that the Project’s impact on human health from 

construction-related DPM emissions would be less than significant despite the fact that the 

analysis failed to include a quantified health risk analysis (“HRA”) for those emissions. (Id., p. 

2.) 

 

The City’s failure to prepare a quantified HRA is inconsistent with the most recent 

guidance of the State Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (“OEHHA”), which. 

OEHHA recommends that all short-term projects lasting at least two months be evaluated for 

cancer risks to nearby sensitive receptors. (Ex. A, p. 2.) Here, construction of the Project is 

anticipated to occur over 12 months, which is considerably longer than the two-month period 

requiring an HRA as recommended by OEHHA. As such, a quantitative HRA should have been 

prepared.  

 

Instead of preparing a quantified HRA, the Project’s air quality analysis claimed that 

impacts to human health would be less than significant based on the localized significance 

thresholds (“LSTs”) established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District 

(“SCAQMD”). (Ex. A, p. 2.) However, SCAQMD’s LSTs “only apply to criteria air pollutants 

and were not designed to evaluate localized health risks from exposure to DPM. It is important to 

note that the toxicities of DPM and ambient particulate matter are not equal.” (Id.) According to 

SCAQMD, LSTs “represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or 

contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air quality 

standard.” (Id.) However, as explained by Baseline, LSTs “are not representative of the 

particulate matter emissions from construction that contain significantly higher concentrations of 
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DPM than typical ambient concentrations due to the exhaust from diesel-powered construction 

equipment.” (Id., pp. 2-3.) As such, reliance on the LSTs is inappropriate for evaluating the 

health risk posed to nearby sensitive receptors from emissions of construction-related DPM.    

 

 Baseline prepared an HRA to evaluate potential impacts to human health from 

construction-related DPM using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s AERMOD air 

dispersion model. (Ex. A, p. 3) Baseline used the estimate of PM10 emissions from the Project’s 

air quality analysis to calculate the cancer risk posed to the maximally exposed individual 

resident (“MEIR”) located in the multi-family apartment building adjacent to the Project site to 

the north and evaluated that cancer risk for an infant exposed to the Project’s DPM emissions 

from birth. (Id.)  

 

Baseline’s HRA found that the excess construction-related cancer risk at the MEIR for an 

infant exposed to the Project’s DPM emissions from birth would be 21.8 in one million. (Ex. A, 

p. 4.) That cancer risk is more than double the 10 in one million significance threshold 

established by SCAQMD and, therefore, is a significant impact that has not been disclosed or 

mitigated. Due to this significant air quality impact, the Project cannot be exempted from CEQA 

under the Infill Exemption. 

 

II. The Project Does Not Quality for CEQA’s Infill Exemption Because the Project Will 

Result in Significant Indoor Air Quality Impacts from Emissions of Formaldehyde. 

 

The City’s has failed to address the significant health risks posed by the Project from 

emissions of formaldehyde. Certified Industrial Hygienist, Francis Offermann, PE, CIH, has 

conducted a review of the Project, the exemption, and relevant documents regarding the Project’s 

indoor air emissions. Mr. Offermann is one of the world’s leading experts on indoor air quality, 

in particular emissions of formaldehyde, and has published extensively on the topic. As 

discussed below and set forth in Mr. Offermann’s comment, the Project’s emissions of 

formaldehyde to air will result in significant cancer risks to future residents of the Project’s 

apartments. Mr. Offermann’s expert opinion and calculation is substantial evidence that the 

Project may have significant health risk impacts as a result of these indoor air pollution 

emissions, which were not discussed, disclosed, or analyzed in the City’s analysis. Due to this 

significant air quality impact, the Project does not qualify for the Infill Exemption. (14 CCR § 

15332(d).) Mr. Offermann’s comment and CV are attached as Exhibit B.  

 

Formaldehyde is a known human carcinogen and listed by the State as a Toxic Air 

Contaminant (“TAC”). The South Coast Air Quality Management District (“SCAQMD”) has 

established a significance threshold of health risks for carcinogenic TACs of 10 in a million and 

a cumulative health risk threshold of 100 in a million.  

 

Mr. Offermann explains that many composite wood products typically used in home and 

apartment building construction contain formaldehyde-based glues which off-gas formaldehyde 

over a very long time period. He states, “The primary source of formaldehyde indoors is 
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composite wood products manufactured with urea-formaldehyde resins, such as plywood, 

medium density fiberboard, and particle board. These materials are commonly used in 

residential, office, and retail building construction for flooring, cabinetry, baseboards, window 

shades, interior doors, and window and door trims.” (Ex. B, p. 3.) 

 

Mr. Offermann found that future residents of the Project’s residential units will be 

exposed to a cancer risk from formaldehyde of approximately 120 per million, even assuming 

that all materials are compliant with the California Air Resources Board’s formaldehyde 

airborne toxics control measure. (Ex. B, p. 4.) This is more than 12 times SCAQMD’s CEQA 

significance threshold of 10 per million. (Id. at p. 4.) Furthermore, the cancer risk from indoor 

formaldehyde emissions will exacerbate the existing cancer risk at the Project site, which 

SCAQMD calculates as 638 in one million due to the area’s high level of vehicle traffic. (Id.) 

 

Mr. Offermann concludes that these significant environmental impacts must be analyzed 

and mitigation measures should be imposed to reduce the Project’s increased cancer risk. (Ex. B, 

pp. 5, 12-13.) He prescribes a methodology for estimating the Project’s formaldehyde emissions 

in order to do a more project-specific health risk assessment. (Id. at pp. 5-10.) Mr. Offermann 

also suggests several feasible mitigation measures, such as requiring the use of no-added-

formaldehyde composite wood products, which are readily available. (Id. at pp. 12-13.) Mr. 

Offermann also suggests requiring air ventilation systems which would reduce formaldehyde 

levels. (Id.)  

 

When a Project exceeds a duly adopted CEQA significance threshold, as here, this alone 

establishes substantial evidence that the project will have a significant adverse environmental 

impact. Indeed, in many instances, such air quality thresholds are the only criteria reviewed and 

treated as dispositive in evaluating the significance of a project’s air quality impacts. (See, e.g. 

Schenck v. County of Sonoma (2011) 198 Cal.App.4th 949, 960 [County applies Air District’s 

“published CEQA quantitative criteria” and “threshold level of cumulative significance”]; see 

also Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 

Cal.App.4th 98, 110-111 [“A ‘threshold of significance’ for a given environmental effect is 

simply that level at which the lead agency finds the effects of the project to be significant”].) The 

California Supreme Court made clear the substantial importance that an air district significance 

threshold plays in providing substantial evidence of a significant adverse impact. (Communities 

for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal.4th 310, 

327 [“As the District’s established significance threshold for NOx is 55 pounds per day, these 

estimates [of NOx emissions of 201 to 456 pounds per day] constitute substantial evidence 

supporting a fair argument for a significant adverse impact.”].) Since expert evidence 

demonstrates that the Project will exceed the SCAQMD’s CEQA significance threshold, there is 

substantial evidence that an “unstudied, potentially significant environmental effect[]” exists. 

(See Friends of Coll. of San Mateo Gardens v. San Mateo Cty. Cmty. Coll. Dist. (2016) 1 Cal.5th 

937, 958 [emphasis added].)  

 

 The failure of the City to address the Project’s formaldehyde emissions is contrary to the 
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California Supreme Court’s decision in California Building Industry Ass’n v. Bay Area Air 

Quality Mgmt. Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369, 386 (CBIA). In that case, the Supreme Court 

expressly holds that potential adverse impacts to future users and residents from pollution 

generated by a proposed project must be addressed under CEQA. At issue in CBIA was whether 

the Air District could enact CEQA guidelines that advised lead agencies that they must analyze 

the impacts of adjacent environmental conditions on a project. The Supreme Court held that 

CEQA does not generally require lead agencies to consider the environment’s effects on a 

project. (CBIA, 62 Cal.4th at 800-01.) However, to the extent a project may exacerbate existing 

environmental conditions at or near a project site, those would still have to be considered 

pursuant to CEQA. (Id. at 801.) In so holding, the Court expressly held that CEQA’s statutory 

language required lead agencies to disclose and analyze “impacts on a project’s users or 

residents that arise from the project’s effects on the environment.” (Id. at 800 [emphasis 

added].)  

 

 The carcinogenic formaldehyde emissions identified by Mr. Offermann are not an 

existing environmental condition. Those emissions to the air will be from the Project. People will 

be residing in and using the Project once it is built and begins emitting formaldehyde. Once built, 

the Project will begin to emit formaldehyde at levels that pose significant direct and cumulative 

health risks, especially in light of the existing cancer risk of 638 in one million at the Project site. 

The Supreme Court in CBIA expressly finds that this type of air emission and health impact by 

the project on the environment and a “project’s users and residents” must be addressed in the 

CEQA process. The existing TAC sources near the Project site would have to be considered in 

evaluating the cumulative effect on future residents of both the Project’s TAC emissions as well 

as those existing off-site emissions. 

 

 The Supreme Court’s reasoning is well-grounded in CEQA’s statutory language. CEQA 

expressly includes a project’s effects on human beings as an effect on the environment that must 

be addressed in an environmental review. “Section 21083(b)(3)’s express language, for example, 

requires a finding of a ‘significant effect on the environment’ (§ 21083(b)) whenever the 

‘environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 

directly or indirectly.’” (CBIA, 62 Cal.4th at 800 [emphasis in original].) Likewise, “the 

Legislature has made clear—in declarations accompanying CEQA’s enactment—that public 

health and safety are of great importance in the statutory scheme.” (Id.) It goes without saying 

that the future residents at the Project are human beings and the health and safety of those 

residents must be subjected to CEQA’s safeguards. 

 

The City has a duty to investigate issues relating to a project’s potential environmental 

impacts. (See County Sanitation Dist. No. 2 v. County of Kern, (2005) 127 Cal.App.4th 1544, 

1597–98. [“[U]nder CEQA, the lead agency bears a burden to investigate potential 

environmental impacts.”].) The proposed Project will have significant impacts on air quality and 

health risks by emitting cancer-causing levels of formaldehyde that will expose future residents 

to cancer risks in excess of SCAQMD’s threshold of significance for cancer health risks of 10 in 

a million. As such, the Project does not qualify for the Infill Exemption and must undergo CEQA 
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review prior to approval. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

 As discussed above, the Project will result in significant impacts to air quality from 

emissions of diesel particulate matter and formaldehyde. As such, the Project does not qualify for 

CEQA’s Infill Exemption. SAFER is not opposed to the Project per se but believes that the 

Project must undergo environmental review pursuant to CEQA prior to approval. Therefore, 

SAFER respectfully requests that the City Planning Commission grant SAFER’s appeal to 

ensure that an environmental impact report or negative declaration is prepared for the Project. 

  

      Sincerely,  

 

 
 

      Brian B. Flynn 

      Lozeau Drury LLP 



 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT A 
 



 

388 17th Street, Suite 230, Oakland, CA 94612 | (510) 420-8686 | www.baseline-env.com 
Mailing Address: PO Box 18586, Oakland, CA 94619 

 
 
 
 
July 28, 2023 
23220-00 
 
 
 
Richard Drury 
Lozeau Drury LLP 
1939 Harrison St., Suite 150 
Oakland, CA 94612  

Subject: Review of Air Quality Impacts Analyzed for the 957-967 Arapahoe Street 
Project in the City of Los Angeles  

Dear Mr. Drury: 

Baseline Environmental Consulting (Baseline) has reviewed the Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas, 
and Noise Study for an Apartment Building Development in Los Angeles, CA; APNs 5076-005-
007, -008, -009 (AQ/GHG/Noise Report) prepared for the Class 32 Categorical Exemption for the 
957-967 Arapahoe Street Project (project) in the City of Los Angeles (City), California to 
determine whether potential environmental impacts related to air quality were appropriately 
evaluated. Based on our review, we have identified flaws in the analysis used to support the 
significance determinations in the Class 32 Categorical Exemption, as described in detail below. 

INADEQUATE ANALYSIS OF AIR QUALITY IMPACTS 

In 1998, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) identified diesel particulate matter (DPM) 
from diesel-powered engines as a toxic air contaminant (TAC) based on its potential to cause 
cancer and other adverse health effects.1 Adverse health effects associated with particulate 
matter can vary based on factors such as particle size, source, and chemical composition. DPM 
is typically composed of carbon particles and a variety of organic compounds including more 
than 40 known cancer-causing organic substances. Additionally, over 90 percent of DPM is less 
than 1 micron in diameter and can deposit in the deepest regions of the lungs where the lungs 
are most susceptible to injury.   

Project construction would generate DPM emissions from the exhaust of off-road diesel 
construction equipment. The project site is surrounded with residential receptors to the north, 
south, and west, which could be exposed to DPM emissions generated during project 

 
1 California Air Resources Board (CARB), 1998. Initial Statement of Reasons for Rulemaking; Proposed Identification 
of Diesel Exhaust as a Toxic Air Contaminant, June. 
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construction. However, the AQ/GHG/Noise Report did not provide a quantitative evaluation of 
the health risks to nearby sensitive receptors exposed to DPM emissions generated during 
project construction.  

According to the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), cancer risk 
should not be estimated for projects lasting less than two months due to the uncertainty in 
assessing very short-term exposures.2 The duration of project construction is expected to last 
12 months (page 2 of the AQ/GHG/Noise Report), which is substantially longer than the two-
month limitation for short-term exposures recommended by OEHHA. OEHHA also states that 
there is valid scientific concern that the rate of short-term exposure may influence the risk – in 
other words, a higher exposure to a carcinogen over a short period of time may be a greater 
risk than the same total exposure spread over a much longer period. Therefore, a health risk 
assessment should be performed to estimate the incremental increase in cancer risk for nearby 
sensitive receptors exposed to short-term DPM emissions during project construction in 
accordance with the OEHHA guidance.  

The AQ/GHG/Noise Report did not provide a reason for excluding a construction health risk 
assessment. On pages 5 to 7 of the AQ/GHG/Noise Report, it was stated that the project’s 
construction and operational criteria air pollutant emissions would not exceed the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD’s) regional and localized significance thresholds, 
and therefore air quality impacts from construction would be less than significant. However, 
the SCAQMD’s regional and localized significance thresholds only apply to criteria air pollutants 
and were not designed to evaluate localized health risks from exposure to DPM. It is important 
to note that the toxicities of DPM and ambient particulate matter are not equal.  

As stated in the SCAQMD’s Localized Significance Threshold Methodology,3 the local 
significance thresholds “represent the maximum emissions from a project that will not cause or 
contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard." In California, only about 8 percent of the average ambient fine particulate 
matter (PM2.5) concentration in outdoor air is comprised of DPM.4  While the federal and state 
ambient air quality standards established for coarse particulate matter (PM10) and PM2.5 were 
designed to be protective of human health for ambient conditions, these standards are not 
representative of the particulate matter emissions from construction that contain significantly 
higher concentrations of DPM than typical ambient concentrations due to the exhaust from 

 
2 Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance 
Manual for Preparation of Health Risk Assessments. February. 
3 South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD), 2003 (revised 2008). Final Localized Significance 
Threshold Methodology. July. 
4 California Air Resources Board (CARB), 2023. Overview: Diesel Exhaust & Health. 
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/overview-diesel-exhaust-and-health. Accessed April 1,2023. 
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diesel-powered construction equipment. Therefore, there is no substantial evidence to support 
the use of the SCAQMD’s localized significance threshold for PM1 and PM2.5 to evaluate 
potential health risks to sensitive receptors exposed to DPM from the exhaust of diesel-
powered construction equipment. 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT OF EXPOSING SENSITIVE RECEPTORS TO TACS 

To estimate the incremental increase in cancer risk at nearby sensitive receptors exposed to 
DPM emissions during project construction, a health risk assessment was prepared by Baseline.  

The annual average concentrations of DPM during construction were estimated in the vicinity 
of the project using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s AERMOD air dispersion model. 
For this analysis, emissions of exhaust PM10 were used as a surrogate for DPM. Exhaust DPM 
emissions from off-road diesel construction equipment were obtained from Attachment 1 of 
the AQ/GHG/Noise Report. The input parameters and assumptions used for estimating 
emission rates of DPM from off-road diesel construction equipment are provided in 
Attachment A. 

Daily emissions from construction were assumed to occur over the allowable construction 
hours established by the City of Los Angeles Municipal Code from 7:00 AM to 9:00 PM Monday 
through Friday and 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM on Saturday. The exhaust from off-road equipment 
were represented in the AERMOD model as an area source encompassing the proposed 
building location. 
 
A uniform grid of receptors spaced 10 meters apart with receptor heights at ground-level 
receptors was encompassed around the project site as a means of developing isopleths (i.e., 
concentration contours) that illustrate the air dispersion pattern from the various emission 
sources. The AERMOD model input parameters included five years of SCAQMD meteorological 
data from Station KCQT (USC/Downtown L.A.). 
 
Based on the annual average concentrations of DPM estimated using the air dispersion model, 
potential health risks were evaluated for the maximally exposed individual resident (MEIR) 
located in the multi-family apartment building adjacent to the project site to the north. The 
incremental increase in cancer risk from on-site DPM emissions during construction was 
assessed for an infant exposed to DPM starting from birth. This exposure scenario represents 
the most sensitive individual who could be exposed to adverse air quality conditions in the 
vicinity of the project site. It was conservatively assumed that the MEIR would be exposed to an 
annual average DPM concentration over the entire estimated duration of construction. The 
input parameters and results of the health risk assessment are included in Attachment A. 
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Table 1 summarizes the estimated health risks at the MEIR due to unmitigated DPM emissions 
from project construction and compares them to the SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance. The 
estimated cancer risk at the MEIR location from exposure to DPM emissions during project 
construction emissions is 21.8 in a million, which is above the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in a 
million. Therefore, project construction would expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations and the impact would be potentially significant. 

TABLE 1 HEALTH RISKS AT MEIR DURING PROJECT CONSTRUCTION

Construction Scenario 

Diesel Particulate Matter 

Cancer Risk 

(per million) Chronic Hazard Index 

Unmitigated Emissions 21.8 0.03 
Thresholds of Significance 10 1 
Thresholds Exceedance? Yes No 
Source: See Attachment A

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on our review of the AQ/GHG/Noise Report and the findings of our health risk 
assessment, emissions of DPM during project construction would result in a potentially 
significant air quality impact and require mitigation. Therefore, Baseline recommends that the 
City of Los Angeles prepare an Initial Study or Environmental Impact Report to evaluate and 
mitigate the air quality concerns described above. 

Sincerely, 

Patrick Sutton  Yilin Tian, PhD 
Principal Environmental Engineer Environmental Engineer 



 

 

ATTACHMENT A 
 

Health Risk Assessment 
  



Source Type Units Value
Area Source: Off-Road Equipment Exhaust (DPM)

Average Daily DPM Emission lb/day 0.0984
Average Hours/Work Day hours/day 13.33

DPM Emission Rate gram/second 0.00093

Release Height meters 5.0
Initial Vertical Dimension meters 1.4
Population people 9,818,605

Sensitive Receptor Pollutant

Annual 
Average 

Concentration
DPM (µg/m3) 0.1563
PM2.5 (µg/m3) 0.1481

Notes:
DPM = diesel particulate matter
PM10 = particulate matter with aerodynamic resistance diameters equal to or less than 10 microns
PM2.5 = particulate matter with aerodynamic resistance diameters equal to or less than 2.5 microns
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 2022. User's Guide for the AMS/EPA Regulatory Model (AERMOD). 

Notes

MEIR 
Nearest residential receptor
Nearest residential receptor

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD), 2015. Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sacramento County . June. 

AERMOD Model Results

SMAQMD, 2015

South Coast AQMD Modeling Guidance for AERMOD
USEPA, 2022 

Summary of AERMOD Model Parameters, Assumptions, and Results for DPM and PM2.5 Emissions from Construction
AERMOD Model Parameters and Assumptions

Notes

Monday to Friday: 7 am to 9 pm; Saturday: 8 am to 6 pm
Exhaust PM10 from off-road equipment. Scaling factor used to convert 
result from AERMOD (Assumed 1 gram/second emission rate in the 
AERMOD model)

Exhaust PM10 emission obtained from AQ/GHG/Noise Report Attachment 
1 – CalEEMod Outputs. This weighted average daily DPM emission rate 
was calculated based on the daily emission rate and duration of each 
construction phase. 

Emission summary.xlsx Page 1 of 2



DPM Concentration (C)  µg/m3 0.156 ISCST3 Annual Average
Daily Breathing Rate (DBR) L/kg-day 1090 95th percentile under age of 2 (OEHHA, 2015)
Inhalation absorption factor (A) unitless 1.0 OEHHA, 2015
Exposure Frequency (EF) unitless 0.96 350 days/365 days in a year (OEHHA, 2015)
Dose Conversion Factor (CFD) mg-m3/μg-L 0.000001 Conversion of μg to mg and L to m3 

Dose (D) mg/kg/day 0.000163 C*DBR*A*EF*CFD (OEHHA, 2015)
Cancer Potency Factor (CPF) (mg/kg/day)-1 1.1 OEHHA, 2015
Age Sensitivity Factor (ASF) unitless 10 OEHHA, 2015
Annual Exposure Duration (ED) years 1.00 Based on total construction period of 12 months
Averaging Time (AT) years 70 70 years for residents (OEHHA, 2015)
Fraction of time at home (FAH) unitless 0.85 OEHHA, 2015
Cancer Risk Conversion Factor (CF) m3/L 1000000 Chances per million (OEHHA, 2015)
Cancer Risk per million 21.8 D*CPF*ASF*ED/AT*FAH*CF (OEHHA, 2015)

Hazard Index for DPM Units Value Notes
Chronic REL µg/m3 5.0 OEHHA, 2015
Chronic Hazard Index for DPM unitless 0.0313 At MEIR location  

Notes:

DPM = diesel particulate matter

REL = reference exposure level
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter

L/kg-day = liters per kilogram-day
m3/L = cubic meters per liter

(mg/kg/day)-1 = 1/milligrams per kilograms per day

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), 2015. Air Toxics Hot Spots Program Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health 
Risk Assessments. February.

Summary of Health Risk Assessment at the Maximally Exposed Individual Resident
Health Risk Assessment Parameters and Results

Inhalation Cancer Risk Assessment 
for DPM Units

0-2 Year 
Infant Notes

Emission summary.xlsx Page 2 of 2
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Patrick Sutton, P.E. 
Principal Environmental Engineer 

 

 

 
Areas of Expertise 

Air Quality, GHGs, Noise, Hazardous 
Materials, Geology, and Hydrology 

Education 

M.S., Civil and Environmental 
Engineering, University of  
California – Davis 

B.S., Environmental Science, 
Dickinson College  

Registration 

Professional Engineer No. 13609 (RI) 

Years of Experience 

19 Years 

Patrick Sutton is an environmental engineer who specializes in the 

assessment of hazardous materials released into the environment. 
Mr. Sutton prepares technical reports in support of environmental 
review, such as Phase I/II Environmental Site Investigations, Air 
Quality Reports, Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction Plans, and Health 
Risk Assessments. He has prepared numerous CEQA/NEPA 
evaluations for air quality, GHGs, geology, hazardous materials, and 
water quality related to residential, commercial, and industrial 
projects, as well as large infrastructure developments. His proficiency 
in a wide range of modeling software (AERMOD, CalEEMod, RCEM, 
CT‐EMFAC) as well as relational databases, GIS, and graphics design 
allows him to thoroughly and efficiently assess and mitigate 
environmental concerns.   

For mixed‐use development projects, Mr. Sutton has prepared health 
risk assessments for sensitive receptors exposed to toxic air 
contaminants based on air dispersion modeling. He has also prepared 
GHG Reduction Plans to demonstrate how projects can comply with 
State and/or local GHG reduction goals. For large highway 
infrastructure improvement projects, Mr. Sutton has prepared air 
quality and hazardous materials technical reports in accordance with 
Caltrans requirements. Air quality assessments include the evaluation 
of criteria air pollutants, mobile source air toxics, and GHG emissions 
to support environmental review of the project under CEQA/NEPA 
and to determine conformity with the State Implementation Plan. 
Hazardous materials investigations include sampling and statistically 
analysis of aerially‐deposited lead adjacent to highway corridors.  

Project Experience 

Oakland Downtown Specific Plan EIR. Prepared a program‐ and project‐level Air Quality and GHG Emissions 
analysis. Developed a mitigation measure with performance standards to ensure GHG emissions from future 
projects comply with the Citywide 2030 GHG reduction target.  

I‐680 Express Lanes from SR 84 to Alcosta Boulevard Project. Prepared Initial Site Assessment and Preliminary Site 
Investigation to evaluate contaminants of potential concern in soil and groundwater. Prepared Air Quality Report to 
determine the project’s conformity to federal air quality regulations and to support environmental review of the 
project under CEQA and NEPA. 

Altamont Corridor Expressway (ACE/Forward) Project EIR/EIS. Prepared a program‐ and project‐level Hazardous 
Materials analysis for over 120 miles of railroad corridor from San Jose to Merced. Hazardous materials concerns, 
such as release sites, petroleum pipelines, agricultural pesticides, and nearby school sites were evaluated in GIS. 

Stonegate Residential Subdivision EIR. Prepared a project‐level Hydrology and Water Quality analysis for a 
residential development located within the 100‐year floodplain. The proposed project included modifications to 
existing levees and flood channels.  

BART Silicon Valley Extension Project. Prepared Initial Site Assessment and Hazardous Materials EIS/EIR section for 
extending 6 miles of proposed BART service through the Cities of San Jose and Santa Clara. 



Yilin Tian, Ph.D. 

Environmental Engineer 

 

 

 

Areas of Expertise 
Air Quality, GHGs, Noise, Energy, and 
Environmental Compliance 

Education 

Ph.D./M.S., Environmental Science 
and Engineering, Clarkson University 

B.S., Environmental Science, Beijing 
University of Technology 

Registrations/Certifications 

40-hour HAZWOPER training 

Engineer-In-Training, No. 167986 

Years of Experience 

11 Years 

Yilin Tian is an environmental engineer who specializes in the 
analysis of air quality and human exposure to toxic air contaminants. 
For CEQA environmental review, Yilin assists in the analysis of air 
quality, greenhouse gas (GHG), noise and vibration, and energy 
impacts. She is also familiar with state/local environmental 
regulations and guidelines related to CEQA review. Yilin has worked 
on variety of land uses development projects, including large mixed-
use infill, wetland restoration, levee improvement, and highway 
expansion projects. She is experienced with preparing health risk 
assessments for sensitive receptors exposed to toxic air contaminants 
during construction and operation. Yilin is proficient with air pollution 
models (e.g., CalEEMod and AERMOD), noise models (e.g., FHWA 
TNM and SoundPLAN), geospatial data analysis, and database 
management. 

Besides CEQA studies, Yilin has worked with the Bay Area Air 
Management District (BAAQMD) to improve existing emissions 
estimation techniques and update emission inventories related to 
wood-burning devises and ammonia emissions in the Bay Area. Her 
strong background in statistics and air pollutants emissions allows her 
to process and analyze data properly and efficiently. 

Yilin has assisted the City of Berkeley and the San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) with environmental compliance and 
mitigation monitoring, including reviewing submittals and performing 
environmental field inspections. Beyond that, Yilin has experience 
with Phase I Environmental Site Assessments, air monitoring, noise 
monitoring, and the state’s Underground Storage Tank Cleanup Fund 
application. 

 
Project Experience 

Belvedere Seismic Upgrade Project EIR – Prepared Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Noise and Vibration analysis for 
the installation of sheet piling along specific roadway segments in an area of existing levees in Belvedere. 

2136-54 San Pablo Project IS/MND – Prepared Air Quality, GHG Emissions, and Noise and Vibration analysis for the 
development of a new, six-story mixed-use building in Berkeley. 

Saratoga Housing Element Update EIR – Prepared noise and vibration analysis for the Saratoga General Plan 
Housing Element Update.  

I-80/Ashby Avenue Interchange Improvement Project. Prepared Air Quality Report to determine the project’s 
conformity to federal air quality regulations and to support environmental review of the project under CEQA and 
NEPA. 

Residential Wood Combustion for San Francisco Bay Area. Updated the methodology and datasets used by the 
BAAQMD to quantify residential wood combustion emissions within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin.  

Environmental Compliance Monitoring for the City of Berkeley – Reviewed noise reduction plans submitted by the 
developers against the requirements of the MMRP and standard conditions of approval. 
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Lozeau | Drury LLP 
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Oakland, California 94612

From: Francis J. Offermann PE CIH

Subject: Indoor Air Quality: Araphoe Apartments Project, Los Angeles, CA 
(IEE File Reference: P-4720)

Pages: 19

Indoor Air Quality Impacts

Indoor air quality (IAQ) directly impacts the comfort and health of building occupants, 

and the achievement of acceptable IAQ in newly constructed and renovated buildings is a 

well-recognized design objective. For example, IAQ is addressed by major high-

performance building rating systems and building codes (California Building Standards 

Commission, 2014; USGBC, 2014). Indoor air quality in homes is particularly important 

because occupants, on average, spend approximately ninety percent of their time indoors 

with the majority of this time spent at home (EPA, 2011). Some segments of the 

population that are most susceptible to the effects of poor IAQ, such as the very young 

and the elderly, occupy their homes almost continuously. Additionally, an increasing 

number of adults are working from home at least some of the time during the workweek. 

Indoor air quality also is a serious concern for workers in hotels, offices and other 

business establishments.

The concentrations of many air pollutants often are elevated in homes and other 

buildings relative to outdoor air because many of the materials and products 
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used indoors contain and release a variety of pollutants to air (Hodgson et al., 

2002; Offermann and Hodgson, 2011). With respect to indoor air contaminants 

for which inhalation is the primary route of exposure, the critical design and 

construction parameters are the provision of adequate ventilation and the 

reduction of indoor sources of the contaminants.

Indoor Formaldehyde Concentrations Impact. In the California New Home Study 

(CNHS) of 108 new homes in California (Offermann, 2009), 25 air contaminants were 

measured, and formaldehyde was identified as the indoor air contaminant with the highest 

cancer risk as determined by the California Proposition 65 Safe Harbor Levels (OEHHA, 

2017a), No Significant Risk Levels (NSRL) for carcinogens. The NSRL is the daily intake 

level calculated to result in one excess case of cancer in an exposed population of 100,000 

(i.e., ten in one million cancer risk) and for formaldehyde is 40 µg/day. The NSRL 

concentration of formaldehyde that represents a daily dose of 40 µg is 2 µg/m3, assuming a 

continuous 24-hour exposure, a total daily inhaled air volume of 20 m3, and 100% 

absorption by the respiratory system. All of the CNHS homes exceeded this NSRL 

concentration of 2 µg/m3. The median indoor formaldehyde concentration was 36 µg/m3, 

and ranged from 4.8 to 136 µg/m3, which corresponds to a median exceedance of the 2 

µg/m3 NSRL concentration of 18 and a range of 2.3 to 68.

Therefore, the cancer risk of a resident living in a California home with the median indoor 

formaldehyde concentration of 36 µg/m3, is 180 per million as a result of formaldehyde 

alone.  The CEQA significance threshold for airborne cancer risk is 10 per million, as 

established by the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD, 2015). 

Besides being a human carcinogen, formaldehyde is also a potent eye and respiratory 

irritant. In the CNHS, many homes exceeded the non-cancer reference exposure levels 

(RELs) prescribed by California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 

(OEHHA, 2017b). The percentage of homes exceeding the RELs ranged from 98% for the 

Chronic REL of 9 µg/m3 to 28% for the Acute REL of 55 µg/m3.
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The primary source of formaldehyde indoors is composite wood products manufactured 

with urea-formaldehyde resins, such as plywood, medium density fiberboard, and 

particleboard. These materials are commonly used in building construction for flooring, 

cabinetry, baseboards, window shades, interior doors, and window and door trims.

In January 2009, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) adopted an airborne toxics 

control measure (ATCM) to reduce formaldehyde emissions from composite wood 

products, including hardwood plywood, particleboard, medium density fiberboard, and 

also furniture and other finished products made with these wood products (California Air 

Resources Board 2009). While this formaldehyde ATCM has resulted in reduced 

emissions from composite wood products sold in California, they do not preclude that 

homes built with composite wood products meeting the CARB ATCM will have indoor 

formaldehyde concentrations below cancer and non-cancer exposure guidelines.  

A follow up study to the California New Home Study (CNHS) was conducted in 2016-

2018 (Singer et. al., 2019), and found that the median indoor formaldehyde in new homes 

built after 2009 with CARB Phase 2 Formaldehyde ATCM materials had lower indoor 

formaldehyde concentrations, with a median indoor concentrations of 22.4 µg/m3 (18.2 

ppb) as compared to a median of 36 µg/m3 found in the 2007 CNHS. Unlike in the CNHS 

study where formaldehyde concentrations were measured with pumped DNPH samplers, 

the formaldehyde concentrations in the HENGH study were measured with passive 

samplers, which were estimated to under-measure the true indoor formaldehyde 

concentrations by approximately 7.5%. Applying this correction to the HENGH indoor 

formaldehyde concentrations results in a median indoor concentration of 24.1 µg/m3, 

which is 33% lower than the 36 µg/m3 found in the 2007 CNHS.

Thus, while new homes built after the 2009 CARB formaldehyde ATCM have a 33% 

lower median indoor formaldehyde concentration and cancer risk, the median lifetime 

cancer risk is still 120 per million for homes built with CARB compliant composite wood 

products. This median lifetime cancer risk is more than 12 times the OEHHA 10 in a 

million cancer risk threshold (OEHHA, 2017a). 
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With respect to Araphoe Apartments Project, Los Angeles, CA, the buildings consist of 

residential spaces.

The residential occupants will potentially have continuous exposure (e.g. 24 hours per 

day, 52 weeks per year). These exposures are anticipated to result in significant cancer 

risks resulting from exposures to formaldehyde released by the building materials and 

furnishing commonly found in residential construction.

Because these residences will be constructed with CARB Phase 2 Formaldehyde ATCM 

materials, and be ventilated with the minimum code required amount of outdoor air, the 

indoor residential formaldehyde concentrations are likely similar to those concentrations 

observed in residences built with CARB Phase 2 Formaldehyde ATCM materials, which 

is a median of 24.1 µg/m3 (Singer et. al., 2020).

Assuming that the residential occupants inhale 20 m3 of air per day, the average 70-year 

lifetime formaldehyde daily dose is 482 µg/day for continuous exposure in the 

residences. This exposure represents a cancer risk of 120 per million, which is more than 

12 times the CEQA cancer risk of 10 per million. For occupants that do not have 

continuous exposure, the cancer risk will be proportionally less but still substantially over 

the CEQA cancer risk of 10 per million (e.g. for 12/hour/day occupancy, more than 6 

times the CEQA cancer risk of 10 per million).

In addition, we note that the average outdoor air concentration of formaldehyde in 

California is 3 ppb, or 3.7 µg/m3, (California Air Resources Board, 2004), and thus 

represents an average pre-existing background airborne cancer risk of 1.85 per million. 

Thus, the indoor air formaldehyde exposures describe above exacerbate this pre-existing 

risk resulting from outdoor air formaldehyde exposures.

Additionally, the SCAQMD’s Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (“MATES V”) 

identifies an existing cancer risk at the Project site of 638 per million due to the site’s 

elevated ambient air contaminant concentrations, which are due to the area’s high levels 

of vehicle traffic. These impacts would further exacerbate the pre-existing cancer risk to 

the building occupants, which result from exposure to formaldehyde in both indoor and 
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outdoor air. 

Appendix A, Indoor Formaldehyde Concentrations and the CARB Formaldehyde ATCM, 

provides analyses that show utilization of CARB Phase 2 Formaldehyde ATCM materials 

will not ensure acceptable cancer risks with respect to formaldehyde emissions from 

composite wood products.

Even composite wood products manufactured with CARB certified ultra low emitting 

formaldehyde (ULEF) resins do not insure that the indoor air will have concentrations of 

formaldehyde the meet the OEHHA cancer risks that substantially exceed 10 per million. 

The permissible emission rates for ULEF composite wood products are only 11-15% 

lower than the CARB Phase 2 emission rates. Only use of composite wood products made 

with no-added formaldehyde resins (NAF), such as resins made from soy, polyvinyl 

acetate, or methylene diisocyanate can insure that the OEHHA cancer risk of 10 per 

million is met.   

The following describes a method that should be used, prior to construction in the 

environmental review under CEQA, for determining whether the indoor concentrations 

resulting from the formaldehyde emissions of specific building materials/furnishings 

selected exceed cancer and non-cancer guidelines. Such a design analyses can be used to 

identify those materials/furnishings prior to the completion of the City’s CEQA review 

and project approval, that have formaldehyde emission rates that contribute to indoor 

concentrations that exceed cancer and non-cancer guidelines, so that alternative lower 

emitting materials/furnishings may be selected and/or higher minimum outdoor air 

ventilation rates can be increased to achieve acceptable indoor concentrations and 

incorporated as mitigation measures for this project.    

Pre-Construction Building Material/Furnishing Formaldehyde Emissions Assessment 

This formaldehyde emissions assessment should be used in the environmental review 

under CEQA to assess the indoor formaldehyde concentrations from the proposed 

loading of building materials/furnishings, the area-specific formaldehyde emission rate 
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data for building materials/furnishings, and the design minimum outdoor air ventilation 

rates. This assessment allows the applicant (and the City) to determine, before the 

conclusion of the environmental review process and the building materials/furnishings 

are specified, purchased, and installed, if the total chemical emissions will exceed cancer 

and non-cancer guidelines, and if so, allow for changes in the selection of specific 

material/furnishings and/or the design minimum outdoor air ventilations rates such that 

cancer and non-cancer guidelines are not exceeded.

1.) Define Indoor Air Quality Zones. Divide the building into separate indoor air quality 

zones, (IAQ Zones). IAQ Zones are defined as areas of well-mixed air. Thus, each 

ventilation system with recirculating air is considered a single zone, and each room or 

group of rooms where air is not recirculated (e.g. 100% outdoor air) is considered a 

separate zone. For IAQ Zones with the same construction material/furnishings and design 

minimum outdoor air ventilation rates. (e.g. hotel rooms, apartments, condominiums, 

etc.) the formaldehyde emission rates need only be assessed for a single IAQ Zone of that 

type.

2.) Calculate Material/Furnishing Loading. For each IAQ Zone, determine the building 

material and furnishing loadings (e.g., m2 of material/m2 floor area, units of 

furnishings/m2 floor area) from an inventory of all potential indoor formaldehyde sources, 

including flooring, ceiling tiles, furnishings, finishes, insulation, sealants, adhesives, and 

any products constructed with composite wood products containing urea-formaldehyde 

resins (e.g., plywood, medium density fiberboard, particleboard). 

3.) Calculate the Formaldehyde Emission Rate. For each building material, calculate the 

formaldehyde emission rate (µg/h) from the product of the area-specific formaldehyde 

emission rate (µg/m2-h) and the area (m2) of material in the IAQ Zone, and from each 

furnishing (e.g. chairs, desks, etc.) from the unit-specific formaldehyde emission rate 

(µg/unit-h) and the number of units in the IAQ Zone.  

NOTE: As a result of the high-performance building rating systems and building codes 

(California Building Standards Commission, 2014; USGBC, 2014), most manufacturers 

of building materials furnishings sold in the United States conduct chemical emission rate 



7 of 19

tests using the California Department of Health “Standard Method for the Testing and 

Evaluation of Volatile Organic Chemical Emissions for Indoor Sources Using 

Environmental Chambers,” (CDPH, 2017), or other equivalent chemical emission rate 

testing methods.  Most manufacturers of building furnishings sold in the United States 

conduct chemical emission rate tests using ANSI/BIFMA M7.1 Standard Test Method for 

Determining VOC Emissions (BIFMA, 2018), or other equivalent chemical emission rate 

testing methods.  

CDPH, BIFMA, and other chemical emission rate testing programs, typically certify that 

a material or furnishing does not create indoor chemical concentrations in excess of the 

maximum concentrations permitted by their certification. For instance, the CDPH 

emission rate testing requires that the measured emission rates when input into an office, 

school, or residential model do not exceed one-half of the OEHHA Chronic Exposure 

Guidelines (OEHHA, 2017b) for the 35 specific VOCs, including formaldehyde, listed in 

Table 4-1 of the CDPH test method (CDPH, 2017). These certifications themselves do 

not provide the actual area-specific formaldehyde emission rate (i.e., µg/m2-h) of the 

product, but rather provide data that the formaldehyde emission rates do not exceed the 

maximum rate allowed for the certification. Thus, for example, the data for a certification 

of a specific type of flooring may be used to calculate that the area-specific emission rate 

of formaldehyde is less than 31 µg/m2-h, but not the actual measured specific emission 

rate, which may be 3, 18, or 30 µg/m2-h. These area-specific emission rates determined 

from the product certifications of CDPH, BIFA, and other certification programs can be 

used as an initial estimate of the formaldehyde emission rate.

If the actual area-specific emission rates of a building material or furnishing is needed 

(i.e. the initial emission rates estimates from the product certifications are higher than 

desired), then that data can be acquired by requesting from the manufacturer the complete 

chemical emission rate test report. For instance if the complete CDPH emission test 

report is requested for a CDHP certified product, that report will provide the actual area-

specific emission rates for not only the 35 specific VOCs, including formaldehyde, listed 

in Table 4-1 of the CDPH test method (CDPH, 2017), but also all of the cancer and 

reproductive/developmental chemicals listed in the California Proposition 65 Safe Harbor 

Levels (OEHHA, 2017a), all of the toxic air contaminants (TACs) in the California Air 
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Resources Board Toxic Air Contamination List (CARB, 2011), and the 10 chemicals 

with the greatest emission rates.    

Alternatively, a sample of the building material or furnishing can be submitted to a 

chemical emission rate testing laboratory, such as Berkeley Analytical Laboratory 

(https://berkeleyanalytical.com), to measure the formaldehyde emission rate.

4.) Calculate the Total Formaldehyde Emission Rate. For each IAQ Zone, calculate the 

total formaldehyde emission rate (i.e. µg/h) from the individual formaldehyde emission 

rates from each of the building material/furnishings as determined in Step 3. 

5.) Calculate the Indoor Formaldehyde Concentration. For each IAQ Zone, calculate the 

indoor formaldehyde concentration (µg/m3) from Equation 1 by dividing the total 

formaldehyde emission rates (i.e. µg/h) as determined in Step 4, by the design minimum 

outdoor air ventilation rate (m3/h) for the IAQ Zone.  

   (Equation 1) 

where:

Cin = indoor formaldehyde concentration (µg/m3)

Etotal = total formaldehyde emission rate (µg/h) into the IAQ Zone.

Qoa = design minimum outdoor air ventilation rate to the IAQ Zone (m3/h)

The above Equation 1 is based upon mass balance theory, and is referenced in Section 

3.10.2 “Calculation of Estimated Building Concentrations” of the California Department 

of Health “Standard Method for the Testing and Evaluation of Volatile Organic Chemical 

Emissions for Indoor Sources Using Environmental Chambers”, (CDPH, 2017).

6.) Calculate the Indoor Exposure Cancer and Non-Cancer Health Risks. For each IAQ 

Zone, calculate the cancer and non-cancer health risks from the indoor formaldehyde 

concentrations determined in Step 5 and as described in the OEHHA Air Toxics Hot Spots 

Program Risk Assessment Guidelines; Guidance Manual for Preparation of Health Risk 

Assessments (OEHHA, 2015).
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7.) Mitigate Indoor Formaldehyde Exposures of exceeding the CEQA Cancer and/or 

Non-Cancer Health Risks. In each IAQ Zone, provide mitigation for any formaldehyde 

exposure risk as determined in Step 6, that exceeds the CEQA cancer risk of 10 per 

million or the CEQA non-cancer Hazard Quotient of 1.0.  

Provide the source and/or ventilation mitigation required in all IAQ Zones to reduce the 

health risks of the chemical exposures below the CEQA cancer and non-cancer health 

risks. 

Source mitigation for formaldehyde may include:

1.) reducing the amount materials and/or furnishings that emit formaldehyde 

2.) substituting a different material with a lower area-specific emission rate of 

formaldehyde

  

Ventilation mitigation for formaldehyde emitted from building materials and/or 

furnishings may include:

1.) increasing the design minimum outdoor air ventilation rate to the IAQ Zone.

NOTE: Mitigating the formaldehyde emissions through use of less material/furnishings, 

or use of lower emitting materials/furnishings, is the preferred mitigation option, as 

mitigation with increased outdoor air ventilation increases initial and operating costs 

associated with the heating/cooling systems. 

Further, we are not asking that the builder “speculate” on what and how much composite 

materials be used, but rather at the design stage to select composite wood materials based 

on the formaldehyde emission rates that manufacturers routinely conduct using the 

California Department of Health “Standard Method for the Testing and Evaluation of 

Volatile Organic Chemical Emissions for Indoor Sources Using Environmental 

Chambers,” (CDPH, 2017), and use the procedure described earlier above (i.e. Pre-

Construction Building Material/Furnishing Formaldehyde Emissions Assessment) to 

insure that the materials selected achieve acceptable cancer risks from material off 

gassing of formaldehyde. 
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Outdoor Air Ventilation Impact. Another important finding of the CNHS, was that the 

outdoor air ventilation rates in the homes were very low. Outdoor air ventilation is a very 

important factor influencing the indoor concentrations of air contaminants, as it is the 

primary removal mechanism of all indoor air generated contaminants. Lower outdoor air 

exchange rates cause indoor generated air contaminants to accumulate to higher indoor air 

concentrations.  Many homeowners rarely open their windows or doors for ventilation as a 

result of their concerns for security/safety, noise, dust, and odor concerns (Price, 2007). In 

the CNHS field study, 32% of the homes did not use their windows during the 24‐hour 

Test Day, and 15% of the homes did not use their windows during the entire preceding 

week. Most of the homes with no window usage were homes in the winter field session. 

Thus, a substantial percentage of homeowners never open their windows, especially in the 

winter season. The median 24‐hour measurement was 0.26 air changes per hour (ach), 

with a range of 0.09 ach to 5.3 ach. A total of 67% of the homes had outdoor air exchange 

rates below the minimum California Building Code (2001) requirement of 0.35 ach. Thus, 

the relatively tight envelope construction, combined with the fact that many people never 

open their windows for ventilation, results in homes with low outdoor air exchange rates 

and higher indoor air contaminant concentrations.

According to the Air Quality (AQ), Greenhouse Gas (GHG), and Noise Letter Report – 

Araphoe Apartments Project (York Engineering. 2023), the Project is close to roads with 

moderate to high traffic (e.g., West Olympic Boulevard, South Hoover Street, Magnolia 

Avenue, San Marino Street, etc.).

The Air Quality (AQ), Greenhouse Gas (GHG), and Noise Letter Report – Araphoe 

Apartments Project (York Engineering. 2023) contains no measurements of the existing 

ambient noise levels, only a single FHWA modeled noise level of 56 dBA. 

In order to design the building for this Project such that interior noise levels are 

acceptable, an acoustic study with actual on site measurements of the existing ambient 

noise levels and modeled future ambient noise levels needs to be conducted. The acoustic 

study of the existing ambient noise levels should be conducted over a one-week period. 
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and report the dBA CNEL or Ldn. This study will allow for the selection of a building 

envelope and windows with a sufficient STC such that the indoor noise levels are 

acceptable. A mechanical supply of outdoor air ventilation to allow for a habitable interior 

environment with closed windows and doors will also be requires. Such a ventilation 

system would allow windows and doors to be kept closed at the occupant’s discretion to 

control exterior noise within building interiors. 

PM2.5 Outdoor Concentrations Impact. An additional impact of the nearby motor vehicle 

traffic associated with this project, are the outdoor concentrations of PM2.5.  According to 

the Air Quality (AQ), Greenhouse Gas (GHG), and Noise Letter Report – Araphoe 

Apartments Project (York Engineering. 2023) the Project is located in the South Coast Air 

Basin, which is a State and Federal non-attainment area for PM2.5. 

Additionally, the SCAQMD’s MATES V study cites an existing cancer risk of 638 per 

million at the Project site due to the site’s high concentration of ambient air contaminants 

resulting from the area’s high levels of motor vehicle traffic.

An air quality analyses should be conducted to determine the concentrations of PM2.5 in the 

outdoor and indoor air that people inhale each day. This air quality analyses needs to 

consider the cumulative impacts of the project related emissions, existing and projected 

future emissions from local PM2.5 sources (e.g. stationary sources, motor vehicles, and 

airport traffic) upon the outdoor air concentrations at the Project site. If the outdoor 

concentrations are determined to exceed the California and National annual average PM2.5 

exceedence concentration of 12 µg/m3, or the National 24-hour average exceedence 

concentration of 35 µg/m3, then the buildings need to have a mechanical supply of outdoor 

air that has air filtration with sufficient removal efficiency, such that the indoor 

concentrations of outdoor PM2.5 particles is less than the California and National PM2.5 

annual and 24-hour standards. 

      

It is my experience that based on the projected high traffic noise levels, the annual average 

concentration of PM2.5 will exceed the California and National PM2.5 annual and 24-hour 
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standards and warrant installation of high efficiency air filters (i.e. MERV 13 or higher) in 

all mechanically supplied outdoor air ventilation systems. 

Indoor Air Quality Impact Mitigation Measures 

The following are recommended mitigation measures to minimize the impacts upon 

indoor quality:

Indoor Formaldehyde Concentrations Mitigation. Use only composite wood materials (e.g. 

hardwood plywood, medium density fiberboard, particleboard) for all interior finish 

systems that are made with CARB approved no-added formaldehyde (NAF) resins 

(CARB, 2009). CARB Phase 2 certified composite wood products, or ultra-low emitting 

formaldehyde (ULEF) resins, do not insure indoor formaldehyde concentrations that are 

below the CEQA cancer risk of 10 per million. Only composite wood products 

manufactured with CARB approved no-added formaldehyde (NAF) resins, such as resins 

made from soy, polyvinyl acetate, or methylene diisocyanate can insure that the OEHHA 

cancer risk of 10 per million is met.   

Alternatively, conduct the previously described Pre-Construction Building 

Material/Furnishing Chemical Emissions Assessment, to determine that the combination 

of formaldehyde emissions from building materials and furnishings do not create indoor 

formaldehyde concentrations that exceed the CEQA cancer and non-cancer health risks.

It is important to note that we are not asking that the builder “speculate” on what and how 

much composite materials be used, but rather at the design stage to select composite 

wood materials based on the formaldehyde emission rates that manufacturers routinely 

conduct using the California Department of Health “Standard Method for the Testing and 

Evaluation of Volatile Organic Chemical Emissions for Indoor Sources Using 

Environmental Chambers”, (CDPH, 2017), and use the procedure described above (i.e. 

Pre-Construction Building Material/Furnishing Formaldehyde Emissions Assessment) to 

insure that the materials selected achieve acceptable cancer risks from material off 

gassing of formaldehyde. 
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Outdoor Air Ventilation Mitigation. Provide each habitable room with a continuous 

mechanical supply of outdoor air that meets or exceeds the California 2016 Building 

Energy Efficiency Standards (California Energy Commission, 2015) requirements of the 

greater of 15 cfm/occupant or 0.15 cfm/ft2 of floor area. Following installation of the 

system conduct testing and balancing to insure that required amount of outdoor air is 

entering each habitable room and provide a written report documenting the outdoor 

airflow rates. Do not use exhaust only mechanical outdoor air systems, use only balanced 

outdoor air supply and exhaust systems or outdoor air supply only systems. Provide a 

manual for the occupants or maintenance personnel, that describes the purpose of the 

mechanical outdoor air system and the operation and maintenance requirements of the 

system.  

PM2.5 Outdoor Air Concentration Mitigation. Install air filtration with sufficient PM2.5  

removal efficiency (e.g. MERV 13 or higher) to filter the outdoor air entering the 

mechanical outdoor air supply systems, such that the indoor concentrations of outdoor 

PM2.5 particles are less than the California and National PM2.5 annual and 24-hour 

standards. Install the air filters in the system such that they are accessible for replacement 

by the occupants or maintenance personnel. Include in the mechanical outdoor air 

ventilation system manual instructions on how to replace the air filters and the estimated 

frequency of replacement. 
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APPENDIX A

INDOOR FORMALDEHYDE CONCENTRATIONS
AND THE

CARB FORMALDEHYDE ATCM

With respect to formaldehyde emissions from composite wood products, the CARB 

ATCM regulations of formaldehyde emissions from composite wood products, do not 

assure healthful indoor air quality. The following is the stated purpose of the CARB 

ATCM regulation - The purpose of this airborne toxic control measure is to “reduce 

formaldehyde emissions from composite wood products, and finished goods that contain 

composite wood products, that are sold, offered for sale, supplied, used, or manufactured for 

sale in California”. In other words, the CARB ATCM regulations do not “assure healthful 

indoor air quality”, but rather “reduce formaldehyde emissions from composite wood 

products”. 

Just how much protection do the CARB ATCM regulations provide building occupants 

from the formaldehyde emissions generated by composite wood products? Definitely 

some, but certainly the regulations do not “assure healthful indoor air quality” when 

CARB Phase 2 products are utilized. As shown in the Chan 2019 study of new California 

homes, the median indoor formaldehyde concentration was of 22.4 µg/m3 (18.2 ppb), 

which corresponds to a cancer risk of 112 per million for occupants with continuous 

exposure, which is more than 11 times the CEQA cancer risk of 10 per million.

Another way of looking at how much protection the CARB ATCM regulations provide 

building occupants from the formaldehyde emissions generated by composite wood 

products is to calculate the maximum number of square feet of composite wood product 

that can be in a residence without exceeding the CEQA cancer risk of 10 per million for 

occupants with continuous occupancy.

For this calculation I utilized the floor area (2,272 ft2), the ceiling height (8.5 ft), and the 

number of bedrooms (4) as defined in Appendix B (New Single-Family Residence 

Scenario) of the Standard Method for the Testing and Evaluation of Volatile Organic 

Chemical Emissions for Indoor Sources Using Environmental Chambers, Version 1.1, 
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2017, California Department of Public Health, Richmond, CA.  

https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CCDPHP/ DEODC/EHLB/IAQ/Pages/VOC.aspx.

For the outdoor air ventilation rate I used the 2019 Title 24 code required mechanical 

ventilation rate (ASHRAE 62.2) of 106 cfm (180 m3/h) calculated for this model residence. 

For the composite wood formaldehyde emission rates I used the CARB ATCM Phase 2 

rates.

The calculated maximum number of square feet of composite wood product that can be in 

a residence, without exceeding the CEQA cancer risk of 10 per million for occupants with 

continuous occupancy are as follows for the different types of regulated composite wood 

products.

Medium Density Fiberboard (MDF) – 15 ft2 (0.7% of the floor area), or

Particle Board – 30 ft2 (1.3% of the floor area), or

Hardwood Plywood – 54 ft2 (2.4% of the floor area), or

Thin MDF – 46 ft2 (2.0 % of the floor area).

For offices and hotels the calculated maximum amount of composite wood product (% of 

floor area) that can be used without exceeding the CEQA cancer risk of 10 per million for 

occupants, assuming 8 hours/day occupancy, and the California Mechanical Code 

minimum outdoor air ventilation rates are as follows for the different types of regulated 

composite wood products.

Medium Density Fiberboard (MDF) – 3.6 % (offices) and 4.6% (hotel rooms), or

Particle Board – 7.2 % (offices) and 9.4% (hotel rooms), or

Hardwood Plywood – 13 % (offices) and 17% (hotel rooms), or

Thin MDF – 11 % (offices) and 14 % (hotel rooms)

Clearly the CARB ATCM does not regulate the formaldehyde emissions from composite 

wood products such that the potentially large areas of these products, such as for flooring, 

baseboards, interior doors, window and door trims, and kitchen and bathroom cabinetry, 
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could be used without causing indoor formaldehyde concentrations that result in CEQA 

cancer risks that substantially exceed 10 per million for occupants with continuous 

occupancy.

Even composite wood products manufactured with CARB certified ultra low emitting 

formaldehyde (ULEF) resins do not insure that the indoor air will have concentrations of 

formaldehyde the meet the OEHHA cancer risks that substantially exceed 10 per million. 

The permissible emission rates for ULEF composite wood products are only 11-15% 

lower than the CARB Phase 2 emission rates. Only use of composite wood products made 

with no-added formaldehyde resins (NAF), such as resins made from soy, polyvinyl 

acetate, or methylene diisocyanate can insure that the OEHHA cancer risk of 10 per 

million is met.   

If CARB Phase 2 compliant or ULEF composite wood products are utilized in 

construction, then the resulting indoor formaldehyde concentrations should be determined 

in the design phase using the specific amounts of each type of composite wood product, 

the specific formaldehyde emission rates, and the volume and outdoor air ventilation 

rates of the indoor spaces, and all feasible mitigation measures employed to reduce this 

impact (e.g. use less formaldehyde containing composite wood products and/or 

incorporate mechanical systems capable of higher outdoor air ventilation rates). See the 

procedure described earlier (i.e. Pre-Construction Building Material/Furnishing 

Formaldehyde Emissions Assessment) to insure that the materials selected achieve 

acceptable cancer risks from material off gassing of formaldehyde. 

Alternatively, and perhaps a simpler approach, is to use only composite wood products 

(e.g. hardwood plywood, medium density fiberboard, particleboard) for all interior finish 

systems that are made with CARB approved no-added formaldehyde (NAF) resins.
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